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Claudia Gemberling

Contra Costa County Department of Conservation and Development
651 Pine Street

Martinez, CA 94553

Subject: Albambra Valley Road Safety Improvements Project 1 Qf;,?_)
SCH#: 2011122056 ~Lnys, - f

A

Dear Claudia Gemberling;

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Mitigated Negative Declaration to selected state
agencies for review. On the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has
listed the stale agencies that reviewed your document. The review period closed on January 17, 2012, and
the comments from the responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order,
please notify the State Clearinghouse immediately. Pleasc refer to the project’s ten-digit State
Clearinghouse number in future correspondence so that we may respond promplly.

Please note that Section 21104(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 carried out or approved by the 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
commenting agency directly. )

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for
draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please conlact the
State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review
process.

Sincerely,

ch%ﬁ j E

Director, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency

1400 10th Street  P.0.Box 3044  Sacramento, California 95812-3044

=N Qi‘tﬁanw&&O
STATE OF CALIFORNIA CONTR anm
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH s (400 2
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Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2011122056
Project Title  Alhambra Valley Road Safety Improvements Project
Lead Agency Contra Costa County
Type MND Mitigated Negalive Declaration
Description  Contra Costa County Public Warks Department proposes (o realign and widen a 2,425-foot long

section of Alhambra Vailey Road that exlends approximalely 225 feel west of Bear Creek Road lo
2,200 feel easl of Bear Creek Road between Pinole and Martinez to provide shoulders and clear
recovery areas for molorists to regain full contro! of their vehicles should they veer off the traveled way.,

Lead Agency Contact

Name
Agency
Phone
emall
Address

City

Claudia Gemberling
Contra Costa County Department of Conservation and Development
925 313 2192 Fax

651 Pine Street

Martinez State CA  Zip 94553

Project Location

County

City

Region
Lat/Long
Cross Streels
Parcel No.
Township

Contra Costa
Martinez

37°57'52.34"N/122° 11" 46.69" W
Bear Creek Road

N/A; Adjoined by multiple parcels
1N Range 3W MDB&M

Section Base

Proximity to:

Highways
Afrports
Rallways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use

Pinole Craek

GP: Public/Semi-Public; Z: Arterial Roadway

Project Issues

Biological Resources

Reviewing
Agencles

Resources Agency; Depariment of Conservalion; Department of Fish and Game, Region 3; Office of
Historic Preservation; Departmenl of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources;
California Highway Patrol; Callrans, District 4; Air Resources Board, Transportation Projects; Regional
Water Quality Control Board, Region 2; Nalive American Heritage Commission

Date Received

12/16/2011 Start of Review 12/16/2011 End of Review 01/17/2012

Nole: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient Informatlon provided by lead agency.



INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
ALHAMBRA VALLEY ROAD SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT (#0662-6R4101)
COUNTY FILE #: CP 11-91

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.



Sent By: CALTRANS TRANSPORTATIO PLANNING; 510 286 55B0; Dec-2/-11 b:OBPM; rage 1/¢
To: STATECLEARINGHOU At: 919163233018
LETTER 2 |

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
111 GRAND AVENUE
P. 0. BOX 23660

OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660 s e
PHONE (5]10) 286-5541 . Flex
EAX (510) 2865559 ‘ \ RECEN E-E) sesnerey eicint
December 27, 2011 - NG HOUSE] -
, CLEAR
STATE  CCVAROII
SCH#2011122056

Ms. Claudia Gemberling

Department of Conservation and Development
Contra Costa County -

651 Pine Street, North Wing, 4 Floor
Martinez, CA 94553

Dear Ms. Gemberling:
Alhambra Valley Road Safety Imprnvemente Milignted Negnﬂve Declaration (MND)

Thank you for including the Cahfonna Department of Tmnsportahnn {(Department) in the
environmental review process for the Alhambra Valley Road Sefety Improvements Project. The
followmg comments are based on the MND. As the ledd agency; the County of Contra Costa
County is respons!hle for &l project mitigation, incheding any needed improvements to state
highways. The project’s fair share contribution, financing, schediding, implementation
responsibilities and leat agency monitoring shoutd be-fully discussed for all proposed mitigation
measures. Required roadway improvements should be oomplctcd Pprior to issuance of the
Certificato of Occupancy. Since an encroachment permit is required for work jn the State right of
way (ROW), and the Diepartment will not issue a permit until our concems are adequately
addressed, we strongly:recommend that the County of Contra Costa.County work with both the
applicant and the Depattment to ensure that our concemns are resolved. during the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pmcess and in any case prior'to submittal of a permit
application. —

Project Concerns

The Department is particularly concerned with how the trips gmcfatod by this project will be
distributed, and how th trips.generated may potentially impact fhé.existing and future
performance of State Route (SR) 4 and Interstate 80'(1-80), If the gmpnsed project will not
generate the amount of:trips needed o' meet the Department’s trip-generation thresholds, an
explanation of how this conclusion was reached must be provided.

“Caltrans Improves mobility across Californiz*



Sent By: CALTRANS TRANSPORTATIO PLANNING; 510 286 5560; Dec-27-11 5HI08PM; rFage 2/2

Ms. Claudia Gemberling/ Contra Costa County
December 27, 2011
Page 2

Traffic Management .Pfau

If it is determined that iraffic restrictions and/or detours a:emeded, a Transportation —

Management Plan or construction traffic impact study may be required. for nppu‘oval by the local
agency having _umsdxonon of the project sito and affected vicinity.prior to construction. Some
local jurisdictions have their-own standscds, while others defer to these of Caltrans. In the case of
the latter, you may hmeﬁt fmm mfor:mhonm our 'I‘l—'aﬁ'ic Manuial.-See the website link below:
for more mfoxmation ‘hitp: ica. gov/hd/ 1 tmanual/ Further information is

Please foel fres to call or-émail Luis Micléndez of my staff at (S10):286-5606 or

_NLMQ@MM with any questions regarding this letter, as for any other assistance
we may provide, '

GARY ARNOLD
District Branch Chief .
Local Development - Intergovernmental Review

c:  State Clearinghouse

“Caltrans impraves mobillly acracr Caltfornia™
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INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
ALHAMBRA VALLEY ROAD SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT (#0662-6R4101)
COUNTY FILE #: CP 11-91

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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State of California Business, Transportation and Housing Agency

Memorandum

clear
Date: January 6, 2012 11712912 »
- Ve J RECEWED |
- NO92f |
To: State Clearing House | AN 8 #2012 J
é:gfar?e?att% ngegslgggm = STATE GLEARING HOUSE|
From: DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL

Contra Costa Area
File No.: 320.12620.10281

Subject: ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT REVIEW AND RESPONSE
SCH #2011122056

Thank you for the opportunity to review the “Notice of Completion” environmental document
from the State Clearinghouse (SCH) regarding the Alhambra Valley Road Safety Improvements
Project, SCH #2011112017, encompassing the intersection of Bear Creek Road / Pereira Road
between the cities of Pinole and Martinez in Contra Costa County.

The California Highway Patrol (CHP) is the primary agency that provides traffic law
enforcement, safety, and traffic management on Alhambra Valley Road and within the
unincorporated area of Contra Costa County surrounding the road realignment and widening
project. The Contra Costa Area is responsible for these functions and will not be significantly

affected by the implementation of this project.

Questions regarding this response may be directed to Lieutenant Mike Hagerman via e-mail at
mhagerman@chp.ca.gov or by telephone at (925) 646-4980.

c: Golden Gate Division
Special Projects Section

Safety, Service, and Security . An Internationally Accredited Agency
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INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
ALHAMBRA VALLEY ROAD SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT (#0662-6R4101)
COUNTY FILE #: CP 11-91

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.



LETTER 4
EB EAST BAY
MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT

December 30, 2011

Claudia Gemberling, Environmental Analyst II
Contra Costa County Public Works Department
255 Glacier Drive

Martinez, CA 94533

Re:  Notice of Intent to Adopt a Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration for Alhambra
Valley Road Safety Improvements Project (County File # CP 11-91)

Dear Ms. Gemberling;

East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the Alhambra Valley Road Safety
Improvements Project (Project) located in Contra Costa County (County). EBMUD has the
following comments.

GENERAL

. 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 Periera Creek.

2. On page 65, under Water Supply, it states that the project area is located within the EBMUD —
water service area. Please note that the project is located inside EBMUD’s Ultimate Service
Boundary but outside EBMUD’s current service area; water service is not readily available __|
1o the project area.

If you have any questions concerning this response, please contact David J. Rehnstrom, Senior
Civil Engineer, Water Service Planning at (510) 287-1365.

Sincerely,

/DM ;f'/(z,xttlf_

e William R. Kirkpatrick
' Manager of Water Distribution Planning

WRK:AMW:sb
sb11_239.doc

375 ELEVENTH STREET . OAKLAND . CA 946074240 . TOLL FREE 1 86€ 40 FAMLID



INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
ALHAMBRA VALLEY ROAD SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT (#0662-6R4101)
COUNTY FILE #: CP 11-91

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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—4 COXCASTLENICHOLSONM— Cox, Casde & Nicholson LLP
555 Callfornia Street, 10* Floor

Y San Frandsoo, Callfoenis 94104-1513

P 4153924200 F 415.392.4250

R Clark Morrison
415.262.5113
emarrison@coxcasile.com

January 17, 2012 Flle No. County File CP 11-91

BY HAND DELIVERY E_@—'E_ﬂ VE W
Clau.ldia Emberling -
Environmental Analyst 11 [ Ul JAN 17 201ZJ

Conrtra Costa Counry @
Public Works Department e e
R g NTRA COSTA COu
255 Glacier Drive PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
Martinez, CA 94553

Re:  Alhambra Road Safety Improvements Project
Dear Ms. Emberling:

On behalf of Alhambra Valley Wine Company, LLC ("AVW™), and Alhambra ]
Valley Ranch ("AVR”), owned and operated by Thomas M. and Donna R. Powers, we are writing to
object to the above-referenced road impravement project (the “Project”). AVW is the owner of
approximatcly 58 acres of land fronting the north side of Alhambra Valley Road (the “Propeny”),
which land is improved with vineyards, olive orchards, pasture for rescue livestock, vegerable
gardens, and a federally-funded hedgerow installed for agricultural purposes. AVW operates the
Property as a family winery developed in accordance with two County land use permits (LP052021,
LP072018), and is the only such winery in this ares, and the only example of a historically
imporrant tradition in Alhambra Valley.

The history of vineyards and wineries in the Alhambra Valley and Martinez area goes
back to the days of John Muir and John Swett, to name only two of the 30 to 40 such properties.
Before federal prohibitions by the Volstead Ace the 29th Amendment, there were over 30 major
vincyards and more than 22 wineries in the Alhambra Valley and Martinez. Alhambra Valley
continucs to have an ideal climate and soil for growing a wide variery of premium wine grapes. AVR
and AVW started replanting grapes in the Alhambra Valley in 1997 with the idea of reviving the
historically significant tradition of premium winegrpe growing in the Alhambra Valley. The
owners of AVR have now planted over 20 new vineyards in the Alhambra Valley, including 16 acres
{about 18,000 vines) on its own 5B acre ranch thar will be impacted by the Project.

Importantly, the Property is protected by a land conservation agreement entered into
by AVW and the County in accordance with the Williamson Act, Cal. Government Code, section
51200 et seq., and mapped as prime farmiand. Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines states thar -
conflicts with a Williamson Act Contract or changes to the environment which could result in 5-2
convesion of farmland to non-agricultural use ordinarily will result in a significant environmental
impact. Moreover, it is the State’s policy tha, whenever practicable, public improvements should

»— www,conastle com Los Angeles | Orange Couaty | San Frandisco



Claudia Emberling
January 17, 2012
Page 2

not be made in 2 Williamson Act Preserve and if it is necessary to locate a public improvement in a
Williamson Act Preserve, the improvement “shall, whenever practicable, be located upon land other
than Jand under” a Williamson Act Contract. Cal. Gov. Code § 51290(a)-(b). Under the
Williamson Act, 2 County may only install public improvements on contracted land upon a finding
that “there is no other land within or outside the preserve on which it is reasonably Feasible to locate
the public improvement.” Cal. Gov. Code § 51292(b). The County will not be able to make this
finding because, as explained below, an alternative is reasonably feasible on non-contracted land to
the south of my client’s properry.

As currently designed, the Project will have significant and adverse environmental
effects duc to its profound interference with AVW's agricultural activities. Among other things, a
site visit confirms thac the Project will eliminate 45-60 mature olive trees on the only portion of the
Praperty suitable for those trees; over 2,000 grape vines and the irrigation system for over 8,000
vines; ten mature ok trees; an existing double-fenced area and associared pasture for AVW's rescue

animal program; twenty percent of AVW's vegetable gardens and 1,000 feet of tomato growing arca; ——

and over 1,000 feer of hedgerow. The Project will also truncate severely the Property’s only mwo
access points for its winery operations, creating driveway slopes exceeding County standards (i.e.,
over 16%) and placing the actual winery entrances almost directly on Alhambra Valley Road. Thus,
in addition to the disruption of AVW’s winery operations, the Project will generate new safety

impacts.

Unfortunaely, the mitigated negative declaration ("MIND”} proposed for adoption
by the County almost completely ignares these impacts. We therefore strongly urge the Counry to
prepare an environmental impact report (“EIR") which takes seriously the Project’s effects on
agricultural land, the historic, acsthetic and open space values of the Property and AVW's
operations, and the safery concems identified above.

The MND discussion of visual impacts contains no discussion of the Project’s
removal of at least 45 olive trees nor che removal of ten marure oak trees, or 2,000 grape vines. Such
impacts will clearly adversely affect the visual experience of public visiting the winery and vineyards
and as well a5 the driving public. Without photosimulations demonstrating the contrary, there is a
fair argument that the Project will result in significanc visual impacts.

Likewise, the MND's discussion of agriculnural impacts is inadequate. First, the
MND fails to state the quantitative or qualitative threshold of significance it relies on ro determine
that the Project's conversion of prime farmland will be less than significant, Instead, che MND
confusingly states that “No set acreage of prime farmland conversion has been determined by case
law or regulatory framework.” The MND then states that the Project would not cross the
undisclosed threshold found in the USDA'’s farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form. What is
that threshold? The reader of the MND is not provided any meaningfisl information on how
significance was determined for this impact. Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines is clear that the
conversion of prime farmland should ordinarily be considered a significant impact. The Projece will
convert prime farmland, This is more than a fair argument that the project will have significant
agricultural impacts. The MND's reliance on an obscure federal form is not sufficient to allow the

|

——

, 5-11



Claudia Emberling
January 17, 2012

Page 3

MND to escape from this obvious conclusion. The MND propose mitigation for this impacr or the _’ 5-11

Counry must prepare an EIR,

Second, despite the face 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 2 Williamson Act contuce. This is nonsense. The MND's explanation for this result is hard to
divine, but appears to be that because the Project will not conflict with the County's general plan
and will provide certain noices required by law, paving over Williamson Act contracted lands will
not result in a significant conflice with 1 Williamson Act contract. Compliance with the general plan
is not the threshold at issue, Such compliance is relevant to land use and planning impace. See
Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines, § 10. Sending out a notice, likewise, does not avoid the
conflict with a Williamson Acc Conflict. Ific 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, Thac
resule would clearly not be tolerated under CEQA. The County muse mirigate its obvious conflict
with a Williamson Act contract or preparc an EIR.

Further, the use of an MND versus an EIR is suspect because the MND has not
clearly shown that it will mitigate the Project’s impacts to listed species, See CEQA Guidelinc §
15065. For example, the MND's mitigation measure for California red-legged frog only
contemplates relocating individuals of this listed species if encountered. Relocacion itself would be
considered a “take” of the species that would require appropriate permits from federal and State
wildlife agencies. Further, relocation, without compensatory habitar mitigation would not be
mitigation for the species. The mitigation measure should be revised to include compensation for
the lost red-legged frog habitat chat will result from the project. Anything less will likely be
unacceptable to CDFG and USFWS.

You should be aware thar there is a feasible alternative to the Project, as currently
designed, which would both eliminate the above-referenced impacts and could reduce significandy
both the land acquisition and construction costs assodiated with the Project. This alternative (the
“Environmentally Preferable Alternative®) would locate the Project further to the south on dry
pasture that is not protected by the Williamson Act. The owner of that property is contractually
obligated to dedicate land for any road improvement project, and should be willing to do s0. The
Environmentally Preferable Alternative would not any generate impacts not already identified in the
MND and, in fact, 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. All without the need to interfere with an existing agricultural
operation on Williamson Act contracted land, and in a manner which significantly reduces the
impacts of the Project on private property. The need to cross a creek does not make such an
aleernative infeasible as roads are designed over waterways on a regular basis, and 2 creck crossing
would not pose a significant engincering obstacle.

5-14



Claudia Emberling
January 17, 2012
Page 4

We would be happy to meet with you further at your convenience. In any event,
however, there is in chis case substantial evidence of a fair argument that the Project will resulr in
significant environmental effects. Unless the County pursues a different alignment, such as that
reflected by the Environmentally Preferable Alcernative, a mitigaced negative declaration is

completely inappropriate,

R. Clack Morrison
RCM/nmg

599994133151 vd



INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
ALHAMBRA VALLEY ROAD SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT (#0662-6R4101)
COUNTY FILE #: CP 11-91

COMMENT LETTER #5: COX, CASTLE & NICHOLSON LLP (January 17, 2012)

5-1: Comment states that the Alhambra Valley Wine Company LLC (“fAVW") 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 hecessary 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



INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
ALHAMBRA VALLEY ROAD SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT (#0662-6R4101)
COUNTY FILE #: CP 11-91

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



INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
ALHAMBRA VALLEY ROAD SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT (#0662-6R4101)
COUNTY FILE #: CP 11-91

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.



INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
ALHAMBRA VALLEY ROAD SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT (#0662-6R4101)
COUNTY FILE #: CP 11-91

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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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.
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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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ATTACHMENT D-1

Map of Williamson Act Contract Parcels in Project Vicinity



Alhambra Valley Road Shoulder Widening
Project Williamson Act Parcels and Acreages

/—\ Project Segment
n‘h'a Cft I 1 T T | T T
co 0.4 0.8 Miles

Retangle A

|:| Rectangle B
D Parcel Boundaries



INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
ALHAMBRA VALLEY ROAD SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT (#0662-6R4101)
COUNTY FILE #: CP 11-91

ATTACHMENT D-2

Contra Costa County Parcel Map, Subdivision MS 970015, Book 175, page 27
(recorded November 9, 1998)
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A GRANT DEED OF DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS DOCUMENT SHOWING THE "RESTRICTED
DEVELOPMENT AREA" FOR "CREEK STRUCTURE SETBACK" IS RECORDED CONCURRENTLY
WITH THIS PARCEL MAP.

THIS MAP SHOWS ALL THE EASEMENTS ON THE PREMISES, OR OF RECORD.

HENRY F, PEREIRA, AS TRUSTEE OF THE ANTONE E. PEREIRA TRUST,
HENRY FRANK PERERA, TRUSTEE FOR ANTONE E. PEREIRA.
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HauRY £ PEREIRR, TRISTEF HenlkY FANK PEREIRA, TRusTFE

PRINT NAME, TITLE PRINT NAME, TITLE

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COYNTY OF CONTRA COSTA )

on_AUGusT  3p ., 1998, BEFORE ME. tfaé(é (odanZe .
A NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR SAID COUNTY AND STATE, PERSONALLY APPEARED

‘H%.E_m%_ﬁﬂﬂg_&hﬂfé p’.f‘?lf’d PERSONALLY
KNOWN TO ME (OR PROVED ME ON THE BASIS OF SATISFACTORY EVIDENCE) TO BE

THE PERSON(S) WHOSE NAME(S) IS/ARE SUBSCRIBED TO THE FOREGOING STATEMENT
AND ACKNOWLEDGED TO ME THAT HE/SHE/THEY EXECUTED THE SAME IN HIS/HER/THEIR
AUTHORIZED CAPAGITY(IES), AND THAT BY HIS/HER/THEIR SIGNATURE(S) ON THE
STATEMENT THE PERSDN(S) OR THE ENTITY UPON BEHALFsOF WHICH THE PERSON(S)
ACTED, EXECUTED THE STATEMENT.

WITNESS MY HAND.

4
i GARY L GOULARTE |;
A Commission # 1151937
@ ‘cgﬁ E
Contra Costa County
L“mww‘m”‘amt MY COMMISSION EXPIRES: 9~ /3~ 0/

COUNTY OF PRINCIPAL PLACE OF BUSINESS:_Qmi.ﬁa Qi’j:

{PRI

REMAINDER

®
VICINITY MAP

NTS,

CLERK OF THE BOARD OF BUPERVISORB CERTIFICATE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
Ss

COUNTY OF CONTRA COSTA b,

I, PHIL BATCHELOR, CLERK OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS AND COUNTY
ADMINISTRATOR OF THE COUNTY OF CONTRA COSTA, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DO
HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE ABOVE AND FOREGOING PARCEL MAP ENTITLED
SUBDIVISION MS 970015 WAS PRESENTED TO SAID BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, AS

PROVIDED BY LAW, AT A REGULAR MEETING THEREOF HELD ON THE
DAY OF 19 %8 ., AND THAT SAID BCARD OF
SUPERVISORE DID THEREUPON BY RESOLUTION DULY PASSED AND ADOPTED AT

SAID MEETING, APPROVE SAID MAP AND DID"NOT-ACCEPT OR REJECT ON BEHALF -
{OF THE PUBLIC ANY OF THE STREETS, ROADS, AVENUES, OR EASEMENTS SHCMN
(THEREON AS DEDICAT‘ED TO PUBUC USE

| FURTHER CERTIFY THAT ALL TAX LJENS HAVE BEEN SATISFIED AND THAT ALL
BONDS AS REQUIRED BY LAW TO ACCOMPANY THE WITHIN MAP HAVE BEEN
APPROVED BY. THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF CONTRA COSTA COUNTY, AND
FILED IN MY OFFICE.

IN WITNESS WHFREOF, | HAVE HEREUNTO SET MY HAND THIS
DAY OF B 3 9 2%

PHIL BATCHELOR
CLERK OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
AND COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR

BY:. 7
DEPUTY CLERK

SURVEYOR'S8 STATEMENT

THIS MAP WAS PREPARED B8Y ME OR UNDER MY DIRECTION AND IS BASED UPON A FIELD
SURVEY IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE SUBDIVISION MAP ACT AND
LOCAL ORDINANCE AT THE REQUEST OF HENRY PERERIA IN JUNE OF 1998, | HEREBY

STATE THAT ALL MONUMENTS ARE OF THE CHARACTER SHOWN AND OCCUPY THE POSITIONS
INDICATED AND ARE SUFFICIENT TO ENABLE THE SURVEY TO BE RETRACED. | HEREBY STATE
THAT THIS PARCEL MAP SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORMS TO THE APPROVED CR CONDITIONALLY
APPROVED TENTATIVE MAP, IF ANY.

PARCEL MAP

SUBDIVISION MS 970015
A PORTION OF RANCHO BOCA
DE LA CANADA DE PINOLE

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
DATE: JUNE 1998

BELLECCI & ASSOCIATES, INC.
CONCORD

COUNTY SURVEYOR'S BTATEMENT

|, J. MICHAEL WALFORD, ROAD COMMISSIONER-SURVEYOR OF CONTRA COSTA COUNTY, STATE
OF CALIFORNiA, HEREBY STATE THAT 1 HAVE EXAMINED THE MAP OF SUBDIVISION MS 870015,
AND THAT SAID SUBDIVISION 1S SUBSTANTIALLY AS IT APPEARED ON THE TENTATIVE MAP, AND
THAT ALL THE PROVISIONS OF STATE LAWS AND LOCAL OROINANCES GOVERNING THE FILING OF
SUBDIVISION MAPS HAVE BEEN COMPLIED WITH, AND | AM SATISFIED THAT THE SAME IS
TECHNICALLY GORRECT.

oare: 4= 3-8

J. MICHAEL WALFORD

COUNTY RCAD COMMISSIONER—SURVEYOR

Ls no._ S99
# 99-279326
fLED TS Gt &y oF _ A/ OVE, 19 w855 A soox
1775 OF PARCEL MAPS, AT PAGE "AT THE REQUEST OF OLD REPUBLIC TITLE COMPANY.

STEPHEN L. WER
COUNTY RECORDER

175 PM 27

z
BY:
R% [ g. 7 DEPUTY COUNTY RECORDER 3
K C. BELLECC, LS. 5399 5
S
£xp. DATE; -3070D s
§
)
S
)
£
X
APN 365—-020-002 SHEET 1 OF 2
[1-9- 98 Fis5 AAM. 1775 - 217



INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
ALHAMBRA VALLEY ROAD SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT (#0662-6R4101)
COUNTY FILE #: CP 11-91

ATTACHMENT D-3

U.S. Department of Agriculture Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form
(AD 1006)



U.8. Depariment of Agriculture

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING

PART | (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Date Of Land Evaluation Request 14/16/11

Name of Project Alhambra Valley Road Safety Improvem

Federal Agency Invalved FHVWA/Caltrans

Proposed Land Use improve existing road for safety

Counly and State Contra Costa, California

PART ll (7o be completed by NRCS) Dale Requesi Received By Person Compleling Form:
nRos 11717111 en Oster, Templeton
Does ihe sile conlain Prime, Unique, Stalewide or Local Importanl Farmland? YES NO ~ Acres Imigaled Average Farm Size
(If no, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parts of this form) ’ D 27.241 230
Major Crop(s) [ Farmable Land In Gowt. Jurisdiction Amount of Farmiand As Defined in FPPA
Corn, Alfalfa, Grapes Acres:35 853 % 7.8 Acres: 93,69 20.3
Name of Land Evaluation System Used Name of Stale or Locat Site Assessmeni Sysiem | Date Land Evalualion Relumed by NRCS
CA Revised Storie Index None 12/20/11
PART Il (To be completed by Federal Agency) Alternalive Site Ratin
Site A Sile B Sile C Site D
A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly
B. Total Acres To Be Converted [ndirecily
C. Tolal Acres In Site 0.6 1.2
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information o - )
A. Tolal Acres Prime And Unique Fanmland 05 0.7
B. Total Acres Statewide Imporiant or Local Imporiani Farmland 0.1 06 mil
C. Percenlage Of Fammland in County Cr Local Govl, Unil To Be Converted
D. Percenlage Of Farmland in Gowvl. Junsdnctmn With Same Or Higher Relative Value
PART V (Tobe compleled by NRCS) Land Evaluation Criterion ) ' 41.0 [ 5 9_ 0
Relative Value of Farmiland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 Points) i s & N
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Sile Assessment Criteria Maximum | sie A Site B Site C Site D
(Criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5 b. For Corridor project use form NRCS-CPA-106) Polnts
1. Area In Non-urban Use (15) 15 15
2. Perimeter In Non-urban Use (10} 10 10
3. Percent Of Sile Belng Farmed (20 0 0
4. Prolection Provided By State and Local Government (20} 20 20
5. Distance From Urban Built-up Area (18) 15 15
6. Distance To Urban Supporl Services (15) 15 15
7. Size Cf Presenl Farm Unit Compared To Average (10) 0 0
8. Creation Of Non-farmable Farmland (10) 0 0
9. Avaifability Of Farm Support Services 5} 2 2
10. On-Farm Investments {20} 20 20
11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services {10} 0 0
12. Compatibility With Exisling Agricullural Use {10} 0 0
TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 97 97 0 0
PART VIl (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 41 59 0 0
Total Sile Assessmenl (From Part VI above or local site assessmenl) 160 97 97 0 0
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 138 156 0 0
Was A Local Site Assessmenl Used?
Site Selected: B Date Of Selection 12/20/11 YESD NO

Reason For Selection:

Creek immediately adjacent to south side of road. Option A and B impact areas north of the road. Option

B (cut slope) will be cut at a 2:1 slope and areas of disturbance will recover within year of project

construction whereas Option A (retaining wall) will have a permanent impact.

Name of Federal agency representalive completing Lhis form: Caltrans District 4

| Date: 1/5/12

(See Instructions on reverse side}

Form AD-1006 {03-02)




STEPS IN THE PROCESSING THE FARMLAND AND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING FORM

Step | - Federal agencies {or Federally funded projecis) involved in proposcd projects that may canvert farmiand, a5 defined in (he Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA)
to nonagricultural uses, will initially complele Parts | and 111 of the form. For Corzidor type projects, the Federal ugency shall use form NRCS-CPA-106 in place
of form AD-1006 The Land Evaluation and Sile Assessment {LESA) process may also be aceessed by visiting the FPPA website, hitp://fppa nres usda pov/lesa/.

Step 2 - Originator {Federal Agency) will send one original copy of the form togelher with appropriate scaled maps indicating locanonislof project site(s), lo the Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) local Tield Office or USDA Service Center and retain a copy for their files. (NRCS has vifices in most counties in the
U.8. The USDA Office Information Locator may be found at hitp.//oitices usda gov/scripts/mdISAPT dloip _public/USA_may, or the offices can usnally be
found in the Phone Book under U S. Government, Depariment of Agriculture. A list of field offices is available from the NRCS Stale Conservationist and State
Office in each State.}

Step 3 - NRCS will, within 10 working days afler receipt of the completed form, make a determination as 1o wheiher the site(s} of the propased project contains prime,
unique, statewide or local important farmland (When a site visit or land evaluation system design is needed, NRCS will respond within 3¢ working days.

Step 4 - For sites where farmland covered by the FPPA will be converted by the proposed project, NRCS will complete Parts IT, TV and V of the form.
Step 5 - NRCS will return the original copy of the form to the Federal agency involved in the project, and retain a file copy for NRCS records.

Step 6 - The Federal agency involved in the proposed project will complete Paris VI and VII of the form and return the form wth the final selected site to the servicing
NRCS office.

Step 7 - The Federal agency providing financial or technical assistance to the proposed project will make a determination as to whether the proposed conversion 15 consisient
with the FPPA

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING FORM
{For Federal Agency)

Part|: When completing the "County and State” questions, list all the local governments that are responsible for local land
use controls where site(s) are to be evaluated.

Part Ili: When completing item B (Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly), include the following:

1. Acres not being directly converted but that would no longer be capable of being farmed after the conversion, because the
conversion would restrict access to them or other major change in the ability to use the land for agriculture.

2. Acres planned to receive services from an infrastructure project as indicated in the project justification {e.g. highways,
utilities planned build out capacity) that will cause a direct conversion.

Part VI: Do not complete Part VI using the standard format if a State or Local site assessment is used. With local and NRCS
assistance, use the local Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA).

1. Assign the maximum points for each site assessment criterion as shown in § 658.5(b) of CFR. In cases of corridor-type
project such as transportation, power line and flood control, criteria #5 and #6 will not apply and will, be weighted zero,
however, criterion #8 will be weighed a maximum of 25 points and criterion #11 a maximum of 25 points.

2. Federal agencies may assign relative weights among the 12 site assessment criteria other than those shown on the
FPPA rule after submitting individual agency FPPA policy for review and comment to NRCS. In all cases where other
weights are assigned, relative adjustments must be made to maintain the maximum total points at 160. For project sites
where the total points equal or exceed 160, consider alternative actions, as appropriate, that could reduce adverse
impacts (e.g. Alternative Sites, Modifications or Mitigation).

Part VII: In computing the “Total Site Assessment Points" where a State or local site assessment is used and the total
maximum number of points is other than 160, convert the site assessment points to a base of 160.
Example: if the Site Assessment maximum is 200 points, and the alternative Site "A" is rated 180 points:

Total points assigned Site A 180 - i i
Maximum points possible = 200 X 160 = [44 points for Site A

For assistance in completing this form or FPPA process, contact the local NRCS Field Office or USDA Service Center.

NRCS employees, consult the FPPA Manual and/or policy for additional instructions to complete the AD-1006 form.



Claudia Gemberliig
“

From: Oster, Ken - NRCS, Templeton, CA <Ken.Oster@ca.usda.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, December 14, 2011 12:29 PM

To: Claudia Gemberling

Subject: Soils and Alhambra Valley Road Project

Attachments: Alhambra Valley Road Prime Farmland Map,jpg

Hi Claudia,

I've attached a map showing prime farmland and farmland of statewide importance in the vicinity of Alhambra Valley
Road. It shows this farmland extending beyond those on the map you e-mailed to me on December 13th.

For your soil map you used geodata from the Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program.
Their definition of prime farmiand requires irrigation within the last 4 years. The NRCS map only considers soil features
whether or not the land has been irrigated. For form AD-106, | need to use the NRCS map.

To complete my part of the form, may | have either (1) shapefiles (*.shp and the associated files), or (2) acreages of the
red polygons on your map.

Thanks. Sorry for the hassles.

Ken Oster

Area Resource Soil Scientist

USDA - Natural Resources Conservation Service
65 South Main Street, Suite 108

Templeton, California 93465

(805) 434-0396 x 111

This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended recipients. Any
unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the information it contains may violate the law and
subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error, please notify the
sender and delete the email immediately.

From: Claudia Gemberling [mailto:cgemb@pw.cccounty.us]

Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2011 11:36 AM

To: Oster, Ken - NRCS, Templeton, CA

Cc: Montalvo, lnara - NRCS, Stockton, CA

Subject: RE: Completed AD-1006 for Alhambra Valley Road Safety Improvement

Hi Ken, we had spoken last week and | was going to forward you a shapefile so we can ensure the acreage of farmiand
impact is accurate. The farmland impacts figure is attached and the shapefile for the farmland impact figure can be
obtained from the link below. However, if you have problems downloading, another option is to access our consultant's
ftp site (email with link/password/instructions attach). Let me know if you have any questions or need anything else.



http://dl.dropbox.com/u/52796414/AVR ROW Impacts 20111212.zip

Thanks!

Claudia Gemberling

Environmental Analyst ||

255 Glacier Drive, Martinez, CA 94553
(925) 313-2192; (925) 313-2333 FAX

cgemb@pw.cccounty.us

----- Original Message-----

From: Oster, Ken - NRCS, Templeton, CA [mailto:Ken.Oster@ca.usda.gov]
Sent: Friday, November 18, 2011 4:51 PM

To: Claudia Gemberling

Cc: Montalvo, Inara - NRCS, Stockton, CA

Subject: Completed AD-1006 for Alhambra Valley Road Safety Improvement

Hi Claudia and Inara,

I've attached the completed AD-1006 for the Alhambra Valley Road Safety Improvement project. I've added a map and
calculations just for Inara's records.

Thanks for asking.

Ken Oster

Area Resource Soil Scientist

USDA - Natural Resources Conservation Service
65 South Main Street, Suite 108

Templeton, California 93465

(805) 434-0396 x 111



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Nalural Resources Conservalion Service

NRCS-CPA-106

{REV.3.02)
FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS
PART | (To be complstad by Faderal Agency) 3. Dale Of Land Evaluation Request: 11/16/2011 4.
1. Name of Project: Alhambra Valley Road Safety Improvement 5. Federal Agency Involved: FHWA/Caitrans e tof ]
2. Proposed Land Use: Road Improvement 6. County and State: Conira Costa, California
PART Il {To be completed by NRCS) 1. Date Request Recelved By 2. Person Completing Form:
NRCS11M17/2011 Ken Oster
3. Does the corridor contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland? YES NO 4, Acres Imigated Average Farm Size
{If no, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parts of this form) X O I 27.241 230
5. Major Crop(s} &. Farmable Land In Government Jurisdiction 7. Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA
Comn, Alfalfa, Grapes Acres: 35,853 % 7.8 ' Acres: 93,690 % 20.3
8. Name of Land Evaluation Sysltem Used 9. Name of Stale or Local Site Assessment System | 10. Dale Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS
CA Revised Storie Index None 12i20/2011

Altemative Corridor For Segment:

PART NI {To be completed by Fedsral Agency)}

Comider A | Comidor B

Corridor C

Corridor d

A. Tolal Acres To Be Converted Direcily

B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly

C. Total Acres In Site

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evalualion Information

A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Fanmland 0.498 0.660
B. Total Acres Statewide Important or Local Important Farmland 0.116 0.576
C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 0.000 0.000

D. Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value

Data not Dala not
available available

PART V (To be compleled by NRCS) Land Evaluation Criterion
Relative Value of Farmland To Be Converted {Scale of 0 to 100 Poinls)

41 59

F:ﬁ::; :rle(:?p?:f:;ﬂfﬁ%igy6’?8(.)‘;(: ’; i".’?ﬁf@?&?ﬁbﬁf if;i'l’fﬁéf frc':r?:?qo-mos) “poimts” | ComdorA | Comidor® | Corridor C | Comidor D
1. Area In Non-urban Use (15)
2. Perimeter In Non-urban Use {10)
3. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed (20)
4. Proteclion Provided By Slale and Local Government (20)
5. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average {19)
6. Crealion Of Non-farmable Farmland (25)
7. Availability Of Farm Support Services {5)
B. On-Farm Investmenls (20)
9. Effects Of Converslon On Farm Support Services (25)
10. Compalibility With Existing Agricultural Use (10)
TCTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160
PART VIl (To be compieted by Federal Agency) _
Relative Value Of Famland {(From Part V) 100
Total Cormridor Assessment (From Part VI above or local site assessment) 160
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260
1. Corridor Selected: 2. Tolal Acres of Farmlands lo be | 3. Date Of Seleclion 4. Was A Local Site Assessment Used?
Converted by Project:
ves [} No []
5. Reason For Selection:
Signature of Federal agency representative completing this form: Date:

NOTE: Complete one form for each segment with more than one Alternate Comidor

(See Instructions on reverse side)

Form NRCS-CPA-106 (03-02)



STEPS IN THE PROCESSING THE FARMLAND AND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING FORM
{Use this form only for Corridor type projects. Other projects use form AD-1006)

Step | - Federal agencies (or Federally Tunded projects) involved in proposed projects that may convert farmland, as defined in the Fannland Protection Policy Act (FPPA)
to nonagriculiural uses, will initially complete Parts [ and 111 of the form. For Non-Coridor type projects, the Federal agency shall use firm AD-1006 in place of
form NRCS-CPA-106

Step 2 - Originator will send one original copy of the form together with appropriatc scaled maps indicating location{s)of project site{s), to the Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) local Field Office or USDA Service Center and retain a copy for their files. (NRCS has offices in most counties in the U.S.

The offices can usually be found in the Phone Book under U.S. Government, Departinent of Agriculture. A list of field ofTices is available from the State
Conservationist and State OfTice in each State.)

Step 3 - NRCS will, within §0 working days alter receipt of the completed form, make a determination as o whether the site(s) of the proposed project contains prime.
unique, slalewide or local important farmland. (When a site visil or land evaluation system design is needed, NRCS will respond within 30 working days. Tn the
event NRCS fails to complete a response within the required period, the agency may proceed as thought the site were not farmland.)

Step 4 - For sites where farmland covered by the FPPA will be converted by the proposed project, NRCS will complete Parts 11, [V and V of the form.

Step 5 - NRCS will return the original copy of the form (o the Federal agency involved in the project, and retain a file copy for NRCS records.

Step 6 - The Federal agency involved in the proposed project will complete Parls VI and VII of the form,

Step 7 - The Federal agency involved in the proposed project will make a determination as (o whether the proposed conversion is consistent with lhe FPPA
and the agency's internal policies.

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING FORM
(For Federal Agency)

Part I: When completing the "County And State" questions, list all the local governments that are responsible for local land
use controls where site(s) are to be evaluated.

Part lil: When completing item B (Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly), include the following:

1. Acres not being directly converted but that would no longer be capable of being farmed after the conversion, because the
conversion would restrict access to them.

2. Acres planned to receive services from an infrastructure project as indicated in the project justification (e.g. highways,
utilities) that will cause a direct conversion.

Part VI: Do not complete Part VI if a State or Local site assessment is used.

Assign the maximum points for each site assessment criterion as shown in § 658.5(b and c) of CFR. In cases of corridor-type
project such as transportation, powerline and flood control, criteria #5 and #6 do not apply or show on form CPA-108,
however, original criterion #8 will be weighed a maximum of 25 points and original criterion #11 a maximum of 25 points.

Federal agencies may assign relative weights among the 12 site assessment criteria other than those shown on the FPPA
rule. In all cases where other weights are assigned, relative adjustments must be made to maintain the maximum total points
at 160. For project sites where the total points are equal to or exceed 160, FPPA suggests the agency consider alternative
actions, as appropriate, that could reduce adverse impacts (e.g. Alternative Sites).

In rating alternative corridors, Federal agencies shall consider each of the criteria and assign points within the limits
established in the FPPA rule. Corridors maost suitable for protection under these criteria will receive the highest total scores,
and sites least suitable, the lowest scores.

Part VII: In computing the "Total Corridor Assessment Points" where a State or local site assessment is used and the total
maximum number of points is other than 160, adjust the site assessment points to a base of 160.
Example: if the Site Assessment maximum is 200 points, and the alternative Site "A" is rated 180 points:

Total points assipned Corridor A 180 . .
Maximum points possible = 200 X 160 = 144 points for Corridor A

For assistance in completing this form or FPPA process, contact the local NRCS Field Office or USDA Service Center.

NRCS employees consult the FPPA Manual and/or policy for additional instructions to complete form NRCS-CPA-106.
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Prime Farmland Map
for Farmland Conversion Impact Rating
Alhambra Valley Road Safety Improvement
Alhambra Valley Road at Periera Road, Contra Costa County, CA

USDA - Natural Resources Conservation Service
December 14, 2011
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INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
ALHAMBRA VALLEY ROAD SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT (#0662-6R4101)
COUNTY FILE #: CP 11-91

ATTACHMENT D-4

California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model
Worksheet



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.

LESA Model
Alhambra Valley Road Safety Improvement Project (east of Bear Creek Road) (Option A)
1



Table I-1A: Proposed ROW Acquisitions
from Designated Farmland Parcels

Parcel Number Soil Type | Acreage
362-100-003 Clear Lake ) . . .
(EBMUD) clay (Cc) 0.02 Table I-1B: Numeric Conversion of LCC Units
365-020-018 LCC LCC Point Rating
(Briones Valley Cc 0.1 I 100
School District) lle 90
365-020-039 lls, w 80
(D. &T. llle 70
Powers) Cc 0.17 s, w 60
(Williamson Act Ve 50
Contract) IVs, W 40
365-020-035 Vv 30
(D. &T. : VI 20
Powers) Tierra loam 001 Vi o
. (TaC)
(Williamson Act Vil 0
Contract)
365-020-028 Cro;:}?day 0.11
(J. Pereira) (CkB) . 0.25
Project Acreage within 0.66
Designated Farmlands '
Table I-1C: Land Capability Classification (LCC) and Storie Index Scores
A B C D E F G H
. Proportion Storie Storie
Soil Map Unit Z[OJeCt of Project LCC HIE LCC Index Index
cres Rating Score .
Area Rating Score
Cc
(Clear Lake clay)
(APNs: 362-100-003, )
365-020-018, 365- 0.29 0.44 l1s-5(17) 80 35.20 49 21.56
020-039, 365-020-
035)
Ckb
(Cropley clay, 2-5% | 55 0.38 IE-5(17) | 90 34.2 51 10.38
slopes)
(APN: 365-020-028)
TaC
(Tierra loam, 2-9%
slopes) 0.12 0.18 IVe-3(15) 50 9 49 8.82
(APNs: 365-020-035,
365-020-028)
Storie
LCC
Totals 066 | (MustSum Total 78.4 Index 1 4976
to 1.0) Score Total
Score

LESA Model

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

2



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 1I-2A on the following page using Column |, J, or K from Table [I-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 | and I,
Il, and 1V soils.

Step 3: Apply the appropriate score from each column provided in Table 1I-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.

LESA Model
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Table II-2A: Project Size Scoring

LCC Class |l or Il LCC Class Il LCC Class IV or
Soils Soils Higher Soils
Acres Score Acres Score Acres Score
80 or 100 160 or 100 320 or 100
more above more
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 Less
than 10 g 20-39 30 | than 40 g
10-19 10
Less 0
than 10
Table II-2B: Project Size Score
| J K
LCC
Soil Map Class LCC”CI:Iass LCC Class
Unit (-1 (11 il
(acre) (acre) (acre)
Cc 0.29
CkB 0.25
TaC 0.12
Total Acres 0.54 0.12
Project
Size 0 0
Scores
Highest Project Score: 0

LESA Model
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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: ldentify 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.

LESA Model
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Table 1I-2A: Water Resource Availability

A B C D E
: . Water Weighted
Project Water Source AP @ Availability Availability
Portion Project Area
Score Score (Cx D)
1 Well 1.0 100 100
2
3
4
6
(Must Sum to Total Score 100
1.0)
Table 3B: Water Resources Availability Scoring
Non-Drought Years Drought Years
RESTRICTIONS RESTRICTIONS Water
Option Irrlgate_d Physical Economic Irrlgate_d Physical Economic Resource
Production - o Production -~ I Score
. Restrictions? Restrictions? . Restrictions? Restrictions?
Feasible? Feasible?
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 25
non-drought years
13 Irrigated production not feasible, but rainfall adequate for dryland production in non-drought 20
years (but not in drought years)
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.

LESA Model
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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” (ZOIl) 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.

LESA Model
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Measuring Surrounding Agricultural Land

Step 1: Calculate the percentage of the project’'s ZOIl 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

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

e 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 ZOl 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).

LESA Model
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Lands in ZOlI
APN Owner Name Acreage Currgntly Producing | Protected Lands
Agricultural Crops (acre)
(acre)
295.3
362-100-003 EBMUD 295.3 (Watershed)
362-140-007 Pereira Property LLC 160.45
_ 249.50
362-120-003 Pereira, Darryl & Judy 249.50 (Williamson Act)
362-110-027 Babacorp 42.87
21.8
365-020-035 Thomas Powers 21.8 218 (Williamson Act)
31.22
365-020-039 Thomas Powers 31.22 31.22 (Williamson Act)
365-020-028 John Pereira 160.1
365-020-027 | Polkabla Michael Andrew 68.6
447.58
365-010-001 EBMUD 447.58 (Watershed)
53.196
365-020-037 Andrew Serb 53.196 (Williamson Act)
49.366
365-020-036 Andrew Serb 49.366 (Williamson Act)
Total Acreage Wlt;(l)nI 1517.71 53.02 1,147.96
Percent in ZOI 3.5% 75%

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

Percent of Surroundin Protected

ZOl in Agricultural Lgnd Fercentiol 2O Resource Land
. Protected
Agriculture Score 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
Acres of Percent in Percent Surr_oundlng Protected
Total Acres in Protected : Protected | Agricultural
. Agriculture Resource
Acres Agriculture | Resource (A/B) Resource | Land Score Land Score
Land Land (A/C)
1,517.71 53.02 1,147.96 3.5% 75% 0 80
LESA Model
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FINAL LESA SCORE SHEET

Factor Scores Factor Weight Weighted Factor
Scores
Land Evaluation Factors
Land Capability (Line 1)
Classification 78.4 0.25 19.6
. (Line 2)
Storie Index 49 76 0.25 12.44
LE Subtotal 0.50 32.04
Site Assessment Factors
Project Size (Llnoe 3) 0.15 0
Water Resource Availability (L'lngo4) 0.15 15
Surrounding Agricultural (Line 5) 0.15 0
Land 0
Protected Resource Land (ngg 6) 0.05 4
Site Assessment Subtotal 0.50 19
FINAL LESA
SCORE 51.04

Total LESA Score

Scoring Decision

0to 39 Not Considered Significant

40 to 59

than or equal to 20 points.

60 to 79

20 points.

80 to 100

Considered Significant

Considered Significant only if LE and SA subscores are each greater

Considered Significant unless either LE or SA subscore is less than

LESA Model
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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 Desighated 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.

LESA Model
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Table I-1A: Proposed ROW Acquisitions from
Designated Farmland Parcels

Parcel Number | Soil Type Acreage
362-100-003 Clear Lake clay . : : .
(EBMUD) (Co) 0.02 Table I-1B: Numeric Conversion of LCC Units
365-020-018 LCC LCC Point Rating
(Briones Valley Cc 0.1 I 100
School District) lle 90
365-020-035 lls, w 80
(D. &T. llle 70
Powers) Cc 0.56 s, w 60
(Williamson Act Ve 50
Contract) IVs, W 40
365-020-039 Vv 30
(D. &T. : VI 20
Tierra loam
POWGrS) (TaC) 0.23 VII 10
(Williamson Act Vil 0
Contract)
365-020-028 Cro;:}?day 0.11
(J. Pereira) (CkB) 0.25
Project Acreage within 127
Designated Farmlands '
Table I-1C: Land Capability Classification (LCC) and Storie Index Scores
A B C D E F G H
. Proportion Storie Storie
Soil Map Unit Z[gjrggt of Project LCC Rta?iﬁ SLc((;cr:e Index Index
Area 9 Rating Score
Cc
(Clear Lake clay)
(APNs: 362-100-003, )
365-020-018, 365- 0.68 0.54 l1s-5(17) 80 43.2 49 26.46
020-039, 365-020-
035)
Ckb
(Cropley clay, 2-5% | 55 0.20 lle-5(17) | 90 18 51 10.2
slopes)
(APN: 365-020-028)
TaC
(Tierra loam, 2-9%
slopes) 0.34 0.27 IVe-3(15) 50 135 49 13.23
(APNs: 365-020-035,
365-020-028)
Storie
LCC
Totals 107 | (MustSum Total 74.7 Index 49.89
to 1.0) Score Total
Score

LESA Model
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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 1-1C 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 1I-2A below using Column 1, J, or K from Table 11-2B for each of the soil map units.

Step 2: Sum the entries in Columns |, J, and K to determine the total acreage of Class | and I,
111, and 1V soils.

Step 3: Apply the appropriate score from each column provided in Table 1I-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.

LESA Model
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Table II-2A: Project Size Scoring

LCC Class |l or Il LCC Class I LCC Class IV or
Soils Soils Higher Soils
Acres Score Acres Score Acres Score
80 or 100 160 or 100 320 or 100
more above more
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 Less
than 10 g 20-39 30 | than 40 g
10-19 10
Less 0
than 10
Table 2B: Project Size Score
I J K
Soil Map LCCClass | LCCClass | LCC Class
Unit (1-11 (1 V-Vl
(acre) (acre) (acre)
Cc 0.68
CkB 0.25
TaC 0.34
Total Acres 0.93 0.34
Project
Size 0 0
Scores
Highest Project Score: 0

LESA Model
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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: ldentify 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.

LESA Model
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Table 1I-2A: Water Resource Availability

A B C D E
: . Water Weighted
Project Water Source AP @ Availability Availability
Portion Project Area
Score Score (Cx D)
1 Well 1.0 100 100
2
3
4
6
(Must Sum to Total Score 100
1.0)
Table II-2B: Water Resources Availability Scoring
Non-Drought Years Drought Years
RESTRICTIONS RESTRICTIONS Water
Option Irrlgate_d Physical Economic Irrlgate_d Physical Economic Resource
Production - o Production -~ I Score
. Restrictions? Restrictions? . Restrictions? Restrictions?
Feasible? Feasible?
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 25
non-drought years
13 Irrigated production not feasible, but rainfall adequate for dryland production in non-drought 20
years (but not in drought years)
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.

LESA Model
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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” (ZOIl) 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.

|
|
1

o
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Measuring Surrounding Agricultural Land

Step 1: Calculate the percentage of the project’'s ZOIl 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

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

e 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 ZOl that is Protected Resource Land as defined above.

Step 2: Assign a score from the Table 11-3C below and enter the score on Line 6 of the Final
LESA Score Sheet.

LESA Model
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Lands in ZOlI
APN Owner Name Acreage Currgntly Producing | Protected Lands
Agricultural Crops (acre)
(acre)
295.3
362-100-003 EBMUD 295.3 (Watershed)
362-140-007 Pereira Property LLC 160.45
_ 249.50
362-120-003 Pereira, Darryl & Judy 249.50 (Williamson Act)
362-110-027 Babacorp 42.87
21.8
365-020-035 Thomas Powers 21.8 218 (Williamson Act)
31.22
365-020-039 Thomas Powers 31.22 31.22 (Williamson Act)
365-020-028 John Pereira 160.1
365-020-027 | Polkabla Michael Andrew 68.6
447.58
365-010-001 EBMUD 447.58 (Watershed)
53.196
365-020-037 Andrew Serb 53.196 (Williamson Act)
49.366
365-020-036 Andrew Serb 49.366 (Williamson Act)
Total Acreage Wltgcl)nl 1517.71 53.02 1,147.96
Percent in ZOI 3.5% 75%

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

Percent of Surroundin Protected

ZOl in Agricultural Lgnd Fercentiol 2O Resource Land
. Protected
Agriculture Score 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
Acres of Percent in Percent Surr_oundlng Protected
Total Acres in Protected : Protected | Agricultural
. Agriculture Resource
Acres Agriculture | Resource (A/B) Resource | Land Score Land Score
Land Land (A/C)
1,517.71 53.02 1,147.96 3.5% 75% 0 80
LESA Model
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FINAL LESA SCORE SHEET

Factor Scores Factor Weight Weighted Factor
Scores
Land Evaluation Factors
Land Capability (Line 1)
Classification 74.7 0.25 18.68
. (Line 2)
Storie Index 49 89 0.25 12.47
LE Subtotal 0.50 31.15
Site Assessment Factors
Project Size (Llnoe 3) 0.15 0
Water Resource Availability (L'lngo4) 0.15 15
Surrounding Agricultural (Line 5) 0.15 0
Land 0
Protected Resource Land (ngg 6) 0.05 4
Site Assessment Subtotal 0.50 19
FINAL LESA
SCORE 50.15

Total LESA Score Scoring Decision

0to 39 Not Considered Significant

40 to 59 Considered Significant only if LE and SA subscores are each greater
than or equal to 20 points.

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

80 to 100 Considered Significant

LESA Model
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soils. N

Very poorly drained solis sre wet nesrly all the Lime. They
have a dark-grey or black surface layer and are gray or
Yight gray, with or withcut mettitng, in the deeper parts

H B th&l.pidlﬂe‘ f soil, imately parallel to Lhe par-

GT1ZOT. 20l layer of soil, approxima’

face, that h:l:; distinet v:gnmc!eﬁalhts produced by woil-
forming processes. These are the major horizoms:

© horizon.—The layer of organic maltey on the surface of &
mineral soil. This layer ronsiste of decaying plant Teul-
dues. .

A Fhovizot.— Tha minersl horizon at the sexface or just below
an O horizon. Thig horizon is ihe one in which living
orgenisms are most sctive and therefore is marked by
the aceumulation of humus. The horlzon may bave lost
one or more of soluble salls, day, and sesynioxides (iron
and aluminum oxides},

B harizan. —The mineral horizon below an A horizon. The B
horizon ie in part a layer of change from the overlying
A to the wnderlying C horizon. The B horizon also has
distinctive characleristica eaueed (1) by accumylation of
clay, sesquioxides, humus, or zome comoination of these;

{2) by prismatic urgllailzﬁyhsu_uctnre; ((fi‘l gﬁ? rcdger or
BLY 1 colors than prizon; or 'y EOmE com

athor Mm.mﬁdnﬂﬂxnm are
ustally called Lhe sotum, ar broe mil, If & lacks o B
barizan, the A borisen alme Iy e gultm.

€ horfeyn—The weathersd m‘lnl.nl.uiﬂ = ¥ hl::lbﬂ;

thy In most malerial in presumed
he palum. yalla :

like that fram which the Sarizons L
If the malnrial tn knawn b bd et Froe Lnat fn 5
¢ ed rock " the mil. The

"
2

{rom
Figs tiqd

an A
Liquld Umi, Th mofstorn matent ot which Lhe
i - of clay mnd

BOIL SURVEY

Plasticily index, The numerical differcnce batweeen the llguid
limit and the plastic limit; the range of meisture conteat
within whieh the soil remains plastic,

Plastie limil, The moisture sontent st which a boil changes
from n semisolid to & plastic state,

Profile, soil. A vertieal section of the aoil through all ita horf.
zons and extending into the parent malerial. .

Reaction, soil. The degree of ueidily or wlkalinity of a snil,
expressed in pH values. A sgoil that tests to pH T.0 i5 pre-
cigely neutral in reaction beeause it is melther acid nor
alkaline. An acid, or “sour,” soil is ¢ne that gives an seid
reaction; an olkaline soil is prie that is slicaline ln reaciion,
In words, Lhe degress of acidity or alkalinity are expressed
thus:

pH
Mildty slkaline —..-7.4 lv T8

pH
Extremely acid ... Below 4.6
queratn}y alka-

Very strongly
acid

em—aen----4.b ta EO line ________.. 7.9 o Bd
Strongly acid 5.1 to 65 Strongly alkaline __B.5 to B4

Medium aeid . 5.5 to 8.0 Very strongly
i i 6.1 by 8.5  alkaling — i —uacf] and
_.6.6 to 7.8 highse

Sand. Individusl rock or mineral fragments in a soil that range
diameter from 0,05 Lo 2.0 millimcters. Mgt sand gralns
consist of quartz, byl they may be of any mineral composi-
tion. The textural class name of any gl that centains B5
peresnt or more sand and mot more than 10 percent eley,
Serlen, soil. A group of soils developed from u pariienlar type
&0 parent mstesinl and hwiw‘r gunotin horizane that
for iesturs of the morfees dwyvr,
tisting ehararteristies sud {m nrmngnment ik the profile,
Sit. Tnddiskes] mineral particlas in & sall Ut Tamgn (0 e
s

V8 prersd elay,
" i 1
rind, in which fhe procepses of aoil fermation s
The malam in matues pofl inthudia the A sn

Eoful Riw
Tivirg toats wnd other plant ond anisal ©
of the agil sre lnrmaly eomBined Lo Che wolom.
Ebalraiwm. Tf:frﬂl' ¥, the part of the mil belnw the nifum.
Texlure, sull. The rrintine pr.-utuﬂ.iunl of mnd, sill, enl
m & mann ol sl 3 il -
urler nf lecreaming propariiss of fine partivles nre
lmy send, arndy .I‘ﬁum. Loy, wild fna, sili, sandy el

tium, cliy Taam, sily nley laem, oy By, wiily clsy, n-IM:

elag. The send, larmy mod, nnf sanidy lam clasesy may b

facther divided by kpeclfying Vecaree,” “fine, or “word
W

fne

Tagooil. A presumed fertile soil or soil malerial, or ons 1hat
.Fnspands tn fertilization, ordinarily rich in organic matter,

used to topdress readbanke, lawns, and gardens.
‘Witer table, The highest
material that is whelly

from a Jowur opa by 0 dry zode,

are shnliar i |1Iﬂ'"é‘T

L imit of day. (0002 millim=tar) ta the
wwer lmls &f very fime assd (05 milllmeter). Soil of T
it tortorsl eisan fa 89 parcesd or more 3kt and lese Uxan

reflie; ghivn the parent mmate
part of o soll g e mhitién P

esemally, tha chararieristios ha mertarial In thrae berl
¥ [y Tadd of L
ikeme of th merlying mediorisl. The
E I E

i
The basic hexinral lases ins
i '

art of the sofl or underlying rotk
saturated with water. In some
plnces an upper, or perched, waler lable may be separated

T

Por » full description of » uwa
series
on pags 55.

GUIDE TO MAPPING UNITS

to which it belongs.

Hap
aymbel Mapping wnit
AE  Alo clay, 15 to 30 percent slopss
MF  Alo clay, 30 to 50 percent Slopes- -
kaG  Alo clmy, 50 to 75 percent slopes=- --
AbD Altamonr clsy, 9 to 15 percent slopes-- -
AbE  Altmment clay, 15 to 30 percent slopes- -
AcF Altamont Fontane togplez, 30 to 50 parcent
slopes---x ==
Act  Altumont-Fonusna ccaplex, 50 o 75 perceat
S OpESs —m e s S m—————
AdA Antloch loam, 0 to 2 percent 3lopes-
#4C  Antiech loms, 2 to 9 percent SlOpes=---
fap  Botella clay loam, 0 to 2 percent alopes-
HC  Patella clay loem, 2 to 9 percent slopes-
& Brentwood cley 10BE-w--meecmmmucnaa s
B Brenzwocd clay lodm, Wat-:swemuaou- ooane
EdE  Briones loamy 3snd, 5 zo 30 percent slopeses--
BdE2 Briones lomsy sand, 15 io 30 percent
: slopes, evoded-cusommmmemcemea i, LT
BJF  Briomes loamy sand, 30 to 50 percent slopes---
EdF? Briones losay sand, 30 to 50 percent
=iopes, eroded----- rrmaremssnaaa M. —
Bel  Briomes fine sandy leam, 2 to 5 percent
$lopess=mmcranmammaa.. EETETSTTT

Capay clay, 0 to 2 porcent slapes- -
Capay clsy, 2 ta @ percent siopes--- -
Cepay clay, wor, 0 10 2 percent slopes -
Clear Lake Claysmumasccesconnn-emmemees -
Consjo clay Ioam, 0 to 2 percent slopes -
ConeJo clay icam, Z to 5 percent slopas------ -
Conejo clay loam, elmy substratun, O to 2
percent slopek-- . -
Cropley clay, ? to 5 percent slopes-
Cut and fiil lard-Disbla complex, 2 to 30
PETTENT 310PES=sumcmtan e e
Cur apd £ill land-Los Osos cooplex, S to 30
percent s1opes---cemmemo oo R
Cut ard F111 land-Millsholn comple
30 porcent slopes------c.o oo
Cor mnd £111 lund-Millsholw complex, 30 10
50 percent slopes- N
Delhi smnd, 2 to 9 percent slopas-
Dlablo clay, 9 to i5 percent siopes- -
Diablo clay, 15 %0 30 percent slopes
Dablo clay, 30 to 50 percent slopes-u--------
Mbbis silty clay loam, 15 to 30 percent
slopes----. .. -
Dibble s1ity clay leam, 30 to 50 percent
slopes- -« womediiiann
Egbert mucky ¢liay lomme=-=
Falton lomm, 50 to 75 percent slopes
Fluvaquents--- - —wasemocmmmeacman
Fongana-Altesont cowplexs---
Garratson loam, 0 to 2 percent slope
Barretson losw, 2 to 5 percent slapes-----
Gavigte sandy loam, 15 to 30 percent slopes---

ppang umlr, read buth the description of the mapping onit and that of the soll
For infamation sbolt the capabiliey grouplng system,

ses the ssction begl
For information about the Storie index ratings, see n beglnning

the seeclon beginnlng on page 66.

Storie
Capability wmit Range sice Index
ratieg
Symbol Page Rame Fage
I¥e-5{15) 61 | Clayey 59 23
Vie-1({15) 62 | Clayer, steep £9 12
Vlle-1(15) 62 | Clayoy, very steep 69 6
1118-5(15) 55 | Clayey &9 36
Ive-5(15) 61 | Clayey 69 27
¥la-1[i5) 62 | Clayey, steep 69 19
Yile-1(15) 62 | Clayey, very steep &9 9
TI1s-3{17) 89 | Claypan 71 38
IvVe-3(153 61 | Claypen n 36
(17} 56 |- L al
Ile-1(17] 57 |- -- 77
n 56 |- - 5
1w-2(17) 58 -- 65
¥le-1(15) 62 E ] k1]
Vile-1(15} 62 | Sendy o 20
¥ile-1(15) 62 | Sendy, steep n 16
¥ile-1[15) 52 | Sandy, steep 0 11
I11la-4(L7) 60 -- 65
115-5(17) 54 - 5d
Ile-5(17} 57 - sl
1In-5{17) 58 -- 13
Ils-5(17) 58 - 49
inn 56 .- 85
a-1(17) 57 -- .48
175-3(17} 58 -- L1
1le-5(17) 37 .- 51
1I1s-417) 60 B
11Te-5(15) 59 539 6
IVa-5(15) 61 | Clayey ] 27
¥Ia-1(15) 62 | Clayey, steep &9 17
I¥e-3{15) 61 | Loamy 70 36
¥le-1[15) 62 | Lomzy, ateep mw 22
Illw-2(163 B9 | esmenciocoas .- 32
¥Ile-1(15) 62 | - - e 14
VIIIw-1(16) 63 | - - - <10
IVe-5(15) 61 | Cleyey 59 a2
1017 56 | wmecreecscseemmemaas oo o100
1Te-1{17) §7 | meeeeeccamicann Fawms aa 95
VIle-1(15} 62 | Shallow Conrse Loamy 71 23
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i GUIDE TO MAPPING UNITS--Continued GUIDE TO MAFPTNG UNITS--Continued
i Stari Starie
Capabllity unit Range site indua Capshility uniz Renge site ,iﬁ::
I'ltl:ng
? Hap .
E syabol Mapping unic Page | Symhol Page Numo Page 3;'{;&!1 Mapping uniz Page | Symhol Page Rame Page
¥ GbF  Gavicta ssody lomm, 30 to 50 pereent slopas-- 26 |¥Ila-1(15) 62 | Shellow Coairsa Lommy 71 14 ik OuTCYOp-Xerartilents asscciation-- ~ 44 [VITle-1{15) &3 ==: | <10
) GG Caviora sandy lomm, 50 to 75 pevcent slopes-- 26 |VIIe1(15) 62 |Shallos Comres Losmy, 1 7 = ﬁ;?; slt 1pam " m“gf{g} 5 il -
: teep : CTamento Clay-s-u == N i .
Seb  Gllroy clay lowm 1S to 30 porcent slopes----n 26 (Wo-1(15) 61 |Lonsy [ 3 - Sacraichts cioy. llad TOAS | Tewstin B3 |
Scf  Gllvoy clay loam, 30 to 50 percent alopes---- 26 |VIe-1(15) 62 | Loamy, steep | 5S¢ San Y91drD 10am0e.-sneesmraveasenes Al BRSSO | e e | 27
] 66 Gilroy clay loam, $0 to 75 percent slopes 26 [Vle-1(15] 62 | loemy, verv steep ] 3 SdE  Sshorn cley, 15 to 30 percmnt slopes-- T AT ppyesasn Al el & | 17
i da  JOICE MUCkesssr—memmseoeolowd 7 |Vie-1(ls) 62 - 5 SdF  Sehorn cluy, 30 to 50 parcent slopes-- M (L L L e sreep  E9 7
K1t Xioball gravelly clay loam, 2 te 9 si6  Sehorn clay, 50 to 75 percent slopes = 47 [vlle-1(15) o > 32
POTCHNT S1OPES <ms - -mmmmoonoooomeo.. . | vess) n| xn e Al [ O P
KeE  Kimball gravelly clay losa, § to 10 g - 49 W"'GUR prs B 17
BOTCONL SIOPEE--mmoo - macmmanic oo pana 28 |vie-1018) 62 7 27 = , strongly mlkal - 48 VI“;”‘ HH . 90
Kb Kingile muckess.- - 29 |niw-1006) 59 - | a2 S Sorrentn silty clmy loam-----------=---- o - - 71
ln  Ls 10mm--nnax == 30 [IIs-0(17) 5B w77 $n  Serrento silty clay lom, T o llppssatins 5 I
LbD  Llnon clay losm, 5 to 15 percent slopese----- 30 |ITle-5(13) &9 6 | 43 So  Sycamore Silty clay 1OREw-e=--wm-- - 50 11017 " = : 71
L3E  Llmme clay lomm, 15 to 30 percent slopey-- 30| Ive-1(1%} 61 | Clayay &9 13 Sp  Sycemore sllty cluy lowm, clay substrerum----- 51 Ilu-ztuz o1 | Clarpun .” a5
LeE  Lodo clay lcam, 9 te 30 percent Slopesasse--- 31 (Vie-1(I5) 62 ! Shallow Fine Loamy i 27 Tg€¢ Tierra loan, 2 to 9 percent siopes---- - 51 }Vn-.ﬁ(ig ot r:la'\"plh 71 44
Lef  Lodo cluy loam, 50 to 50 percent slopes------ 31 |VIIe-1{15} 62 |Shallow Fine Lomsy, 71 | 14 70 Tiarra loam, 9 ta 15 percent slopes--- N T e T | 13
teen TaF  Tlorra leam, 15 to 30 percent slopss-- 52 | Vle-1(15) P | <o
1t Lodo clay loam, 50 10 75 parcent s1opss----.- 51 |¥I1e-I1(15) 62 |Shallow Fins Loamy, 71 7 U Urban land---e-e:-ooscroimneomesemmmamunames BT [ aaaooe = o2 70 13
vary steep ¥sF  Valleclcos lomw, 30 to 50 percent slopes- 52 (VIle-1{ 5%) c .. a0
L4 Lodo-Rock outerop complex--- 31 [VIle-1{15) 62 ] Shellow Fine Lowmy, 71 {2-13 Vo Venlco BUCK----mmmmememcmmcmeenmmane - :3 H{:‘}ggﬂ b | 32
Tery stee| Wabila moOcks«~ =y .- 1]
Lef.  Los Gazos loam, 1S to 30 parcent slopag----a- 32 | IVe-1{15) 61 | Lonmy d k) ar ::A Z::wl silty clay loum, 0 to 2 percent slopes- 54 | T{17) " ;; . 5
LeF  Los Gatos losm, 30 10 SO percent slOpes--ew-- 37 | vie-1({15) 62 | Lonmy, steep 7 n W8 Zavorz silty clay lowm, 2 to § percent slopes- 54 | Ile-1(17}
Let  Lo® Getos loar, 50 to T5 percent slopes--—---- 32 [yIle-1(13) 42 | Loamy, very steep 70 11
LhE  Los Dsos clay loam, 15 to 38 porcent slopea-- 33 | IVo-3(14) 81 | Flne Loamy 70 30 &UN GUYEKANMZNT PEINTING OFFRE: [PFI-207-201718
Lhf  Loa Osop clay lomm, 30 co SO percent slopas-- 33 | vie-1{15) 62 | Fine Loawy, steep 70 19
LhG  Les Osos clay loam, 50 to 75 percent slopes-- 33 | ¥VITe-1(15) 62 | Fine Loamy, very atesp 70 9
Lk Los Os05-L05 GATDS COMPIeX-«--m--mame_ oo .. 33 | Vile-1(15} 62 | Fine Lommy, very 70 11}
steen
Lo Los Hobley elay [om---cwmemcececiccmmmnceaes 3 I(m S& - 81
M1 - 34 | Iw-5{17) 62 - 3
] - 3 | Iw-s(17) 62 -- 16 ’
He Marcuse clmy, strongly alkali--- - 35 [ VIw-1(17) 62 . L L -
Md Merritc Jommr-=smecsveces - 35 [ ITIw-2{16}) 59 -- 50 =
MeE  Millsholm Jomm, 15 to 30 percent alopes = 36 (| VIe-1{15) &2 | Shallew Floe Loamy 71 25
MeF  Millshola loam, 30 ta 50 parcent slepes-—-=u ~ 356 | ¥lle-1(15) 62 | Shailow Fine Lommy, 7l 15
ateep i
MeG Millsholm loam, %0 to 75 PATCENt S10pa--maus 36 | VIIe~1(15) 62 | Shallow Fins Loamy, 71 1 b
vary staep
On Ooni clay loan - - 37 | Hw-2(1I7) 58 - a1
ob Onnl siley clay-----vooomma o g9 IWw-6(171 62 - 25 |
PAC  Perkins graveily lomm, 2 to D percent slopes- 38 | 1Ile-3(15) 59 " 44
PaD  Perkins grazveliy lomm, 9 to 15 percent
slopes L 38 | 1Ve-3(15) ] 71 39 [
Th Pescaderc clay losm- ——— « 39 | Ivw-&(17) &2 - 27
Pe Pescadero clay lomm, strongiy alkall- - 39 | ¥Iw-1(17) 62 - 0
Pd Piper sanduce—c-n- - » 4D | [Vw-4{16) 33 - 35
Pe Piper lozsy sond---« - AD | IVw-d(18) 61 - 3z
Ph Piper fins sAndy lomm-eee-cccaorn.. - = 4D | IVe-9(1l&) 61 - 3
PkA  Pomitas loaa, D to 2 percent 3lopes- - AL | Ills-3{17) 60 | Claypan 71 52
PkC  Posites jomm, 2 1o 9 percent slopes- - 41 | TVe-3(15) 61 | Claypan 7 50
Qs QUAYTY - - oo e emm el 41 | ¥I1le=1{15) &3 | ==---n == <10
Ra Reyes 311ty clEy=me=e=u- LT 42 | VIITw-1(18) 63 “- &
RbA  Rincon clay lomm, § to 2 percent slopes-- 42 | 113-3(17} 58 -- 68
RbC  Rincon clsy loam, Z t0 § percent slopes-- 42 | 11e8-3(17) 57 -- 65
RbD  Rincon clay losm, 9 to 15 FETCENT $lopay 43 J 11e-3(17) 57 = 61
ReA  Rincom clsy losa, wet, 0 to 2 perdent 31opes- 43 | TIw-2(12) 58 - 54
Rd Rindge muck-~-- - oo LT 43 IT1uw-10(16) 5% =- 40
E
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