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Chapter 1 

Initial Study – Overview 
 
1. Project Title: New Lakeport Courthouse 

Superior Court of California, County of Lake 
 

2. Lead Agency Name and Address: Judicial Council of California 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
455 Golden Gate Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102-3688 
 

3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Laura Sainz, Manager 
Environment Analysis and Compliance Unit 
Office of Court Construction and Management 
(916) 263-7992 
 

4. Project Location: 675 Lakeport Boulevard 
Lakeport, California 
 

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address: Administrative Office of the Courts 
455 Golden Gate Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102-3688 
 

6. General Plan Designation(s): MR (Major Retail) 
 

7. Zoning Designation(s): C-2 (Major Retail) 
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Chapter 2 

Project Description 
Introduction 
The Judicial Council of California (“Judicial Council”) is the rule-making arm of the California 
court system. It was created by an amendment to article VI of the California Constitution in 1926. 
In accordance with the California Constitution and under the leadership of the Chief Justice of the 
Supreme Court of California, the Council is responsible for ensuring the "consistent, independent, 
impartial, and accessible administration of justice." The Judicial Council's staff agency, the 
Administrative Office of the Courts, (AOC) is responsible for implementing the Judicial 
Council’s policies. In that role, the AOC is responsible for implementation of the Trial Court 
Facilities Act of 2002, the landmark legislation that shifted the governance of courthouses from 
California counties to the State of California. 

Following the Trial Court Facilities Act of 2002, the AOC conducted a survey to assess the physical 
condition of the state’s courthouses. The survey showed that 90 percent of courthouses need 
improvements to protect the safety and security of the public, litigants, jurors and families who do 
business in California’s courts. In October 2008, the Judicial Council identified 41 immediate and 
critical need courthouse projects, in an effort to prioritize future courthouse construction and 
renovation. The 41 projects are located in 34 counties across the state. 

Also in 2008, Senate Bill (SB) 1407, authored by Senator Don Perata, was passed by the 
legislature and signed by Governor Schwarzeneggar. SB 1407 identified funding to address 
the physical condition of the state’s courthouses. The funding identified is made up of court fines 
and fees and does not impact the state’s general fund. 

The New Lakeport Courthouse (“proposed project”) is one of the 41 immediate and critical 
need projects identified by the Judicial Council in 2008. For this proposed project, the AOC 
would construct a new, approximately 51,000 building gross square foot (BGSF) courthouse, 
including four courtrooms in the City of Lakeport for the Superior Court of California, County of 
Lake (“Superior Court”). The proposed project site is currently owned by a private entity, and the 
State is currently in the feasibility analysis and initial land acquisition process. 

Statutory Authority and Requirements 
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code 
[PRC] Sections 21000-21177) and pursuant to Section 15063 of Title 14 of the California Code 
of Regulations, the Judicial Council typically acts as the lead agency for courthouse projects. The 
Judicial Council has delegated this authority to the AOC. In its evaluation of a proposed project, 
the AOC must consider a project’s potential environmental impacts by preparing the 
appropriate environmental documentation as specified by CEQA. If the AOC finds no evidence 
that the project (either as proposed or modified to include mitigation measures) may cause a 
significant physical effect on the environment, then the AOC will: 1) find that the proposed project will 
not have a significant effect on the environment; and 2) adopt a negative declaration (or mitigated 
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negative declaration) for the proposed project. Alternatively, if the AOC finds evidence that any 
aspect of the project may cause a significant effect on the environment (even after the addition of 
mitigation measures), the AOC will determine that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is 
necessary to analyze project-related and cumulative environmental impacts. The AOC may decide 
to prepare a negative declaration (or mitigated negative declaration) rather than an EIR only if 
“there is no substantial evidence in light of the whole record before the lead agency” that 
significant effects may occur (PRC Section 21080). 

This document is an Initial Study.  The purpose of this document is to provide an environmental 
basis for: 1) the level of CEQA review for the proposed project, i.e., a negative declaration or an 
EIR; and 2) any subsequent discretionary actions the AOC may take on the proposed project. The 
final document is not a policy document and its approval and/or certification by the AOC neither 
presupposes nor mandates any actions on the part of other agencies from whom permits and/or 
other discretionary approvals will be required for the proposed project. 

This document is also subject to public review. During the public review period, stakeholders, 
public agencies, and the general public may provide written comments to the AOC on 
environmental issues relative to the proposed project.   The AOC will include all comments 
received and provide written responses in the final CEQA document. 

Section 15063 of the State CEQA Guidelines identifies specific requirements for an Initial Study, 
including: 

• A description of the proposed project, including the location of the project; 

• A description of the environmental setting; 

• The identification of environmental effects by use of a checklist, matrix or other method, 
provided that entries on a checklist or other form are briefly explained to indicate that there 
is some evidence to support the entries; 

• A discussion of ways to mitigate significant effects identified, if any; 

• An examination of whether the proposed project is compatible with existing zoning, plans, 
and other applicable land use controls; and 

• The name of the person or persons who prepared or participated in preparation of the Initial 
Study. 

Incorporation by Reference 
Pertinent documents used in the development of this Initial Study have been cited and 
incorporated in accordance with Sections 15148 and 15150 of the State CEQA Guidelines, to 
eliminate the need for including voluminous engineering and technical reports.  This Initial Study 
has incorporated by reference the City of Lakeport General Plan 2025.  The general plan was 
utilized throughout this Initial Study and is available for review on the City of Lakeport’s website 
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at: http://www.cityoflakeport.com/docs/City-of-Lakeport-General-Plan-2025_Augus-
8312009103657PM.pdf. 

The City of Lakeport adopted its general plan in April 2009.  The general plan formalizes a long 
term vision for the City of Lakeport and outlines policies, standards, and programs to guide day-
to-day decisions concerning Lakeport’s development through the year 2025. 

The general plan elements reviewed in the preparation of this Initial Study include:  

• Land Use – including proposed use classifications, buildout projections, land use policies, 
and public services and facilities. 

• Transportation – including existing and proposed location of the roadway network, transit 
systems, bikeways and pedestrian paths, as well as scenic roadways. 

• Conservation – including analysis of open space, agricultural resources, biological 
resources, air quality, water resources, and mineral resources. 

• Open Space, Parks, and Recreation – including a comprehensive system of open space, 
parks, and recreational opportunities available for public use, and identifying historic 
structures and preservation districts within the city. 

• Noise – including a discussion of noise includes noise sources, projected contours, and 
mitigation policies. 

• Safety – addressing geology and seismicity, flooding, hazardous materials, and wildfires. 
Geologic, seismic, and flooding hazards are mapped.  

The Proposed Project 

The AOC proposes to acquire property for a new courthouse site in the City of Lakeport, 
construct a new four-courtroom courthouse facility, and operate the facility to serve the Superior 
Court.  The Superior Court of California, County of Lake serves the residents of Lake County in 
the main business district of Lakeport.  Currently, the court occupies the fourth floor of the 
Lakeport Courthouse, a shared use facility.  This facility has significant security problems, severe 
accessibility deficiencies, is very overcrowded, and has many physical problems preventing the 
court from providing safe and efficient court services to the public.  
 
The proposed project consists of the construction of a new courthouse building on an 
approximately six-acre site located at 675 Lakeport Boulevard, in the City of Lakeport.  The 
proposed new courthouse would be approximately 51,000 BGSF, two stories high, and would 
include four courtrooms, associated support space, and approximately 120 parking spaces.  The 
proposed new courthouse would include space for all court operations, and would include support 
space for court administration, court clerk, court security operations and holding, and building 
support space.  The proposed new courthouse would also include a basement containing 
approximately 7,000 BGSF for a detention-level holding area for persons in custody and 
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associated vehicular/pedestrian sally ports and sheriff parking, secure judges’ parking, storage 
and other required areas to service the building.   
 
The proposed new courthouse would replace the existing court space currently in the Lakeport 
Courthouse, located at 255 N. Forbes Street in the City of Lakeport, where the court occupies the 
fourth floor.  The existing courthouse building includes four courtrooms and is only partially 
occupied by the court.  After construction of the proposed new courthouse, the County of Lake 
would retain ownership of the existing court space for use by other county agencies.  In addition, 
the proposed project would replace the leased Records Storage Annex, located at 832 Lakeport 
Boulevard in the City of Lakeport.  The court currently holds a lease on approximately 1,400 
square feet of space for records storage.  After construction of the proposed new courthouse, the 
leased Records Storage Annex would no longer be required.  The Superior Court also has a self-
help center in the downtown area.  The center is in leased space which would not be needed after 
the new courthouse is built.  The self-help center will be located in the new courthouse. 

 
Existing Setting 
The proposed project would construct a new courthouse and relocate staff from existing facilities 
in the Lakeport area.  These existing facilities include: 
 
• Existing Lakeport Courthouse – The Municipal and Superior Courts of Lake County agreed 

to consolidate administratively, effective July 1, 1995.  With unanimous consent of the 
Municipal and Superior Court Judges, the Judicial Council certified the courts as being 
unified on June 30, 1998.  The official title of the court is the Superior Court of California, 
County of Lake (Superior Court).  Unification facilitates the court’s efforts to achieve the 
maximum utilization of judicial and other court resources, to accomplish increased 
efficiency in court operations, and to increase public access to court services.  The court 
operates out of the fourth floor of the Lakeport Courthouse building, located at 255 N. 
Forbes Street in the City of Lakeport (APN 025-401-05), and has approximately 15,332 
BGSF.  This full service court building is county owned, and handles all case types.  Once 
the court vacates this building, the county intends to reassign the space to other county 
agencies. 

 
• Existing Records Storage Annex – The Records Storage Annex is located at 832 Lakeport 

Boulevard in the City Lakeport (APN 025-472-05).  The court currently leases 
approximately 1,400 square feet of space for records storage.  After construction of the 
proposed new courthouse, the Records Storage Annex would no longer be required, as the 
new courthouse would accommodate records storage. 

 
• The Superior Court also has a self-help center in the downtown area.  The center is in 

leased space which would not be needed when the new courthouse is built.  The self-help 
center will be located in the new courthouse. 
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Proposed Project Purpose and Objectives 
The purpose of the proposed project is to provide a new trial court facility that meets the needs of 
the Superior Court.  The AOC’s project objectives are to: 

• Provide the Superior Court with a new courthouse with approximately 51,000 BGSF with 
four courtrooms and improved facilities, including a jury assembly room with ample 
seating, vending, and restroom facilities; 

• Provide a safe and secure courthouse in Lakeport for the public and staff; 

• Increase court operational efficiency and improve public service with this new fully 
accessible court facility; and 

• Provide consolidated space for the Superior Court’s staff and operations. 

Project Site and Vicinity 
Lake County is located in northern California, about two and one-half hours driving time from 
both the San Francisco Bay Area and the Sacramento Metropolitan Area; approximately 110 
miles north of San Francisco, 100 miles west of Sacramento, and 80 miles east of the Pacific 
Coast.  The proposed new courthouse site is located at 675 Lakeport Boulevard.  The proposed 
project site borders Lakeport Boulevard and Highway 29, and is adjacent to the Lake County 
Chamber of Commerce.  Lakeport Boulevard forms the northern boundary of the proposed 
project site, while Highway 29 is approximately 0.10 miles west, and S. Main Street is located 
approximately 0.22 miles east of the proposed project site.  The proposed project site is 
approximately one-half mile west of Clear Lake.  While the proposed project would be located on 
a hilltop, the actual site for the new courthouse is relatively flat and currently vacant.  A project 
location map is shown in Figure 1.  A topographic map showing the proposed project location is 
shown in Figure 2.  The project site location and proposed access points are shown in Figure 3.  
A conceptual site plan of the proposed project is not available at this time. 

The City of Lakeport General Plan 2025 land use designation for the proposed project site is 
Major Retail (MR).  This designation is the principal retail designation for the Lakeport area; the 
city’s zoning for regional and local serving retail establishments, specialty shops, banks, 
professional offices, motels, and business and personal services.  Other uses permitted in this 
designation include commercial trade services, construction sales and services, warehousing and 
mini storage.  According to the City of Lakeport Community Development Department, the 
existing zoning for the proposed project site is Major Retail (or the “C-2” Zoning District).  The 
purpose of the “C-2” Zoning District is to provide for the full range of commercial, retail, and 
service establishments to the community.  

Since the AOC is the proposed project’s lead agency and is acting for the State of California on 
behalf of the Judicial Council of California, local land use planning and zoning regulations do not 
apply to the proposed project.  However, the AOC will consult with local government  
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representatives through the Project Advisory Group established for the project in an effort to 
provide a courthouse that is high quality and consistent with the local architectural environment. 
 
Courthouse Description 
The proposed project would consist of a courthouse building with two stories and a basement 
level.  The proposed project would replace the existing Lakeport Courthouse, leased Records 
Storage Annex, and leased self-help center.  The AOC has not yet developed a conceptual site 
plan for the proposed project. The proposed new courthouse would be approximately 51,000 
BGSF, and would include four courtrooms, associated support space, and approximately 120 
parking spaces.  Parking for 120 cars to support the proposed courthouse would be provided by a 
surface parking lot adjacent to the new courthouse.  The design would be consistent with facilities 
recently constructed by the AOC with location-specific considerations. Design criteria for the 
proposed project are taken from the California Trial Court Facilities Standards, approved by the 
Judicial Council in 2006, and discussed in more detail below.  
 
The proposed new courthouse would primarily support felony, misdemeanor, civil, probate, and 
family law functions.  The building would also provide space for administrative and staff offices, 
juror assembly areas, a public lobby, security screening operations for the building’s entrances, 
and building support space.  The basement level would contain approximately 7,000 BGSF for a 
detention-level holding area for persons in custody and associated vehicular/pedestrian sally ports 
and sheriff parking, secure judges’ parking, storage, and other required areas to service the 
building.  It is anticipated that approximately 53 staff members would be needed at the new 
courthouse. 
 
Proposed Project Design Principles and Objectives 
The AOC’s proposed courthouse design would conform to the specifications of the California 
Trial Court Facilities Standards.1  The standards were developed in 2006 and amended in March 
2010.  The 2006 edition was developed using input from a variety of sources including 
experienced and knowledgeable individuals from courts, counties, architects, and engineers. The 
standards are based on well known principles.  The AOC adapted these principles from the 
Guiding Principles for Federal Architecture by Daniel Patrick Moynihan, Hon. AIA (American 
Institute of Architects) and from the Excellence in Public Buildings Initiative, by Stephan 
Castellanos, FAIA (Fellow, American Institute of Architects), and former State Architect of 
California.  These principles include the following:  
 
• Court buildings shall represent the dignity of the law, the importance of the activities within 

the courthouse, and the stability of the judicial system; 

                                                      
1  Judicial Council of California, 2006. California Trial Court Facilities Standards, 2006 Edition. April 21. Re-issued 

March 1, 2010 with Amendment 1. http://www.courtinfo.ca.gov/programs/occm/ 
documents/06_April_Facilities_Standards_with_Amendment1.pdf  
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• Court buildings shall represent an individual expression that is responsive to local context, 
geography, climate, culture, and history and shall improve and enrich the sites and 
communities in which they are located; 

• Court buildings shall represent the best in architectural planning, design, and contemporary 
thought and shall have requisite and adequate spaces that are planned and designed to be 
adaptable to changes in judicial practice; 

• Court buildings shall be economical to build, operate, and maintain; 

• Court buildings shall provide a healthy, safe, and accessible environment for all occupants; 
and 

• Court buildings shall be designed and constructed using proven best practices and 
technology with careful use of natural resources. 

 

The AOC would also apply the following codes and standards to the proposed project: 

1. California Building Code (edition in effect as of the commencement of the schematic 
design phase of the proposed project);  

2. California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 24; 

3. California Energy Code; 

4. Americans with Disabilities Act and American Disability Act Accessibility Guidelines 
(Section 11); and 

5. Division of the State Architect’s Access Checklist. 

The proposed project would implement sustainable elements throughout its design, operation, and 
maintenance.  Pursuant to the California Trial Court Facilities Standards, all courthouse projects 
shall be designed for sustainability and, at a minimum, to the standards of a Leadership in Energy 
and Environmental Design (LEED) “certified” rating.  The proposed project would be designed to 
the LEED silver rating and the AOC would seek certification of the silver rating by the U.S. 
Green Building Council.  A copy of LEED requirements is included in Appendix A. 

The AOC would implement the proposed project in compliance with standard conditions and 
requirements for state and/or federal regulations or laws that are independent of CEQA compliance. 
The standard conditions and requirements serve to prevent specific resource impacts.  Typical 
standard conditions and requirements include the following: 

1. The California Building Code; 

2. National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES); 

3. Public Resources Code Section 5097 for the discovery of unexpectedly encountered human 
remains; and  

4. Lake County Air Quality Management District rules. 
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The proposed project, using the California Trial Court Facilities Standards, would incorporate 
specific design elements into the construction and operation to reduce to below a level of 
significance any potential environmental effects. For example, the parties constructing and/or 
operating the proposed project would use best management practices (BMPs) and technologies 
aimed at limiting the use of natural resources as well as operating costs over the life of the 
building. Because the AOC is incorporating these design features into the proposed project, the 
design features do not constitute mitigation measures as defined by CEQA.  

Project Construction Schedule and Activities 
Should the AOC decide to move forward with the proposed project, then the AOC would acquire 
the proposed courthouse site from a private entity by January 2011.  Construction of the New 
Lakeport Courthouse would require approximately 20 months, with construction beginning in 
2012 and ending in 2014.  Building occupancy, including the consolidation of court facilities and 
operations, is expected to begin by mid to late 2014.  
 
Table 2-1, Project Construction Activities and Duration, provides a brief description of the 
proposed construction activities and an estimate of the duration of anticipated individual 
construction activities.  Some individual construction activities may overlap.   
  

Table 2-1 
Project Construction Activities and Duration 

 
Construction Phase Projected Duration (Months) 

Mobilization One month 

Grading and Excavation One month 

Building Construction 20 months 

Finish/Move-In Two months 

Source: AOC, July 2010. 
 

The proposed new courthouse would be approximately 51,000 BGSF, two stories high, and 
would include four courtrooms, associated support space, and approximately 120 parking spaces.  
The proposed new courthouse would include space for all court operations and support space for 
court administration, court clerk, court security operations and holding, and building support 
space.  The proposed new courthouse would also include a basement containing approximately 
7,000 BGSF for a detention-level holding area for persons in custody and associated vehicular/ 
pedestrian sally ports and Sheriff parking, secure judges’ parking, storage and other required 
areas to service the building.   

Construction staging areas would be located on-site.  The construction contractors would install 
fencing around the perimeter of the construction area.  The AOC anticipates that the primary 
driveway would be located on the eastern boundary of the site (the Larrecou Lane / Lakeport 
Boulevard intersection). This location is feasible for site access and, following an extensive 
traffic analysis, is recommended for the main access to the proposed project site.   
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The AOC would utilize BMPs and other measures throughout the construction phase to avoid or 
minimize potential impacts. These BMPs and other measures include: 

• General measures: 

- Designate a contact person for public interaction. 
- Inform the Lakeport community through the use of a website that identifies the 

upcoming work and potential impacts to the surrounding communities. 

• Storm water, water quality, and soil erosion management measures: 

- The AOC’s construction contract will include provisions that require the construction 
contractor to obtain the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board’s 
(RWQCB) approval of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Prior to 
the start of construction, the AOC will ensure that the construction contractor 
prepared a SWPPP and secured the RWQCB’s approval of the plan.  

- The construction contractor will incorporate BMPs consistent with the guidelines 
provided in the California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbooks: 
Construction (California Stormwater Quality Association, 2003).2 

- For construction during the rainy season, the construction contractor will implement 
erosion measures that may include mulching, geotextiles and mats, earth dikes and 
drainage swales, temporary drains, silt fence, straw bale barriers, sandbag barriers, 
brush or rock filters, sediment traps, velocity dissipation devices, and/or other 
measures. 

- Wherever possible, the construction contractor will perform grading activities outside 
the normal rainy season to minimize the potential for increased surface runoff and the 
associated potential for soil erosion. 

• Air quality management measures. The construction contractor will: 

- Provide an asbestos-dust-hazard mitigation plan (also referred to a serpentine dust 
control plan) prior to any construction activities on-site.  The Plan should include 
provisions for dust control measures to achieve no visible emissions, prevent material 
track-out onto the public road, provide for worker notification of the plan 
requirements and asbestos hazards, the posting of an asbestos warning notice at the 
site, and the covering of all disturbed serpentine surfaces subject to traffic wear or 
wind erosion with non-asbestos containing materials.  Exposed serpentine surfaces 
that may be subject to vehicular traffic should have restricted access (fencing or other 
effective barriers) until such time as the surface is adequately covered with non-
asbestos material. 

- When necessary, apply water or a stabilizing agent to exposed surfaces in sufficient 
quantity at least two times a day to prevent generation of dust plumes. 

- Moisten or cover excavated soil piles to avoid fugitive dust emissions. 

                                                      
2  Available at: http://www.cabmphandbooks.com/Documents/Construction/Construction.pdf 
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- Discontinue construction activities that generate substantial dust blowing on unpaved 
surfaces during windy conditions, trackout, or nuisance conditions.  The construction 
contractor will be required to stop work until corrective measures are in place. 

- Install and use a wheel-washing system to remove bulk material from tires and 
vehicle undercarriages before vehicles exit the proposed project site. 

- Cover dump trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials with tarps or other 
enclosures that will reduce fugitive dust emissions. 

- Ensure that all construction and grading equipment is properly maintained. 

- Ensure that construction personnel turn off equipment when equipment is not in use. 

- Ensure that all vehicles and compressors utilize exhaust mufflers and engine 
enclosure covers (as designed by the manufacturer) at all times. 

- When feasible, use electric construction power for construction operations, in lieu of 
diesel-powered generators to provide adequate power for man/material hoisting, 
crane, and general construction operations. 

- Suspend heavy-equipment operations during first-stage and second-stage smog alerts. 

• Noise and vibration measures. The construction contractor will: 

- Equip construction equipment with the best available noise attenuation device such as 
mufflers or noise attenuation shields. 

- When feasible, for construction operations use electric construction power in lieu of 
diesel-powered generators to provide adequate power for man/material hoisting, 
crane, and general construction operations. 

Construction shall commence no earlier than 7:00 a.m. and cease no later than 6:00 p.m. on 
weekdays. Construction work might occur on Saturdays; if so, it shall commence no earlier than 
9:00 a.m. and cease no later than 6:00 p.m. 
 

Required Approvals 
Since the AOC is the lead agency for the proposed project, and is acting for the State of 
California on behalf of the Judicial Council of California, local government land use planning and 
zoning regulations do not apply to the proposed project. An exception is the Lake County Air 
Quality Management District (LCAQMD).  The LCAQMD is a Federal and State authority 
agency with regulation powers.  All open air quality issues must be submitted to the LCQAMD 
for approval, which includes Serpentine Dust Mitigation Plans and permitting of equipment that 
emits air pollutants such as diesel generations that might be sued for emergency backup power.   

The AOC is responsible for approving the CEQA document and the proposed project. The State 
of California Public Works Board must also approve acquisition of the site for the proposed 
project.  

_________________________ 
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Chapter 3 

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The 
following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor. 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forestry Resources  Air Quality 
 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Geology, Soils and Seismicity 
 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards and Hazardous Materials  Hydrology and Water Quality  
 Land Use and Land Use Planning  Mineral Resources  Noise and Vibration 
 Population and Housing  Public Services  Recreation 
 Transportation and Traffic  Utilities and Service Systems  Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 
DETERMINATION: (To be completed by Lead Agency) 
On the basis of this initial study: 
 

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

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

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

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially 
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been 
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that 
remain to be addressed.  

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, no further environmental 
documentation is required.  

 
 
  December 6, 2010  
Signature  Date 
 
Laura F. Sainz  Administrative Office of the Courts  
Printed Name For 
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Environmental Checklist 

3.1 Aesthetics 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

AESTHETICS — Would the project:     

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 

but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a state scenic highway 
corridor? 

    

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings? 

    

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect daytime or nighttime 
views in the area? 

    

Discussion 

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

Less than Significant Impact.  Scenic vistas are defined as expansive views of highly-
valued landscapes from publicly accessible viewpoints.  Scenic vistas include views of 
natural features such as topography, water courses, rock outcrops, and natural vegetation, 
as well as man-made scenic structures.  The proposed project consists of the construction 
of a new courthouse building on an approximately six-acre site located at 675 
Lakeport Boulevard, in the City of Lakeport.  The proposed project site is located on a 
parcel of land that is at an elevation approximately 30 feet above Lakeport Boulevard.  
While the proposed project would be located on a hilltop, the actual site for the new 
courthouse is relatively flat and currently vacant, with no significant topographic relief or 
features.  The proposed project is located in an area comprised of mixed-uses, including 
predominantly retail and commercial development.  Views north of the proposed project 
site include Lakeport Boulevard, vacant city-owned property, a small strip-mall shopping 
center to the northeast, and the Vista Point Shopping Center to the northwest.  Views east 
of the proposed project consist of Bruno’s Shopping Center, and a storage facility to the 
southeast.  Vacant land is located south of the proposed project site, and the Lake County 
Chamber of Commerce and Highway 29 are located west of the proposed project site.  
Clear Lake is approximately one-half mile east of the proposed project.  The proposed 
project would construct a two-story building on the project site.  The AOC is attempting to 
site the courthouse in a way that reduces impacts on the view from the Lake County 
Chamber of Commerce; views would only be partially obstructed, if at all.   Therefore, the 
AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 

 
Mitigation required: None. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. There are no natural rock outcroppings or other scenic 
resources on the site, based on observations from the site visit and aerial photographs.  
The proposed project site consists of bare land that has been graded and includes two 
terraces.  The lower terrace is located on the east side of the proposed project site and is 
accessed from Lakeport Boulevard on the north.  The elevation of the lower terrace is 
approximately 1,365 feet above mean seal level (amsl).  The upper terrace is accessed 
from the lower terrace by two approaches, one on the north end and one on the south end.  
The elevation of the upper terrace is approximately 1,380 feet amsl, with a decrease in 
topographic relief to the east.  There are no structures on the proposed project site. 

 
California’s Scenic Highway Program was created by the Legislature in 1963. Its purpose 
is to preserve and protect scenic highway corridors from changes that would diminish the 
aesthetic value of lands adjacent to highways.  There are no officially designated state 
scenic highways located within Lake County; however, Highway 29, which runs 
generally north-south through the City of Lakeport, is currently eligible for official 
designation as a scenic highway.  Highway 29 is approximately 0.10 miles west of the 
proposed project.   
 
As discussed above, the proposed project site is vacant. No rock outcroppings are located 
on site, and no officially designated state scenic highways are located within Lake 
County. Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-
significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

c) Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site 
and its surroundings? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would involve the development of a 
two-story courthouse on approximately six acres.  According to Figure 16, 
Environmentally Sensitive Areas, found in the City of Lakeport General Plan 2025, the 
proposed project is located near a “view corridor;” however, the proposed project would 
be consistent with policies identified in the general plan.  The Open Space, Parks and 
Recreation Element of the City of Lakeport General Plan 2025 contains policies designed 
to protect scenic views, maintain visual compatibility, and ensure compatibility of new 
development with surrounding land uses.  In addition, the Community Design Element 
contains numerous policies designed to protect the visual quality and character of the 
Lakeport area.  The courthouse’s design would be consistent with courthouse design 
standards, and the AOC anticipates the courthouse’s features to be generally consistent 
with surrounding development.  The proposed scale of the project is compatible and 
consistent with surrounding existing structures.  Therefore, the proposed project would 
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not substantially degrade the existing visual character or aesthetic quality of the site and 
its surroundings. 
 
The AOC plans to complete acquisition of the proposed project site by January 2011, 
begin construction in 2012, and complete construction in 2014.  During this period, 
typical construction equipment such as tractors and cranes would cause short-term visual 
impacts; however, these visual impacts would no longer exist after project completion.  
Because the proposed building would not be unusual for the surrounding setting and the 
visual character and aesthetic quality of the proposed courthouse would be consistent with 
that of the surrounding area, the physical appearance of the building would not substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or aesthetic quality of the site’s surroundings.  
Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project site is vacant and contains no sources 
of light.  The proposed project would involve the development of the site with urban 
development typical of other development in the region.  Introduction of new lighting 
from the proposed project would include light sources within and around the proposed 
courthouse, lighting within the parking lot and security lighting on courthouse grounds.  
All light sources would be shielded to minimize glare impacts on surrounding properties, 
and landscaping would also block light from these properties. 

Most of the proposed project’s interior lighting would be limited to the Superior Court’s 
typical weekday operational hours and the periods immediately before and after the 
Superior Court’s operations.   
 
Implementation of these measures and other LEED guidelines would reduce both the 
generation of exterior light and the potential for light trespass to affect off-site areas.  
Because the proposed project would comply with LEED criteria for reducing light 
pollution, the project would not create substantial light or glare that would adversely 
affect day or nighttime views in the area.   
 
The California Trial Court Facilities Standards emphasize that the state’s courthouse 
buildings would be appropriate to the surroundings and would not have substantial 
metallic finishes.  The proposed project would not add building features such as metallic 
finishes that generate substantial glare.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project 
impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 
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3.2 Agricultural and Forest Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES — In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural 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. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including 
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and 
Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement 
methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.  Would the project: 

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

    

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 

    

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning 
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by Government 
Code section 51104(g))? 

    

d) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland of Statewide Importance to 
non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to 
non-forest use? 

    

Discussion 

a, b, c) Would the proposed project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use; or conflict with existing zoning for agricultural, Williamson Act, or 
forest lands? 

No Impact. According to the California Department of Conservation, Division of Land 
Resource Protection Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, the proposed project 
site is designated as “Urban and Built-Up Land.”  The site is not identified as being 
Prime or Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, is not under a 
Williamson Act contract, is not located in forest areas or timberland, nor would it convert 
any of these uses.  In addition, according to the City of Lakeport General Plan 2025, the 
Lake County Agricultural Commissioner has determined that there are no prime 
agricultural lands within city limits.  The proposed project does not conflict with existing 
zoning for agricultural use, as the proposed project site is designated “C-2” (Major 
Commercial).  Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 
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d) Would the proposed project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due 
to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland of Statewide 
Importance to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

No Impact. The proposed project site is not identified as being near Prime or Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, is not under a Williamson Act contract, 
is not located in forest areas or timberland, nor would it convert any of these uses. 
Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

References 
California Department of Conservation, Important Farmland in California, 2006. Farmland 

Mapping and Monitoring Program, Lake County Data.  Accessed: June 28, 2010. Available 
at: ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/2006/ 

City of Lakeport, General Plan 2025, adopted August, 2009. 

_________________________ 
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3.3 Air Quality   

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

AIR QUALITY — Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air 
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. 
Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

    

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

    

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

    

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

    

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

    

Discussion 

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

No Impact.  The proposed project site is located in the City of Lakeport, within the Lake 
County Air Basin (Basin), which is under the jurisdiction of the Lake County Air Quality 
Management District (LCAQMD).  The Basin is designated “attainment” or “unclassified” 
with respect to all national and California Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS).  Areas 
that do not meet the AAQS must develop regional air quality plans in order to attain the 
standards.  As the Basin is in attainment for all AAQS, the LCAQMD has not been 
required to develop a regional air quality plan.  Therefore, the AOC concludes there are 
no impacts.   

 
Mitigation required: None. 
 

_________________________ 
 

b) Would the proposed project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to 
an existing or projected air quality violation? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation.   
 
Short-Term Construction Impacts 
 
The proposed project would construct approximately 51,000 square feet of courthouse 
space, replacing the existing Lakeport Courthouse, leased Records Storage Annex, and 
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leased self-help center.   The proposed project would affect local pollutant concentrations 
primarily during the construction phase.  Activities such as site clearance and grading 
would generate substantial amounts of dust (including PM10) from “fugitive” sources, such 
as earthmoving activities and vehicle travel over unpaved surfaces.  Emissions would also 
be generated from the operation of heavy equipment construction machinery and 
construction worker automobile trips.  Construction-related dust emissions would vary 
from day to day, depending on the level and type of activity, silt content of the soil, and 
meteorological conditions.  Construction is expected to occur over 20 months, between 
2012 and 2014. 
 
As the LCAQMD does not have thresholds for construction or operational emissions, the 
proposed project emissions have been compared to the California and national AAQS.  To be 
conservative, the following averaging times have been utilized: CO (one-hour), NOX (one-
hour), PM10 (24-hour), and PM2.5 (24-hour).  CO, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions are modeled 
in order to determine if the proposed project would generate emissions that would impact 
localized air quality and human health.  As NOX is an ozone precursor, NOX emissions 
were compared to the more conservative 1-hour standard as opposed to the annual 
arithmetic mean.  If NOX emissions are below the California and National AAQS, then 
ozone impacts would not be significant.   
 
Although construction would occur between 2012 and 2014, activities occurring in year 
2012 would generate the greatest amount of emissions (due to site clearing and grading).  
Therefore, year 2012 construction emissions were modeled as a worst case scenario.  The 
peak daily construction emissions calculated in URBEMIS2007 were then modeled using 
the SCREEN3 dispersion model to determine localized pollutant concentrations from 
operational activities.  Dispersion modeling predicts pollutant concentrations based on 
the amount of pollution emitted as well as the meteorological conditions at the site.  
Background concentrations were added to the calculated concentrations to determine if 
proposed project emissions would result in the violation of a California or national 
AAQS.  As shown in Table 3.3-1, Construction Emissions, emissions would not result in 
the violation of a state or national AAQS.  Therefore, construction-related emissions 
would be less than significant.  
 

Table 3.3-1 
Construction Emissions 

 
Pollutant – Averaging Time 

Estimated Emissions CO (μg/m3) 
1 Hour 

NOX (μg/m3) 
1 Hour 

PM10  
(μg/m3) 
24 Hour 

PM2.5 (μg/m3) 
24 Hour 

Project peak 
concentration (2012) 56.05 98.96 26.89 16.81 

Background 
Concentration 3.5 0.45 17.6 7.8 

Total 59.15 99.41 44.49 24.61 
NAAQS 40,000 203 150 35 
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Table 3.3-1, Continued 
Construction Emissions 

 
Pollutant – Averaging Time 

Estimated Emissions CO (μg/m3) 
1 Hour 

NOX (μg/m3) 
1 Hour 

PM10  
(μg/m3) 
24 Hour 

PM2.5 (μg/m3) 
24 Hour 

Significant? No No No No 
CAAQS 23,000 339 50 - 
Significant? No No No No 
ppm = parts per million; μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; CAAQS = California Ambient Air Quality Standards; 
NAAQS = National Ambient Air Quality Standards  

 

The proposed project would also incorporate BMPs in order to further reduce air quality 
impacts during construction.  These would include limiting on-site vehicle speeds, 
shutting down equipment when not in use for extended periods of time, watering the site 
twice daily when needed, applying nontoxic chemical soil stabilizers to construction 
areas not in use, and tarping haul trucks (Mitigation Measure AQ-1).  The proposed 
project would also be required to obtain an Authority to Construct permit, pursuant to 
Chapter IV, Article I of the LCAQMD Rules and Regulations.   
 
Mitigation required:  Mitigation Measure AQ-1 (see below). 
 
Significance after Mitigation:  Less than Significant.   
 
Naturally Occurring Asbestos 
 
Asbestos is a term used for several types of naturally occurring fibrous minerals that are a 
human health hazard when airborne.  The most common type of asbestos is chrysotile, 
but other types such as tremolite and actinolite are also found in California.  Asbestos is 
classified as a known human carcinogen by state, federal, and international agencies and 
was identified as a toxic air contaminant by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
in 1986. 

 
Asbestos can be released from serpentinite and ultramafic rocks when the rock is broken 
or crushed.  At the point of release, the asbestos fibers may become airborne, causing air 
quality and human health hazards.  These rocks have been commonly used for unpaved 
gravel roads, landscaping, fill projects, and other improvement projects in some 
localities.  Asbestos may be released to the atmosphere due to vehicular traffic on 
unpaved roads, during grading for development projects, and at quarry operations.  All of 
these activities may have the effect of releasing potentially harmful asbestos into the air.  
Natural weathering and erosion processes can act on asbestos bearing rock and make it 
easier for asbestos fibers to become airborne if such rock is disturbed.  According to the 
Department of Conservation Division of Mines and Geology, A General Location Guide 
for Ultramafic Rocks in California – Areas More Likely to Contain Naturally Occurring 
Asbestos Report (August 2000), as well as the city’s general plan, naturally occurring 
asbestos is known to occur within the proposed project area.   
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As naturally occurring asbestos is known to underlie the proposed project site, the project 
would be required to comply with LCAQMD Rules and Regulations.  Chapter II, Article 
IV, Part V of the LCAQMD Rules and Regulations states that all construction projects 
located on a serpentine outcrop or alluvial material with greater than one percent asbestos 
should notify the LCAQMD of intended operations 30 days prior to construction activity.  
The project applicant would be required to file and receive approval of an asbestos-dust-
hazard mitigation plan prior to construction activities.  The applicant would also be 
required to inform employees working on the proposed project site of the potential health 
risk of airborne asbestos and the requirements of the asbestos-dust-hazard mitigation plan 
(Mitigation Measure AQ-2).  Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
AQ-2, impacts from naturally occurring asbestos at the proposed project site would be 
less than significant.  
 
Mitigation required:  Mitigation Measure AQ-2 (see below). 
 
Significance after Mitigation:  Less than Significant.   
 
Long-Term Operational Impacts 
 
For long-term operational impacts, there are both mobile sources and area sources of 
emissions.  Mobile sources are emissions from motor vehicles, including tailpipe and 
evaporative emissions.  Depending upon the pollutant being discussed, the potential air 
quality impact may be of either regional or local concern.  Trip generation rates 
associated with the proposed project were based on traffic data within the New Lakeport 
Courthouse Traffic Impact Analysis, prepared by RBF Consulting (June 29, 2010, 
Revised October 4, 2010).  Based on this Traffic Impact Analysis, the proposed project 
would result in 403 new daily trips, which would equate to 3,049 vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT).   
 
Area source emissions would be generated due to the development of the proposed 
project and the associated increase in demand for electrical energy and propane 
consumption. The primary use of propane by the proposed project would be for space and 
water heating, and other miscellaneous heating or air conditioning sources.   
 
As the LCAQMD does not have thresholds for construction or operational emissions, the 
proposed project emissions have been compared to the California and national AAQS.  To be 
conservative, the following averaging times have been utilized: CO (one-hour), NOX (one-
hour), PM10 (24-hour), and PM2.5 (24-hour).  CO, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions are modeled 
in order to determine if the proposed project would generate emissions that would impact 
localized air quality and human health.  As NOX is an ozone precursor, NOX emissions 
were compared to the more conservative 1-hour standard as opposed to the annual 
arithmetic mean.  If NOX emissions are below the California and national AAQS, then 
ozone impacts would not be significant.  The peak daily operational emissions calculated 
in URBEMIS2007 were then modeled using the SCREEN3 dispersion model to 
determine localized pollutant concentrations from operational activities, then added to the 
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background concentrations.  As indicated in Table 3.3-2, Operational Emissions, 
emissions generated by mobile and area sources would not exceed California or national 
AAQS standards for CO, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5, impacts to long-term air quality 
emissions would be less than significant. 

 
Table 3.3-2 

Operational Emissions 
 

Pollutant – Averaging Time 
Estimated Emissions CO (μg/m3) 

1 Hour 
NOX (μg/m3) 

1 Hour 

PM10  
(μg/m3) 
24 Hour 

PM2.5 (μg/m3) 
24 Hour 

Project peak 
concentration 146.40 17.09 9.48 1.85 

Background 
Concentration 3.5 0.45 17.6 7.8 

Total 149.90 17.54 27.08 9.65 
NAAQS 40,000 203 150 35 
Significant? No No No No 
CAAQS 23,000 339 50 35 
Significant? No No No No 
ppm = parts per million; μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; CAAQS = California Ambient Air Quality Standards; 
NAAQS = National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1 and AQ-2 would reduce potential impacts to a less-than-
significant level.  

Mitigation Measure AQ-1: During construction operations, excessive fugitive dust 
emissions shall be controlled by regular water or other dust preventive measures using 
the following best management practices: 

• Limit on-site vehicle speed to 15 miles per hour.  

• Water material excavated or graded sufficiently to prevent excessive amounts of dust.  
Water three times daily with complete coverage, preferably in the late morning and 
after work is done for the day.  

• Water or securely cover material transported on-site or off-site sufficiently to prevent 
generating excessive amounts of dust.  

• Minimize area disturbed by clearing, grading, earth moving, or excavation operations 
so as to prevent generating excessive amounts of dust.  

• Indicate these control techniques in project specifications.  Compliance with the 
measure shall be subject to periodic site inspections by the city. 

• Prevent visible dust from the project from emanating beyond the property line, to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

• Apply nontoxic chemical soil stabilizers according to manufacturers' specifications to 
all inactive construction areas (previously graded areas inactive for ten days or more). 

• Trucks transporting soil, sand, cut or fill materials, and/or construction debris to or 
from the site must be tarped from the point of origin. 
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Mitigation Measure AQ-2:  The project applicant shall notify the Lake County Air 
Quality Management District of intended operations 30 days prior to construction 
activity.  The project applicant shall file and receive approval of an asbestos-dust-hazard 
mitigation plan (also referred to as a serpentine dust control plan) prior to any 
construction activity at the project site.  The plan shall address and include mitigation for: 
excavation, roads, yards, driveways, parking areas, hauling and tracking of material onto 
adjacent roadways.  All material shall be transported in a manner minimizing dust 
emissions.  In no instance shall the dust from such operations exceed five percent opacity 
20-feet from the traveled surface.  The applicant shall inform employees working at the 
project site of the potential health risk of airborne asbestos and the requirements of the 
asbestos-dust-hazard mitigation plan.  Exposed serpentine surfaces that may be subject to 
vehicular traffic shall have restricted access (fencing or other effective barriers) until such 
time as the surface is adequately covered with non-asbestos material.  The plan shall be 
consistent with the California Air Resources Board Section 93105, Final Regulation 
Order – Asbestos Air Toxic Control Measure for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and 
Surface Mining Operations.  
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
 

_________________________ 

c) Would the proposed project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable 
federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions, which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  The Basin is currently designated “unclassified” 
or “attainment” for all criteria pollutants under applicable California or national AAQS.  
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in an increase of a criteria pollutant for 
which the region is non-attainment.  Also, construction emissions would be reduced with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1.  Therefore, construction activities 
occurring in close proximity to the LCAQMD’s air monitoring equipment would not 
exceed the California or national AAQS, and would not affect the Lake County Air Basin 
Attainment Status. Furthermore, operational emissions combined with existing 
background concentrations would be below the California and national AAQS.  A less 
than significant impact would occur after implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1.  
Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required:  Mitigation Measure AQ-1, above. 
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

 
_________________________ 

d) Would the proposed project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?  
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Less than Significant with Mitigation.  Sensitive receptors are defined as facilities or 
land uses that include members of the population that are particularly sensitive to the 
effects of air pollutants, such as children, the elderly, and people with illnesses.  
Examples of these sensitive receptors are residences, schools, hospitals, and daycare 
centers.  CARB has identified the following groups of individuals as the most likely to be 
affected by air pollution: the elderly over 65, children under 14, athletes, and persons 
with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases such as asthma, emphysema, and 
bronchitis. 

 
The nearest sensitive uses are residential uses located approximately 340 feet to the 
northeast of the proposed project site.  As discussed above under section 3.3 c), the 
proposed project would not result in a violation of a California or national AAQS during 
construction or operation.    
 
Carbon Monoxide Hotspots 
 
In order to identify impacts to sensitive receptors, a carbon monoxide (CO) analysis was 
completed for localized mobile (i.e. traffic) source impacts.  An assessment of CO 
“hotspots” is performed when a proposed project increases the volume of traffic to 
capacity ratio (also called the intersection capacity utilization) by 0.02 (two percent) for 
relevant intersections with an existing level of service (LOS) D or worse.  Because traffic 
congestion is highest where vehicles queue and are subject to reduced speeds, these 
hotspots are typically produced at intersection locations.   
 
The projected traffic volumes were modeled using the BREEZE ROADS dispersion 
model.  The resultant values were then added to an ambient concentration.  A receptor 
height of 1.8 meters was used in accordance with the Environmental Protection Agency’s 
(EPA’s) recommendations.  The calculations assume a meteorological condition of 
almost no wind (0.5 meters/second), a flat topological condition between the source and 
the receptor and a mixing height of 1,000 meters.  A standard deviation of five degrees 
was used for the deviation of wind direction.  The suburban land classification was used 
for the aerodynamic roughness coefficient.  This follows the BREEZE ROADS user’s 
manual definition of suburban as “regular coverage with large obstacles, open spaces 
roughly equal to obstacle heights, villages, mature forests.”  All of the above parameters 
are based on the standards stated in the Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide 
(CO Protocol), December 1997.   
 
For the purposes of this analysis, the ambient concentration used in the modeling was the 
highest one-hour measurement from 2009 (the latest year data was available) of 
monitoring data at the Santa Rosa Monitoring Station (nearest CO monitoring station to 
the proposed project site).  Actual future ambient CO levels may be lower due to 
emissions control strategies that would be implemented between now and the proposed 
project buildout date.  Due to changing meteorological conditions over an eight-hour 
period which diffuses the local CO concentrations, the eight-hour CO level 
concentrations have been found to be typically proportional and lower than the one-hour 
concentrations, where it is possible to have stable atmospheric conditions last for the 
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entire hour.  Therefore, eight-hour CO levels were calculated using the locally derived 
persistence factor as stated in the CO Protocol.  The local persistence factor is derived by 
calculating the highest ratio of eight-hour to one-hour maximum locally measured CO 
concentrations from the most recent three years of data.  Table 3.3-3, Project Buildout 
Carbon Monoxide Concentrations, shows that of the most recent three years of data, year 
2007 has the highest eight-hour to one-hour ratio of 0.66. 
 
The intersections in the proposed project area currently operate at an LOS ranging from 
LOS A to LOS C for PM peak hour activities.  At proposed project buildout, four of these 
intersections would operate at LOS D or worse in an unmitigated condition, requiring a 
CO hotspot analysis.  As indicated in Table 3.3-3 below, CO concentrations would be 
well below the thresholds.  The modeling results are compared to the California AAQS 
for CO of 9 ppm on an eight-hour average and 20 ppm on a one-hour average.  Neither 
the one-hour average nor the eight-hour average would be equaled or exceeded.  Impacts 
in regards to localized CO hotspots would be less than significant.   

 
Table 3.3-3 

Project Buildout Carbon Monoxide Concentrations 
 

1-hour CO (ppm)¹ 8-Hour CO (ppm) ¹ 
Intersection 1-hour 

Standard 
Future + 
Project 

8-hour 
Standard 

Future + 
Project 

Highway 29 SB Ramps/Lakeport Boulevard 20 ppm 3.9 9 ppm 2.57 
Highway 29 NB Ramps/Lakeport Boulevard 20 ppm 4.0 9 ppm 2.64 
Bevins Street/Lakeport Boulevard 20 ppm 4.0 9 ppm 2.64 
Main Street/Lakeport Boulevard 20 ppm 3.9 9 ppm 2.57 
Note: 
1. As measured at a distance of 10 feet from the corner of the intersection predicting the highest value.  Presented 

1 hour CO concentrations include a background concentration of 3.5 ppm.  Eight-hour concentrations are based 
on a persistence of 0.66 of the 1-hour concentration. 

Refer to Appendix B, Air Quality Data. 
 
Naturally Occurring Asbestos 
 
As stated in section 3.3 b) above, the proposed project area is known to contain naturally 
occurring asbestos.  Therefore, the proposed project would be required to comply with 
Chapter II, Article IV, Part V of the LCAQMD Rules and Regulations.  The project 
applicant would be required to file and receive approval of an asbestos-dust-hazard 
mitigation plan prior to construction activities.  With the implementation of Mitigation 
Measure AQ-2, impacts to sensitive uses from naturally occurring asbestos would be 
less than significant.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-
than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required:  Mitigation Measure AQ-2, described above. 

 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
 

_________________________ 
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e) Would the proposed project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 
people? 

Less than Significant Impact.  As a general matter, the types of land use development 
that pose potential odor problems include wastewater treatment plants, refineries, landfills, 
composting facilities and transfer stations. No such uses would occupy the proposed 
project site.  Construction activities associated with the proposed project may generate 
detectable odors from heavy-duty equipment exhaust.  Construction-related odors would 
be short-term in nature and cease upon project completion.  Any impacts to existing 
adjacent land uses would be short-term and are less than significant.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 
 

_________________________ 
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3.4 Biological Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES— Would the project:     

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    

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

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

Discussion 

a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  
 
Special-Status Plant Species 
 
A review of the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) records show that two 
special-status plant species, green jewel-flower and mayacamas popcorn-flower, have 
been broadly mapped to include the proposed project area.  Twenty-six other special-
status plant species are known to occur within a 10-mile radius of the proposed project 
site: Anthony’s Peak lupine, beaked tracyina, bent-flowered fiddleneck, Boggs Lake 
hedge-hyssop, Bolander’s horkelia, Brandegee’s eriastrum, bristly sedge, Burke’s 
goldfields, Colusa layia, dimorphic snapdragon, eel-grass pondweed, glandular western 
flax, Koch’s cord moss, Konocti manzanita, Napa bluecurls, Norris’ beard moss, oval-
leaved viburnum, Raiche’s manzanita, Rincon Ridge ceanothus, robust monardella, 
serpentine cryptantha, small-flowered calycadenia, small groundcone, Sonoma canescent 
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manzanita, two-carpellate western flax, and woolly meadowfoam. The potential for each 
special-status plant species to utilize the proposed project area is evaluated in the 
Biological Study Report (refer to Appendix C). 
 
A botanical survey was conducted on April 9 and 29, May 17, and June 19, 2010.  All of 
the special-status plant species potentially occurring in the proposed project area would 
have been evident at the time of the fieldwork.  The survey consisted of an intensive and 
systematic evaluation of the proposed project site.  The botanical survey confirmed the 
presence of four special-status plant species on the proposed project site, including: 1) 
Colusa layia; 2) bent-flowered fiddleneck; 3) serpentine cryptantha; and 4) Tracy’s 
clarkia (a special-status species not reported in the CNDDB records search).  Locations of 
the plant populations are shown in Appendix C (refer to Figure 3 of the Biological Study 
Report). Data forms documenting the special-status plant occurrences have been 
submitted to the CNDDB. 
 
Colusa layia, serpentine cryptantha, and bent-flowered fiddleneck are on the California 
Native Plant Society’s (CNPS’s) List 1B. Although not state or federally listed, plants 
with this CNPS listing status are generally considered to qualify as “endangered, rare, or 
threatened” under Section 15380(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines and thus require 
consideration during CEQA review. Tracy’s clarkia is on CNPS List 4; plants of this 
status rarely qualify for state listing, but may be locally significant.  
 
Because detailed site development plans have not yet been prepared, the extent of 
impacts to the serpentine herb community and the four on-site special-status plant species 
cannot be quantified. However, in general terms, site development has a high potential to 
adversely affect these resources. It appears that Tracy’s clarkia, which is the least 
sensitive of the plants, would be least affected because it primarily occurs on the 
periphery of the proposed project site. Serpentine cryptantha, which is the most sensitive 
of the four species on the proposed project site, is the most centrally located and would 
be the most difficult to avoid during site development.  
 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) staff were contacted following 
discovery of the special-status plant populations. However, the CDFG has not conducted 
a field review of the site or provided guidance as to potential mitigation strategies. 
Because full avoidance of the special-status plant populations and serpentine herb 
community does not appear to be possible, the project proponent should prepare a 
mitigation plan acceptable to CDFG prior to the start of construction activities. 
Mitigation would likely include avoidance of at least some of the on-site serpentine herb 
community and associated special-status plant populations. Detailed mapping of the 
extent and densities of the special-status plant communities prepared as part of the 
botanical study (refer to Appendix C) will assist in preparing a site design that minimizes 
impacts to the populations. The mitigation plan should be prepared as early as possible, in 
conjunction with preparation of site design and development plans. Other options for 
mitigation include preservation of other local populations of these special-status plants, 
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restoration of degraded populations on other sites in the area, and/or creation or new 
populations. 

 
Special-Status Animal Species 

Review of CNDDB records showed that one special-status animal species, American 
badger, has been broadly mapped as occurring within the proposed project area. In 
addition, eight other special-status animal species are known to occur within a 10-mile 
radius: Clear Lake hitch, foothill yellow-legged frog, grasshopper sparrow, Pacific fisher, 
Sacramento perch, Townsend’s big-eared bat, tricolored blackbird, and western pond 
turtle. The CNDDB records search also identified seven non-status animal species within 
the search radius: Calasellus californicus, Bell’s sage sparrow, blennosperma vernal pool 
andrenid bee, double-crested cormorant, great blue heron, osprey, and silver-haired bat. 
The potential for each special-status animal species to utilize the proposed project area is 
evaluated in the Biological Study Report (refer to Appendix C).  
 
A wildlife survey was conducted on March 17, 2010. No special-status animal species 
were observed in the proposed project area during the wildlife evaluation. However, as 
documented in the Biological Study Report (refer to Appendix C), two special-status 
animal species, grasshopper sparrow and Townsend’s big-eared bat, as well as the non-
status silver-haired bat, could potentially utilize the proposed project site during their life 
cycles.  
 
The grasshopper sparrow, a migratory bird, has a low potential to nest in the on-site 
annual grassland community. Potential adverse effects on nesting grasshopper sparrows 
can be avoided through proper timing of vegetation removal. 
 
Townsend’s big-eared bat and silver-haired bat could potentially forage on-site. 
However, they are very unlikely to roost on the proposed project site, given the lack of 
suitable roosting locations. Because suitable roosting habitat is much more available on 
other local sites and similar or higher quality foraging habitat is widely available, site 
development would have a negligible effect on these bat species; no mitigation is 
warranted. 
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 and BIO-2 would reduce impacts to 
special-status plant and animal species to a less-than-significant level.  
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1:  Following the development of a site plan and prior to the 
commencement of construction activities, the AOC shall prepare a Mitigation Plan to 
offset impacts to the on-site serpentine herb community and the following three special-
status plants species: 1) Colusa layia; 2) serpentine cryptantha; and 3) bent-flowered 
fiddleneck.  Tracy’s clarkia shall also be avoided/protected where possible.   
 
As discussed with California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) staff, the highest 
priority for mitigation shall be to avoid and protect the existing on-site populations of the 
special-status plants to the extent feasible.  Secondly, if suitable habitat will be 
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temporarily disturbed but will remain viable in the long term, an effort shall be made to 
re-establish special-status plant populations in these areas upon completion of 
construction.  If CDFG determines that the available on-site options for plant protection 
and re-establishment do not fully compensate for the project impacts, off-site mitigation 
shall be provided.  This can be accomplished through preservation or enhancement of off-
site serpentine habitats and special-status plant populations, restoration of degraded 
habitats on other local sites capable of supporting the sensitive resources, creation of new 
habitats capable of supporting the sensitive resources, and/or purchase of appropriate 
credits at a qualifying mitigation bank (if available). 
 
The Mitigation Plan shall be submitted to CDFG for review, and shall be approved in 
writing by CDFG prior to initiation of construction activities.  The Plan shall identify the 
mitigation site(s); methods to be employed to protect, restore, enhance, and/or create 
serpentine-herb habitat and the associated special-status plant populations; an 
implementation schedule; success criteria; monitoring and reporting requirements; long-
term maintenance provisions; remedial measures to be undertaken if the success criteria 
are not fully met; and/or other pertinent data to ensure successful mitigation.   
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2:  Vegetation removal shall be conducted between August 1 
and February 28, if feasible.  If vegetation removal must be conducted between March 1 
and July 31, a nesting bird survey shall be conducted within two weeks prior to initiation 
of work.  If active nests are present, work within 500 feet of the nest(s) shall be 
postponed until the young have fledged, unless a smaller next buffer zone is authorized 
by the California Department of Fish and Game. 
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

_________________________ 

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  The proposed project site is approximately 
1,340 - 1,400 feet above sea level, and is surrounded on three sides by urban 
development. The proposed project site was historically an oak woodland, and was used 
for agriculture and grazing beginning in the late 1930s; the site was cleared of trees and 
shrubs in the early 1970s, and was graded prior to 1988.3  Soils on the proposed project 
site are identified as Henneke-Montara Rock Outcrop Complex, 15 to 50 percent slopes, 
with a negligible amount of Still loam, stratified substratum, in the extreme northeast 
corner of the site. The Henneke-Montara Complex consists of very deep, moderately 
well-drained soils formed in alluvium from mixed rock types. However, grading 

                                                      
3  Biological Study Report, ENPLAN, July 2010. 
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activities dramatically altered the soils and natural contours of the proposed project site. 
Roughly 20 feet of surface material was removed from the upper portion of the proposed 
project site, resulting in two level terraces. 

Small rocks of serpentine origin are exposed on the upper terrace and hillsides, which 
support a serpentine herb community. The lower terrace supports a disturbed annual 
grassland. Locations of the communities, as well as photographs, are shown in the 
Biological Study Report (refer to Appendix C). Two small, shallow seasonal waters with 
rock substrates are present on the upper terrace. Most runoff from the proposed project 
site enters constructed ditches that convey flow to the east. Flow enters the city’s storm 
drain system, which discharges into Clear Lake approximately one-quarter mile east of 
the proposed project site. 
 
Annual Grassland 
 
Annual grasslands are characterized by a sparse to dense cover of annual grasses with 
inclusions of numerous species of native annual forbs (“wildflowers”). Germination 
occurs with the onset of the fall rains; growth, flowering, and seed-set occur from winter 
through spring. With a few exceptions, the plants are dead through the summer-fall dry 
season, persisting as seeds. On the proposed project site, the annual grassland community 
is best represented on the lower terrace of the site, on the eastern edge of the proposed 
project area. Common species in this community include wild oats, soft chess, California 
meadow barley, cream sacs, winter vetch, Spanish lotus, and various clovers. Although 
several special-status plant species were observed on the fringe of the annual grassland 
community, the community itself is not considered unique or sensitive.  Overall, the on-
site grassland has low value to wildlife species. 
 
Serpentine Herb Community 
 
The on-site serpentine herb community generally consists of a sparse, low-growing cover 
of annual and perennial forbs and grasses on the upper terrace and hillsides. Serpentine 
soils have unique chemical properties that prohibit the growth of many common plant 
species. A number of other plant species have evolved mechanisms allowing them to 
survive on serpentine soils. The flora of serpentine sites is thus unique and often supports 
plants of limited distribution, including a number of endemic species. As discussed 
above, four serpentine-adapted special-status plant species were observed in this 
community. 
 
The serpentine herb community is considered to be a sensitive natural community due to 
its somewhat restricted distribution and the high potential for endemic plant species to be 
present. The on-site community has been highly disturbed by grading. Although this has 
reduced the value of the site for some plant species, it has formed a “serpentine barren” 
that supports a unique suite of species, including four special-status species. Loss of the 
serpentine herb community as a result of project development is considered a significant 
adverse impact. Mitigation for this loss is best considered in conjunction with impacts on 
the four special-status plant species.  Because all four of the special-status plant species 
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have an affinity for serpentine soils, mitigation for the loss of the plants would also 
provide mitigation for the loss of the serpentine herb community.   
 
With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, project impacts to the serpentine 
herb community would be less than significant.  
 
Mitigation required:   Mitigation Measure BIO-1, above. 
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

_________________________ 

c) Would the proposed project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 

Less than Significant Impact.  National Wetlands Inventory Maps were reviewed to 
determine if any jurisdictional waters had been previously reported on or within one-half mile 
of the proposed project site; however, no data was available for the Lakeport quadrangle.  The 
field investigations were conducted in accordance with the technical methods outlined in the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual and under the Regional 
Supplement to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West 
Region (Arid West Supplement).  During the field investigation on April 29 and 30, 2010, 
eight non-wetland waters of the United States were mapped within two categories: seasonal 
waters and constructed ditches.   

Two seasonal waters, on the western edge of the upper terrace, were created when the site 
was graded and bedrock was exposed. Water now ponds to a depth of two to three inches 
in these shallow depressions underlain by bedrock. Representative plant species include 
scribner grass (Scribneria bolanderi), annual hairgrass (Deschampsia danthonioides), and 
rigiopappus (Rigiopappus leptocladus), but vegetative cover is less than five percent. 
Features with an ordinary high water mark and less than five percent vegetative cover are 
non-wetland waters. The extent of ponding was documented through site inspections on 
February 8 and April 9, 29 and 30, 2010, as well as by the presence of waterstained rock, 
sediment deposits, and a biotic crust (refer to Appendix C). 

Constructed ditches are excavated features that may be located in either wetlands or 
uplands, and may convey water collected from sheet flow or diverted from other water 
bodies. The jurisdictional status of constructed ditches depends in part on these 
characteristics. The on-site ditches are constructed in uplands, and receive sheet-flow 
runoff and discharge from the two non-wetland waters on the upper terrace. Most of the 
ditches have only ephemeral flow. However, two of the constructed ditches, 3:CD and 
8:CD as identified in the Pre-Jurisdictional Delineation Report (refer to Appendix C), do 
not drain well and support wetland plant species in their lower ends; species present 



3. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
 

AOC-New Lakeport Courthouse 3-23  
Final Initial Study December 6, 2010 

include annual ryegrass (Lolium multiflorum), Mediterranean barley (Hordeum marinum 
ssp. gussoneanum), and common monkey-flower (Mimulus guttatus). 
 

As described in Regulatory Guidance Letter 08-02, the AOC concurs with the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers that waters regulated under the Clean Water Act may be present on 
the proposed project site. As such, these waters will be treated as jurisdictional for the 
purpose of calculating fill and satisfying future mitigation requirements. The AOC 
understands that it can later request and obtain an approved jurisdictional determination if 
that becomes necessary or appropriate during the permit process or during the 
administrative appeal process.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would 
be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 
_________________________ 

d) Would the proposed project interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation. No terrestrial wildlife corridors exist at the 
proposed project site. The proposed project site is located within an undeveloped area that 
is surrounded by development, and just east of Highway 29. The surrounding 
development and roadways act as existing barriers for terrestrial wildlife movement. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not interfere with native wildlife movements.  

The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act states that without a permit issued by the U.S. 
Department of the Interior, it is unlawful to pursue, hunt, take, capture, or kill any 
migratory bird. Although ambient noise and disturbance levels are high in the site 
vicinity as a result of existing human and vehicle traffic, it is possible that certain bird 
species tolerant of disturbance might use these trees or buildings as nesting substrate. 
Direct impacts to nesting birds could occur if nesting substrate (e.g., trees) is removed 
while active nests are present. In addition, indirect impacts to nearby nesting birds could 
occur as a result of project-related construction noise, that causes stress on the birds or nest 
abandonment. The grasshopper sparrow, a migratory bird, has a low potential to nest in 
the on-site annual grassland community. Potential adverse effects on nesting grasshopper 
sparrows can be avoided through proper timing of vegetation removal. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2 would reduce these potential impacts to a less-than-
significant level.  
 
Mitigation required:   Mitigation Measure BIO-2, above. 
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  The proposed project does not conflict with any 
local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. No trees are located on-site; 
therefore, policies and ordinances related to tree protection are not applicable.  The 
proposed project would result in the removal of special-status plant species; however, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, would result in impacts that are less than 
significant. 
 
Mitigation required:   Mitigation Measure BIO-1, above. 
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

_________________________ 

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

No Impact. The proposed project is not within an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan.  Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

References 
 

City of Lakeport, General Plan 2025, adopted August, 2009. 

ENPLAN, 2010, Biological Study Report, July 15, 2010 

ENPLAN, 2010, Pre-jurisdictional Delineation Report, July 16, 2010. 

_________________________ 



3. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
 

AOC-New Lakeport Courthouse 3-25  
Final Initial Study December 6, 2010 

3.5 Cultural Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

CULTURAL RESOURCES — Would the project:     

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in 
§15064.5? 

    

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a unique archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? 

    

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

    

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries? 

    

Discussion 

a) Would the proposed project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource as defined in §15064.5? 

No Impact. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 requires the lead agency to consider 
the effects of a project on historical resources. A historical resource is defined as any 
building, structure, site, or object listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the 
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), or determined by a lead agency to be 
significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, 
educational, social, political, or cultural annals of California. 

The CRHR includes resources that have been listed in or formally determined eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), as well as some California State 
Landmarks and Points of Historical Interest. Under U.S. Department of the Interior, National 
Park Service guidelines (NPS, 1997), buildings, structures, and objects usually need to be 
more than 50 years old to be eligible for listing in the NRHP. The California Office of 
Historic Preservation guidelines for project review and planning call for the identification 
and evaluation of resources that are more than 45 years old to account for the passage of 
time between the period of project review and project completion. Resources that are less 
than 50 years old are generally excluded from listing in the NRHP or CRHR, unless they 
can be shown to be exceptionally significant. 

Historic Background 
 

The area now known as Lake County may have first been visited by Euro-Americans in 
1821, when Captain Luis Arguello led a military expedition north from San Francisco. 
Fur trappers, explorers and settlers soon followed. Miners travelling to and from the gold 
fields traversed the area beginning in the 1840s and many returned after the gold rush to 
settle. 
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Lakeport was originally named Forbestown after an early settler. Forbes donated land to 
the local government in exchange for making the town the county seat in1861. At the 
same time, a decision was made to change the name of the town to Lakeport to advertise 
its natural port. Important industries in Lake County have included mining, agriculture, 
and ranching. Today, the economy is boosted by tourism, wineries, and agricultural 
products including nuts, fruit, and grapes.  

Background Research and Results 
 

A records search was conducted at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) of the California 
Historical Resources Information System at Sonoma State University on May 26, 2010. 
Results of the records search conducted at the NWIC indicate that there have been 18 
previous surveys within a half-mile radius of the proposed project site.  Historic features 
were noted by the NWIC record search.  There are numerous historic structures 
documented through the City of Lakeport, although none are within or adjacent to the 
proposed project area.   

A pedestrian survey was taken of the entire project area of potential effects (APE) on 
April 29, 2010 to identify potentially historic architectural resources. To address the 
possibility of buried cultural resources, the exposed cutbank on the proposed project 
site’s north end and existing road cuts were examined.  

No historic sites were noted during the cultural resources survey; however, it should be 
noted that the entire top 20 feet of the proposed project area was previously removed to 
create a building pad.  This action would have destroyed any cultural resources which 
might have been present (refer to Appendix D, Cultural Resources Inventory, for more 
information).  The proposed project would not affect any sites or structures eligible for 
inclusion of the CRHR or the NRHP.  Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no 
impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

b) Would the proposed project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
unique archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  CEQA requires the lead agency to consider 
the effects of a project on archaeological resources and to determine whether any identified 
archaeological resource is a historical resource. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 
also requires consideration of potential project impacts on “unique” archaeological 
resources that do not qualify as historical resources. PRC Section 21083.2 defines a 
unique archaeological resource as an archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it 
can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current body of knowledge, 
there is a high probability that it meets one or more of the following criteria: (1) contains 
information needed to answer important scientific research questions, and there is a 
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demonstrable public interest in that information; (2) has a special and particular quality, such 
as being the oldest of its type or the best available example of its type; and/or (3) is directly 
associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or 
person. PRC Section 15064.5(c)(4) provides that, if an archaeological resource is neither 
a unique archaeological resource nor a historical resource, the effects of a project on the 
resource are not considered significant.  

Prehistoric Background 
 

The first archaeological work in the Clear Lake region was that of Harrington (1948) at 
the Borax Lake site (CA-LAK-36). The site was estimated to date to 10,000 B.P., a date 
that was later validated through obsidian hydration. Although no further large scale 
archaeological investigations took place in the area until work was conducted at 
Anderson Flat (White and Frederickson 1992, White et al. 1995, 2002), several broad 
chronological schemes were developed to interpret the prehistory of the area. White and 
Frederickson (1992) present a more specific framework for the Clear Lake Basin based 
upon six sites. The earliest human activity in the area is identified at the Borax Lake site. 
This pattern (10000-7500 B.P.) is associated with large points, crescents, scrapers, and 
choppers and assumed to be related to big game hunting. However, the location of the 
site near the lake may indicate lacustrine use. The sequence continues through the Houx 
Aspect of the Berkeley Pattern (7500-1200 B.P.), with a drier climate, a shift away from 
hunting to a more diversified subsistence strategy and increasing populations. The 
chronology ends with the late prehistoric to early historic Clear Lake Aspect (1200 B.P. – 
historic contact). Interestingly, two distinct populations are identified occupying the area 
simultaneously between 4000- 1200 B.P. The intrusive Mendocino Pattern people exhibit 
similarities to cultures associated with the surrounding mountains while the pre-existing 
Houx Aspect peoples had ties to Clear Lake. 
 
Ethnographic 
 

The project area was inhabited by the Eastern Pomo at the time of Euro-American 
contact. Ethnographic sources for the Eastern Pomo include Loeb (1926), Kroeber 
(1925), Gifford (1923, 1926) and McLendon and Lowy (1978). The following summary 
is taken from the latter source. The Pomo, identified as part of the Hokan language 
family, consisted of twelve groups who spoke seven separate, distinct dialects.  
 
The Eastern Pomo followed a seasonal lifestyle that was based upon the environment of 
the Clear Lake area. Heavy winter rains led to rushing streams in the spring and a full 
lake at the beginning of summer. Dry summers led to a lower lake level and access to 
lakeside marshlands. Subsistence activities were tied to this weather pattern. Fish, which 
were dried for year-round use, were caught in streams in the spring while waterfowl were 
obtained in the fall. Acorns, a dietary staple, were gathered during the autumn. Roots 
were dug and tules were harvested in early summer; lake fishing and clam collection took 
place in early summer as well. 
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Villages developed along the lake or permanent streams. They were occupied for much of 
the year; however, many of the inhabitants left the village at certain times of the year in 
order to obtain specific resources (e.g., acorns). 
 
Tules were a key raw material used by the Eastern Pomo for housing, boats, and clothing, 
as well as household items and food. Clam shell beads were used as the medium of 
exchange for the Eastern Pomo. The shells were brought back from the coast, broken, 
shaped and drilled into beads. Although bartering sometimes took place, beads were 
principally used to trade for salt, obsidian blades, and a number of other items. 

Background Research and Results 
 

Results of the cultural resources records search conducted at the NWIC indicate that there 
have been 18 previous surveys within a half-mile radius of the proposed project site. No 
archaeological sites have been recorded in the immediate project area; however, three 
prehistoric sites have been recorded within one-half mile of the proposed project. Site P-
17-000492, known as Prayer Hill, is located 1,000 feet from the proposed project site.  
There is no site record for this feature, but an article published by the Lake County 
Chamber of Commerce (Geoble ND), suggests that it was used by the local Native 
Americans for ceremonies prior to the historic period.  This feature has been substantially 
altered by a road cut and quarrying, with much of the hilltop removed.4 

A pedestrian survey was conducted on the APE on April 29, 2010.  The northern 
bank was visible to a depth of approximately 29 feet.  Ground visibility varied from 
good (approximately 80 percent exposed ground on top of the hill) to fair 
(approximately 20 to 30 percent visibility near the base) for the survey area.  An 
archaeological surface survey was conducted on the proposed project area; however, 
no archaeological resources were recorded during the archaeological surface or 
pedestrian survey.  

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was contacted on March 16, 2010 
to request a database search for sacred lands or other cultural properties of significance 
within or adjacent to the proposed project area. A response was received on March 25, 
2010. The sacred lands file search did not identify the presence of cultural resources in 
the project area. Letters were sent to Native American organizations and to the Lakeport 
Historical Society on April 2, 2010.  An email response was received from Mr. Shannon 
Ford of the Scotts Valley Band of Pomo Indians on April 15, 2010, requesting that a 
member of his tribe monitor the area during ground disturbing activities.  The Lakeport 
Historical Society contacted ENPLAN by telephone on April 20, 2010 to indicate that 
they have no concerns with the proposed project (refer to Appendix D, Cultural 
Resources Inventory, for details and copies of the correspondence).  

                                                      
4 Cultural Resources Inventory, ENPLAN, July 2010. 
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The accidental discovery of archaeological materials during ground-disturbing activities 
cannot be entirely discounted. In the unlikely event that archaeological materials are 
unearthed, implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would reduce potential 
impacts to archaeological resources to less than significant levels. 

Mitigation Measure CUL-1: If previously unevaluated cultural resources are 
encountered, all earth-disturbing work shall stop within 50 feet of the find until a 
qualified archaeologist and a Native American representative can make an assessment of 
the discovery and recommend/implement mitigation measures as necessary.  Prehistoric 
archaeological materials might include obsidian and chert flaked-stone tools (e.g., 
projectile points, knives, scrapers) or tool making debris; culturally darkened soil 
(“midden”) containing heat-affected rocks, artifacts, or shellfish remains; and stone 
milling equipment (e.g., mortars, pestles, handstones, or milling slabs); and battered stone 
tools, such as hammerstones and pitted stones. Historic-period materials might include 
stone, concrete, or adobe footings and walls; filled wells or privies; and deposits of metal, 
glass, and/or ceramic refuse. If the archaeologist and Native American representative 
determine that the resources may be significant, they will notify the AOC. An appropriate 
treatment plan for the resources should be developed. The archaeologist shall consult 
with Native American representatives in determining appropriate treatment for 
prehistoric or Native American cultural resources. 

In considering any suggested mitigation proposed by the archaeologist and Native 
American representative, the AOC will determine whether avoidance is necessary and 
feasible in light of factors such as the nature of the find, project design, costs, and other 
considerations. If avoidance is infeasible, other appropriate measures (e.g., data recovery) 
shall be instituted. Work may proceed in other parts of the project area while mitigation 
for cultural resources is being carried out. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

_________________________ 

c) Would the proposed project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation. Paleontology is a multidisciplinary science that 
combines elements of geology, biology, chemistry, and physics in an effort to understand 
the history of life on earth. Paleontological resources, or fossils, are the remains, imprints, 
or traces of once-living organisms preserved in rocks and sediments. The fossil yielding 
potential of a particular area is highly dependent on the geologic age and origin of the 
underlying rocks. In general, older sedimentary rocks (more than 10,000 years old) are 
considered most likely to yield fossils of scientific interest. 

According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service Web Soil Survey, the proposed 
project site is located within Soil Map Unit 142: Henneke-Montara Rock Outcrop 
Complex, 15 to 50 percent slopes.  This soil map unit consists of very deep, moderately 
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well drained soils with medium runoff, and very slow permeability, formed in alluvium 
from mixed rock sources.  The native geology of the proposed project site is mapped as 
Ultramafic Rocks, chiefly Mesozoic, Unit 3 (um) (Middle and Late Jurassic) by the 
United States Geological Survey.  The proposed project site is surrounded by Quaternary 
alluvium and marine deposits (Pliocene to Holocene) (Q) (USGS 2010).  These two 
geologic mapping units, um and Q, have the potential to contain paleontological 
resources; however, the entire top 20 feet of the proposed project area was previously 
removed to create a building pad.  This action would have destroyed any paleontological 
resources which might have been present.  In addition, according to the University of 
California, Museum of Paleontology (UCMP), no records of previous vertebrate fossil 
finds or fossil plant sites are located within the proposed six-acre site. 
 

Although there is low potential to encounter paleontological resources during 
construction, implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-2 would reduce any potential 
impacts to less than significant levels with respect to paleontological resources. 

Mitigation Measure CUL-2: In the event that paleontological resources are discovered 
during ground disturbing activities, grading and construction work within 100 feet of the 
find shall be suspended until the significance of the features can be determined by a 
qualified professional paleontologist as appropriate.  A qualified professional 
paleontologist shall then make recommendations for measures necessary to protect the 
find, or to undertake data recovery, excavation, analysis, and curation of paleontological 
materials as appropriate. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

_________________________ 

d) Would the proposed project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside 
of formal cemeteries? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation. Results of the record searches and pedestrian 
survey indicate that the proposed project area has a low potential to contain buried 
cultural materials including human remains. However the possibility of uncovering 
human remains cannot be entirely discounted. In the unlikely event that human remains 
are uncovered during ground-disturbing activity, the implementation of Mitigation 
Measure CUL-3 would reduce potential impacts to human remains to less than 
significant levels. 

Mitigation Measure CUL-3: If human remains are encountered unexpectedly during 
construction excavation and grading activities, State Health and Safety Code Section 
7050.5 requires that no further disturbance shall occur until the Lake County Coroner has 
made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources 
Code Section 5097.98. If the remains are determined to be of Native American descent, 
the coroner has 24 hours to notify the Native American Heritage Commission. The 
Native American Heritage Commission will then identify the person(s) thought to be the 
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Most Likely Descendent, who will help determine what course of action should be taken 
in dealing with the remains. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

_________________________ 
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3.6 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND SEISMICITY — Would the project: 

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

    

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial evidence of a 
known fault? (Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42.) 

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 

liquefaction? 
    

iv) Landslides?     
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?     
c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 

that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

    

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

    

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

    

Discussion 

a.i) Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, 
as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by 
the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?  

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project site is not located in an Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone5 as defined by the California Geological Survey (CGS) 
(formerly the California Division of Mines and Geology [CDMG]).  However, Fault-
Rupture Hazard Zones maps prepared by the CGS (pursuant to the Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Act) do identify areas in the northern section of Lake County as 
being located in a fault zone. The fault zone runs diagonally in a southeast to northwest 
direction through the Potato Hill, Lake Pillsbury, and Sanhedrin topographic quad maps. 
In the far southeastern corner of the county there is a fault zone in the Jericho Valley, an 
area that runs along the Lake/Napa County line.  These faults have the potential for 

                                                      
5  Alquist-Priolo Zones designate areas most likely to experience fault rupture, although surface fault rupture is not 

necessarily restricted to those specifically zoned areas. 
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surface rupture; therefore, the proposed project may result in potential adverse effects 
involving rupture of a known earthquake fault.   
 
While fault rupture is not necessarily bound to occur directly along the fault trace, ground 
displacement is usually experienced within a narrow zone along the fault trace. Because 
the proposed project site is not located on an active or potentially active fault, the 
potential for surface fault rupture is low, and the impact is considered less than 
significant.   

In addition, the California Building Code (CBC) establishes standards for investigation 
and mitigation of site conditions related to fault movement, ground rupture, ground 
shaking as well as other seismically inducted activities.  As part of its design effort, the 
AOC prepares a geotechnical report to evaluate site conditions including seismic issues, 
and the report’s geologist and engineer provide structural recommendations.  The AOC’s 
design would incorporate seismic recommendations from the geotechnical report into the 
proposed project’s design to ensure that the building’s structural and safety elements 
meet requirements the CBC.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would 
be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 
 

_________________________ 

a.ii) Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking? 

Less than Significant Impact.  Lakeport is located in a highly active earthquake 
area and the potential exists for a significant seismic event in the future. Immediately 
east of the city, between the city and Clear Lake, there is a potentially active rupture 
zone. Potentially active rupture zones are faults which have been active in the past 2,000 
years. Little is known about the shoreline fault rupture zone; however, it represents a 
potential significant hazard and must be taken into consideration when development 
occurs in the vicinity. To the west of the city lie the San Andreas Fault and the 
Healdsburg Fault, 30 and 15 miles away, respectively. Both of these faults have been 
responsible for moderate to major seismic events in the past. The maximum earthquake 
magnitudes observed to date are 8.5 (Richter Scale) for the San Andreas Fault and 6.75 
(Richter Scale) for the Healdsburg fault. 

Within the past 200 years, no major damaging earthquakes have occurred along faults in 
Lake County; however, numerous minor faults exist within the county, designated 
potentially active, which could cause ground rupture, failure and shaking. Precise 
locations of these faults are not well established; however, it appears that the greatest 
number of faults occur in the southwestern portion of the county near Mt. Konocti. The 
southeastern portion of the county also appears to have considerable faults, particularly 
from Grizzly Peak eastward and running from Knoxville to the southern county line. 
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Although some structural damage is typically not avoidable during an earthquake, building 
codes and construction ordinances have been established to protect against building collapse 
and major injury during a seismic event. The design and construction of the proposed 
facilities and their foundations would be in accordance with current applicable requirements 
of the CBC and would reduce the potential for injury and structural damage.  Therefore, the 
AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

a.iii) Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction?  

Less than Significant Impact. Liquefaction is a phenomenon where saturated subsurface 
soils lose strength because of increased pore pressure and can behave more like a liquid 
than a solid. The soils most susceptible to liquefaction are clean, loose, uniformly graded, 
saturated, fine-grained soils that occur close to the ground surface, usually at depths of 
less than 50 feet. Because liquefaction only occurs in saturated soil, its effects are most 
commonly observed in low-lying areas near bodies of water such as rivers, lakes, bays, 
and oceans. Soils in and around Lakeport, especially near the Clear Lake shore, are 
susceptible to liquefaction during a seismic event. 

Regardless, modern construction methods and materials can reduce the potential damage 
from liquefaction. The design phase geotechnical investigation, as required for by the CBC, 
would evaluate the potential for liquefaction and include recommendations to reduce 
the potential impact per standard engineering practices. Implementation of these 
geotechnical engineering recommendations into the proposed project’s specifications 
would make the potential damage from liquefaction a less-than-significant impact.  
Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 
_________________________ 

a.iv) Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides? 

Less than Significant Impact. The landslide potential of an area is a function of the 
area’s hydrology, geology, and seismic characteristics.  Areas that are often susceptible to 
landsliding include steep slopes underlain by weak bedrock.  While the proposed project 
would be located on a hilltop, the actual site for the new courthouse is relatively flat and 
currently vacant.  According to the Lake County General Plan EIR (2008),6 no recent 
landslides have been identified in the county, though the potential for failure does exist in 

                                                      
6  Available at: http://www.co.lake.ca.us/Government/Directory/Community_Development/documents//2008 

FinGP.htm. Accessed: July 15, 2010. 
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the region, especially in areas of previous landslide debris.  The Safety Element of the 
City of Lakeport General Plan 2025 states that since zones of moderate to high landslide 
potential exist in Lakeport, soils tests should be carried out by a registered soils engineer 
or geologist are essential wherever landslide potential is indicated or suspected.  As 
previously mentioned, as part of its design effort, the AOC prepares a geotechnical report 
to evaluate site conditions including potential landslide issues, and the report’s geologist 
and engineer provide structural recommendations.  The AOC’s design would incorporate 
landslide recommendations from the geotechnical report into the proposed project’s 
design to ensure that the building’s structural and safety elements are met.  Therefore, the 
AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

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

Less than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project would involve 
excavation, soil stockpiling, and grading. These activities would expose areas of soil that 
have previously been covered with asphalt, concrete, or vegetation. Exposed soil could be 
subject to erosion by wind and storm water runoff. The extent of erosion that could occur 
varies depending on soil type, vegetation/cover, and weather conditions. Concentrated 
water erosion, if not managed or controlled, could eventually result in significant soil 
loss. Sediment from project-induced erosion could also accumulate in downstream 
drainage facilities, interfere with flow, and aggravate downstream flooding conditions.  
The project applicant would be required to apply for a NPDES General Permit for 
Discharges of Storm Water Runoff Associated with Construction Activity (General 
Construction Permit), which involves preparing a SWPPP for all construction phases of 
the proposed project (see Hydrology and Water Quality for more information). This 
permit is required by the RWQCB. The objectives of the SWPPP are to identify pollutant 
sources (such as sediment) that may affect the quality of storm water discharge and to 
implement BMPs to reduce pollutants in storm water discharges. The applicant would be 
required to submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the RWQCB prior to the start of 
construction and provide a copy of the SWPPP at the job site at all times.  

At the end of each construction year (if applicable), the applicant would be required to 
submit an annual report to the RWQCB describing the performance of the prescribed 
BMPs and measures to correct BMPs that failed. Upon completion of the proposed 
project, the applicant would be required to submit a Notice of Termination to the RWQCB to 
indicate that all phases of construction are complete. Implementation of the plan would 
start with the commencement of construction and would continue though completion of 
the proposed project. Compliance with the SWPPP and the prescribed BMPs would 
reduce potential erosion of exposed soil and reduce potential erosion impacts. Therefore, 
the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 
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c) Would the project be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would 
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would include a design level 
geotechnical investigation that would have recommendations for foundation soils as well 
as compaction and backfill specifications to ensure geotechnically sound construction. 
The potential landslide hazard for the proposed project is considered very low due to the 
relatively level topography. Construction building codes for seismic conditions such as 
those present at the proposed project site include stringent requirements for foundation and 
building designs and would be enforced for the proposed project. With incorporation of 
geotechnical recommendations made in the design level investigation, the potential hazard 
from unstable soils would be considered less than significant.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

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

Less than Significant Impact. Expansive soils are those soils that shrink and swell 
in response to changes in moisture content potentially causing serious damage to 
overlying structures.  According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service Web 
Soil Survey, the proposed project site is located within Soil Map Unit 142: Henneke-
Montara Rock Outcrop Complex, 15 to 50 percent slopes.  This soil map unit consists of 
very deep, moderately well drained soils with medium runoff, and very slow 
permeability, formed in alluvium from mixed rock sources.  Expansive soils are often 
remedied during pre-construction site preparation either through treatment with lime or 
replacement with engineered fill. The proposed project would include a geotechnical 
evaluation of the building site location. As part of this investigation, the geotechnical 
engineer would evaluate the potential for expansive soils and provide recommendations. 
Implementation of these recommendations, as required by the CBC, would result in less-
than-significant impacts.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be 
less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

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

No Impact. The proposed project does not include any element that would require the 
need for a septic wastewater disposal system. The wastewater generated by the proposed 
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project would be handled by the city sewer system. Therefore, the AOC concludes there 
are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 
_________________________ 
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3.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS — Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

Discussion 

a) Would the proposed project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment? 

Less than Significant Impact.   
 
Global Climate Change  
 
Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions have the potential to adversely affect the environment 
because they contribute to global climate change.  GHGs are global in their effect, which 
is to increase the earth’s ability to absorb heat in the atmosphere.  As primary GHGs have 
a long lifetime in the atmosphere, accumulate over time, and are generally well-mixed, 
their impact on the atmosphere is mostly independent of the point of emission.  
Prominent GHGs of concern include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous 
oxide (N2O).  California is a substantial contributor of GHGs, emitting over 400 million 
tons of carbon dioxide (CO2) per year.7  Climate studies indicate that California is likely 
to see an increase of three to four degrees Fahrenheit (ºF) over the next century.  Methane 
is also an important GHG that potentially contributes to global climate change.  
 
The impact of anthropogenic activities on global climate change is apparent in the 
observational record.  Air trapped by ice has been extracted from core samples taken 
from polar ice sheets to determine the global atmospheric variation of CO2, methane 
(CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O) from before the start of industrialization (approximately 
1750), to over 650,000 years ago.  For that period, it was found that CO2 concentrations 
ranged from 180 parts per million (ppm) to 300 ppm.  For the period from approximately 
1750 to the present, global CO2 concentrations increased from a pre-industrialization 
period concentration of 280 ppm to 379 ppm in 2005, with the 2005 value far exceeding 
the upper end of the pre-industrial period range. 
 
Regulations and Significance Criteria 
 
The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) constructed several emission 
trajectories of GHGs needed to stabilize global temperatures and climate change impacts.  

                                                      
7 California Energy Commission, Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks:  1990 to 2004, 2006. 
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It concluded that a stabilization of GHGs at 400 to 450 ppm carbon dioxide-equivalent 
concentration is required to keep global mean warming below 2 degrees Celsius (ºC), 
which in turn is assumed to be necessary to avoid dangerous climate change. 
 
California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger issued Executive Order S-3-05 in June 
2005, which established the following GHG emission reduction targets: 
 

• 2010: Reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels; 

• 2020: Reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; and 

• 2050: Reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels. 
 

Assembly Bill (AB) 32 requires that the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
determine what the statewide GHG emissions level was in 1990, and approve a statewide 
GHG emissions limit that is equivalent to that level, to be achieved by 2020.  CARB has 
approved a 2020 emissions limit of 427 million metric tons of CO2 equivalent.  
 
Due to the nature of global climate change, it is not anticipated that any single 
development project would have a substantial effect on global climate change.  In 
actuality, GHG emissions from the proposed project would combine with emissions 
emitted across California, the United States, and the world to cumulatively contribute to 
global climate change.  
 
In June 2008, the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) 
published a Technical Advisory, which provides informal guidance for public agencies as 
they address the issue of climate change in CEQA documents.8  This is assessed by 
determining whether a project is consistent with or obstructs the 39 Recommended 
Actions identified by CARB in its Climate Change Scoping Plan which includes nine 
Early Action Measures (qualitative approach).  The Attorney General’s Mitigation 
Measures identify areas where GHG emissions reductions can be achieved in order to 
achieve the goals of AB 32.  As set forth in the OPR Technical Advisory and in the 
proposed amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4, this analysis 
examines whether the proposed project's GHG emissions are significant based on a 
qualitative and performance based standard (Proposed State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.4(a)(1) and (2)).   
 
The Lake County Air Quality Management District (LCAQMD) does not currently have 
a quantitative threshold of significance for GHG emissions.  In the absence of such a 
threshold, this analysis is based upon consistency with State GHG emission reductions 
targets established by AB 32.  To achieve the GHG reduction goals of AB 32, a minimum 
28.5 percent reduction from the “business as usual” scenario must be accomplished.  
Therefore, if the proposed project would reduce its “business as usual” emissions by a 
minimum of 28.5 percent, then a less than significant impact would result. 

 
                                                      
8   Governor's Office of Planning and Research, CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change Through 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review, 2008.  
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Direct Project-Related Sources of Greenhouse Gases 
 
Direct project-related GHG emissions include emissions from construction activities, area 
sources, and mobile sources.  Construction would commence in 2012 and would cease in 
2014.  GHG emissions from construction are typically amortized over the lifetime of the 
project (50 years, in accordance with the Judicial Council standards) and added to the 
operational emissions. Table 3.7-1, Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions, presents the 
estimated CO2, N2O, and CH4 emissions associated with construction and operations of 
the proposed project.  As seen in Table 3.7-1, construction-related activities would result 
in an amortized total of 9.31 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents per year 
(MTCO2eq/yr)9.  GHGs associated with area sources and mobile sources would be 95.34 
MTCO2eq/yr and 494.90 MTCO2eq/yr, respectively.   
 

Table 3.7-1 
Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 

CO2 N2O CH4 

Source Metric 
Tons/yr 

Metric 
Tons/yr 

Metric 
Tons of 

CO2eq/yr6 

Metric 
Tons/yr 

Metric 
Tons of 

CO2eq/yr6 

Total 
Metric 
Tons of 

CO2eq/yr6 

Construction Emissions       
  2012 159.34 0.00 0.09 0.02 5.91 165.34 
  2013 185.28 0.00 0.06 0.01 4.43 189.77 
  2014 120.14 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.37 120.51 
Total Construction Emissions 464.76 0.00 0.16 0.03 10.71 464.80 

Total Amortized 
Construction Emissions (30 

years) 
9.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 9.31 

Operational Emissions       
Direct Emissions       

• Area Source2  94.76 0.00 0.54 0.00 0.04 95.34 
• Mobile Source2, 3 483.00 0.04 11.17 0.03 0.73 494.90 

Total Direct Emissions7 577.76 0.04 11.71 0.03 0.77 590.24 
Indirect Emissions       

• Electricity 
Consumption4 

226.74 0.00 0.60 0.01 0.25 227.59 

• Water Supply5 0.43 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.43 
Total Indirect Emissions7 227.17 0.00 0.60 0.01 0.25 228.02 
Total Project-Related GHG 

Emissions WITHOUT 
Reductions  

827.57 MTCO2eq/yr 

                                                      
9  GHG emissions are presented in carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2eq) in order to establish a comparable unit of 

measure.  Each GHG is converted to CO2eq based on its Global Warming Potential, which describes its effect on 
climate change relative to a similar amount of carbon dioxide. 
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Table 3.7-1, Continued 
Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 
CO2 N2O CH4 

Source Metric 
Tons/yr 

Metric 
Tons/yr 

Metric 
Tons of 

CO2eq/yr6 

Metric 
Tons/yr 

Metric 
Tons of 

CO2eq/yr6 

Total 
Metric 
Tons of 

CO2eq/yr6 

Total Project-Related 
Operational Emissions WITH 

29 % Reductions  
587.57 MTCO2eq/yr7  

Notes: 
1. Emissions calculated using CARB’s Construction Equipment Emissions Table and the URBEMIS 2007 computer model. 
2. Emissions calculated using URBEMIS 2007 computer model for CO2 and the SCAQMD’s CEQA Handbook for N2O and CH4 

(note that SCAQMD has the most comprehensive demand factors available). 
3. Emissions calculated using URBEMIS 2007 computer model and EMFAC2007, Highest (Most Conservative) Emission Factors 

for On-Road Passenger Vehicles and Delivery Trucks.  
4. Electricity Consumption emissions calculated using the SCAQMD’s CEQA Handbook (note that SCAQMD has the most 

comprehensive demand factors available) and updated with factors from the California Energy Commission, Reference 
Appendices for the 2008 Building Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings, revised June 2009.  

5. Emissions are based on energy usage factors for water conveyance from the California Energy Commission, Water Energy Use in 
California, accessed July 2010.  http://www.energy.ca.gov/research/iaw/industry/water.html 

6. CO2 Equivalent values calculated using the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Website, Greenhouse Gas Equivalencies 
Calculator, http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-resources/calculator.html, accessed July 2010. 

7. Totals may be slightly off due to rounding. 
Refer to Appendix E, Greenhouse Gas Data, for detailed model input/output data. 

 
Indirect Project-Related Sources of Greenhouse Gases 
 
Electricity Consumption.  Energy Consumption emissions were calculated using the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) CEQA Air Quality 
Handbook,10 (as the SCAQMD has the most comprehensive factors available), the U.S. 
Energy Information Administration,11 and project-specific land use data.  The emission 
factors for electricity use (771.62 pounds of CO2 per megawatt hour [MWh], 0.00659 
pounds of N2O per MWh, and 0.4037 pounds of CH4 per MWh) were obtained from the 
U.S. Energy Information Administration. The proposed project would indirectly result in 
227.59 MTCO2eq/yr due to electricity usage; refer to Table 3.7-1.   
 
Water Supply.  Water demand for the proposed uses would be approximately 28 acre-feet 
per year, based on typical water consumption rates for office uses.  Domestic water is 
supplied by groundwater and surface water.  Based on energy usage factors for from the 
California Energy Commission, groundwater pumping consumes approximately 1.46 
kilowatt hours [kWh] per acre-foot per foot of lift.12  Emissions from indirect energy 
impacts due to water supply would result in 0.43 MTCO2eq/yr.   
 
 
 
 

                                                      
10  SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-11, November 1993. 
11  U.S. Energy Information Administration, Domestic Electricity Emissions Factors 1999-2002. 
12  California Energy Commission, Water Energy Use in California, Accessed June 2010. 

 http://www.energy.ca.gov/research/iaw/industry/water.html 
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Consistency With the California Attorney General’s Mitigation Measures 
 
The proposed project would incorporate several design features that are consistent with 
the California Office of the Attorney General’s recommended measures to reduce GHG 
emissions.  A list of the Attorney General’s recommended measures and the proposed 
project’s compliance with each applicable measure are listed in Table 3.7-2, Project 
Consistency with the Attorney General’s Recommendations.  The proposed project would 
incorporate sustainable practices which include water, energy, solid waste, land use, and 
transportation efficiency measures.   

 
Table 3.7-2 

Project Consistency with the Attorney General’s Recommendations 
  

Project Design Feature Project Applicability Percent 
Reduction 

Energy Efficiency   
Incorporate green building practices and 
design elements. 

Compliant.  The proposed project would 
incorporate energy and water efficiency 
measures, as described below.  The proposed 
project would utilize shade trees in the parking 
lot, and other shading mechanisms such as 
shades and blinds to optimize on-site energy 
performance.      

2 

Install energy efficient lighting (e.g., 
light emitting diodes [LEDs]), heating 
and cooling systems, appliances, 
equipment, and control systems. 
Install efficient lighting, (including 
LEDs) for traffic, street and other 
outdoor lighting.  
Reduce unnecessary outdoor lighting.  

Compliant.  The proposed project would 
include energy efficient lighting.  Light controls, 
timers, and sensors would be installed in the 
proposed building.  Also, the building would be 
designed to take advantage of natural light.   1 

Use passive solar design, e.g., orient 
buildings and incorporate landscaping to 
maximize passive solar heating during 
cool seasons, minimize solar heat gain 
during hot seasons, and enhance natural 
ventilation. Design buildings to take 
advantage of sunlight. 

Compliant.  The proposed project would be 
oriented to take advantage of daylight and 
natural breezes.  

1 

Water Conservation and Efficiency    
Incorporate water-reducing features into 
building and landscape design. 
Create water-efficient landscapes. 
Install water-efficient irrigation systems 
and devices, such as soil moisture-based 
irrigation controls and use water-
efficient irrigation methods. 

Compliant.  The proposed project would 
incorporate water-reducing features, water-
efficient landscapes, and water-efficient 
irrigation in accordance with LEED guidelines. 1 

Design buildings to be water-efficient. 
Install water-efficient fixtures and 
appliances. 

Compliant.  The proposed project would 
incorporate water-efficient fixtures and 
appliances.  

1 
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Table 3.7-2, Continued 
Project Consistency with the Attorney General’s Recommendations 

 
Project Design Feature Project Applicability Percent 

Reduction 
Solid Waste Measures 
Reuse and recycle construction and 
demolition waste (including, but not 
limited to, soil, vegetation, concrete, 
lumber, metal, and cardboard). 

Compliant.  The proposed project would reuse 
and recycle construction waste.   1 

Provide easy and convenient recycling 
opportunities for residents, the public, 
and tenant businesses.  

Compliant.  The proposed project would 
include areas for recycling inside and outside of 
the courthouse.   

1 

Land Use Measures   
Ensure consistency with “smart growth” 
principles – mixed-use, infill, and higher 
density projects that provide alternatives 
to individual vehicle travel and promote 
the efficient delivery of services and 
goods.  

Compliant.  The proposed project is considered 
to be an infill project, as it is proposed on a 
vacant site within a developed portion of the 
city.  Also, the proposed project is located 
within a quarter mile of residential, retail, open 
space, and office uses (suburban mixed-use).  
Together, infill and mixed-use projects result in 
a decrease in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) due 
to the proposed project’s proximity to a variety 
of uses.  This allows employees and visitors to 
take advantage of local transit, as well as bicycle 
and pedestrian travel.   

15 

Incorporate public transit into the 
project’s design.  

Compliant.  The proposed project is located 
approximately 0.22 miles to an existing bus 
stop, providing employees and visitors the 
opportunity to utilize alternative modes of 
transportation which reduces VMT.   

1 

Preserve and create open space and 
parks. Preserve existing trees, and plant 
replacement trees at a set ratio.  

Compliant.  The proposed project would 
include public areas, such as plazas.  The 
proposed project site is vacant and would not 
disturb existing trees; however, the project 
would incorporate landscaping into the project 
design. 

1 

Include pedestrian and bicycle facilities 
within projects and ensure that existing 
non-motorized routes are maintained and 
enhanced.  

Compliant.  The proposed project’s design 
would include bicycle racks to encourage non-
motorized travel.  Also, portions of Lakeport 
Boulevard contain improved sidewalks which 
promote pedestrian activity.  The proposed 
project will include sidewalks on the site as 
well. 

2 

Promote “least polluting” ways to 
connect people and goods to their 
destinations.  

Compliant.  The proposed project is adjoined 
by an existing bicycle route along Lakeport 
Boulevard which terminates at the project site.  
This bicycle route is proposed to be extended to 
the east.   

2 

Require amenities for non-motorized 
transportation, such as secure and 
convenient bicycle parking.  

Compliant.  The proposed project would 
include bicycle racks. Accounted 

for above 

Total % Reduction 29 
 



3. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
 

AOC-New Lakeport Courthouse 3-44  
Final Initial Study December 6, 2010 

In addition to being compliant with many of the Attorney General’s recommended design 
features, the proposed project is also consistent with the California Environmental 
Protection Agency Climate Action Team proposed early action measures to mitigate 
climate change.  These early action measures are designed to ensure that projects meet 
the Governor’s climate reduction targets, and are documented in the Climate Action Team 
Report to Governor Schwarzenegger at the Legislature, March 2006.  The early action 
measures are also included in the CARB Scoping Plan and are mandated under AB 32. 
 
Consistency with the CARB Scoping Plan 
 
A complete list of CARB Scoping Plan Measures/Recommended Actions needed to 
obtain AB 32 goals, as well as the Governor’s Executive Order, are referenced in Table 
3.7-3, Recommended Actions for Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan.  Of the 39 
measures identified, those that would be considered to be applicable to the proposed 
project would primarily be those actions related to electricity and propane use and water 
conservation.  Consistency of the proposed project with these measures is evaluated by 
each source-type measure below.  Table 3.7-3 identifies which CARB Recommended 
Actions applies to the proposed project, and of those, whether the proposed project is 
consistent therewith. 
 
AB 32 requires California to reduce its GHG emissions by approximately 28.5 percent 
below business as usual.  CARB identified reduction measures to achieve this goal as set 
forth in the CARB Scoping Plan.  The proposed project would facilitate development that 
would directly generate GHG emissions.  Potential indirect GHG emissions could also be 
generated by incremental electricity consumption and waste generation.  A detailed 
discussion of each applicable measure and if the proposed project conflicts with its 
implementation is provided below. 

 
Table 3.7-3 

Recommended Actions for Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan 
 

ID # Sector Strategy Name Applicable to 
Project? 

Will Project 
Conflict With 

Implementation? 

T-1 Transportation Pavley I and II – Light-Duty 
Vehicle GHG Standards No No 

T-2 Transportation Low Carbon Fuel Standard 
(Discrete Early Action) No No 

T-3 Transportation Regional Transportation-Related 
GHG Targets Yes No 

T-4 Transportation Vehicle Efficiency Measures No No 

T-5 Transportation Ship Electrification at Ports 
(Discrete Early Action) No No 

T-6 Transportation Goods-movement Efficiency 
Measures Yes No 
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Table 3.7-3, Continued 
Recommended Actions for Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan 

 

ID # Sector Strategy Name 
Applicable 

to 
Project? 

Will Project Conflict 
With 

Implementation? 

T-7 Transportation 

Heavy Duty Vehicle 
Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Reduction Measure – 
Aerodynamic Efficiency 
(Discrete Early Action) 

No No 

T-8 Transportation Medium and Heavy-Duty 
Vehicle Hybridization No No 

T-9 Transportation High Speed Rail No No 

E-1 Electricity and 
Propane/Natural Gas 

Increased Utility Energy 
efficiency programs 
More stringent Building and 
Appliance Standards 

Yes No 

E-2 Electricity and 
Propane/Natural Gas 

Increase Combined Heat and 
Power Use by 30,000GWh No No 

E-3 Electricity and 
Propane/Natural Gas Renewable Portfolio Standard No No 

E-4 Electricity and 
Propane/Natural Gas Million Solar Roofs No No 

CR-1 Electricity and 
Propane/Natural Gas Energy Efficiency Yes No 

CR-2 Electricity and 
Propane/Natural Gas Solar Water Heating No No 

GB-1 Green Buildings Green Buildings Yes No 
W-1 Water Water Use Efficiency Yes No 
W-2 Water Water Recycling No No 

W-3 Water Water System Energy 
Efficiency No No 

W-4 Water Reuse Urban Runoff No No 

W-5 Water Increase Renewable Energy 
Production No No 

W-6 Water Public Goods Charge (Water) No No 

I-1 Industry 
Energy Efficiency and Co-
benefits Audits for Large 
Industrial Sources 

No No 

I-2 Industry Oil and Gas Extraction GHG 
Emission Reduction No No 

I-3 Industry GHG Leak Reduction from 
Oil and Gas Transmission No No 

I-4 Industry Refinery Flare Recovery 
Process Improvements No No 

I-5 Industry 
Removal of Methane 
Exemption from Existing 
Refinery Regulations 

No No 



3. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
 

AOC-New Lakeport Courthouse 3-46  
Final Initial Study December 6, 2010 

Table 3.7-3, Continued 
Recommended Actions for Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan 

 

ID # Sector Strategy Name Applicable 
to Project? 

Will Project Conflict 
With 

Implementation? 

RW-1 
Recycling and 
Waste 
Management 

Landfill Methane Control 
(Discrete Early Action) No No 

RW-2 
Recycling and 
Waste 
Management 

Additional Reductions in 
Landfill Methane – Capture 
Improvements 

No No 

RW-3 
Recycling and 
Waste 
Management 

High Recycling/Zero Waste Yes No 

F-1 Forestry Sustainable Forest Target No No 

H-1 
High Global 
Warming Potential 
Gases 

Motor Vehicle Air 
Conditioning Systems 
(Discrete Early Action) 

No No 

H-2 
High Global 
Warming Potential 
Gases 

SF6 Limits in Non-Utility and 
Non-Semiconductor 
Applications (Discrete Early 
Action) 

No No 

H-3 
High Global 
Warming Potential 
Gases 

Reduction in Perflourocarbons 
in Semiconductor 
Manufacturing (Discrete Early 
Action) 

No No 

H-4 
High Global 
Warming Potential 
Gases 

Limit High GWP Use in 
Consumer Products (Discrete 
Early Action, Adopted June 
2008) 

No No 

H-5 
High Global 
Warming Potential 
Gases 

High GWP Reductions from 
Mobile Sources No No 

H-6 
High Global 
Warming Potential 
Gases 

High GWP Reductions from 
Stationary Sources No No 

H-7 
High Global 
Warming Potential 
Gases 

Mitigation Fee on High GWP 
Gases No No 

A-1 Agriculture Methane Capture at Large 
Dairies No No 

Source: California Air Resources Board, Assembly Bill 32 Scoping Plan, 2008. 
 
 

Transportation 
 
Action T-3 is based on the requirements of SB 375 which establishes mechanisms for the 
development of regional targets for reducing passenger vehicle GHG emissions.  Through 
the SB 375 process, regions will work to integrate development patterns and the 
transportation network in a way that achieves the reduction of GHG emission while 
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meeting housing needs and other regional planning objectives.  SB 375 requires CARB to 
develop, in consultation with the Lake County/City Area Planning Council (APC), 
passenger vehicle GHG emissions reduction targets for 2020 and 2035 by September 30, 
2010.  As the city is within the APC area, development of the proposed project would be 
consistent with Action T-3. 
 
Action T-6 refers to the improvement of efficiency in goods movement activities.  T-6 
mainly addresses ports, but also includes a discussion on trucks and related facilities.  
The proposed project is located approximately 0.22 miles from an existing bus stop, 
providing employees and visitors the opportunity to utilize alternative modes of 
transportation which reduces VMT.  Additionally, the proposed project is adjoined by an 
existing bicycle route along Lakeport Boulevard and provides pedestrian connectivity to 
the surrounding circulation system.  Bicycle racks are also proposed for the courthouse.  
These features would ensure efficient movement of goods and helps reduce vehicular 
trips associated with the proposed project.  Therefore, the proposed project would be 
consistent with Recommended Action T-6. 

 
Electricity and Propane/Natural Gas 
 
Action E-1 aims to reduce electricity demand by increased efficiency of Utility Energy 
Programs and adoption of more stringent building and appliance standards.  The 
proposed project would incorporate shade trees, blinds, shades, energy efficient heating 
and cooling systems, and control systems in order to reduce energy demand of the 
proposed building.  Therefore, the proposed project would help implement and would not 
conflict with Action E-1. 
 
Recommended Action CR-1 refers to energy efficiency.  Key energy efficiency strategies 
would include codes and standards, existing buildings, improved utility programs, solar 
water heating, and combined heat and power, among others.  The proposed courthouse 
would be oriented to take advantage of passive solar design and natural breezes.  Also, 
the project proposes to incorporate lighting sensors and controls to improve energy 
efficiency.  Therefore, the proposed project would not obstruct implementation of Action 
CR-1. 
 
Green Buildings 
 
Recommended Action GB-1 expands the use of green building practices to reduce the 
carbon footprint of California’s new and existing inventory of buildings.  The proposed 
project would be required to comply with the requirements of Title 24 of the California 
Administrative Code.  The proposed project would also incorporate energy efficiency 
design features, such as shade trees and other shading mechanisms, as well as lighting 
and system controls to optimize energy performance.  Therefore, the proposed project 
would not obstruct implementation of Action GB-1. 
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Water Use  
 
Recommended Action W-1 pertains to implementation water use efficiency measures.  
The project proposes to incorporate water-efficient buildings and landscapes into the 
project design.  Buildings would include water-efficient fixtures and appliances.  The 
proposed project is consistent with and would not obstruct this Recommended Action. 
 
Recycling and Waste Management 
 
RW-3 relates to high recycling/zero waste and would apply to the proposed project.  The 
project proposes to reuse and recycle construction and demolition waste.  Additionally, 
the project would provide interior and exterior storage areas for recyclables in public 
areas.  The proposed project would comply with Recommended Action RW-3. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The proposed project would result in the construction of a new courthouse for the 
Superior Court.  As shown in Table 3.7-1, the proposed project would result in 827.57 
MTCO2eq/yr of emissions without reductions associated with the project design features.  
To quantify GHG emissions reductions resulting from proposed project operations, 
CAPCOA has identified the percent reduction associated with such GHG mitigation 
measures (found in Appendix B of CAPCOA’s CEQA and Climate Change White 
Paper).  Based on the reduction measures in Table 3.7-2, the proposed project would 
reduce its GHG emissions 29 percent below the “business as usual”13 scenario.  
Therefore, the proposed project’s operational GHG emissions would be reduced to 
587.57 MTCO2eq/yr.  AB 32 requires the reduction of GHG emissions to 1990 levels, 
which would require a minimum 28.5 percent reduction in “business as usual” GHG 
emissions for the entire state.  In general, with implementation of proposed project design 
reduction features, the project would result in a 29 percent reduction in GHG emissions, 
and would have a less than significant impact with regards to GHG emissions.  The 
CARB Scoping Plan analysis above demonstrates “that projected … emissions will be 
equal to or less than 1990 emissions.”14  As the proposed project would reduce its GHG 
emissions by 29 percent, it would be consistent with the goals established in AB 32.  
Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required:  None. 

_________________________ 

b) Would the proposed project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

                                                      
13 “Business as Usual” refers to the project-related GHG emissions before project design features are incorporated into 

the GHG calculations. 
14 California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, CEQA and Climate Change, January 2008. 
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Less than Significant Impact.  The City of Lakeport does not have an applicable plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would not conflict with an adopted plan, policy, or regulation pertaining 
to GHGs.  The City of Lakeport General Plan 2025 includes goals and policies related to 
energy efficiency and conservation, and green technologies.  As presented in Table 3.7-2, 
the proposed project would incorporate measures intended to maximize energy 
efficiency, which would inherently reduce GHG emissions.  Also, the proposed project 
would not result in substantial construction-related or operational GHG emissions, and 
proposed project design features would result in a 29 percent reduction in GHG 
emissions below the “business as usual” scenario, which exceeds the 28.5 percent 
reduction mandated by AB 32.  The proposed project would not hinder the state's GHG 
reduction goals established by AB 32.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project 
impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required:  None. 

 
_________________________ 
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3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS — Would 
the project: 

    

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

    

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? 

    

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

    

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

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

    

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with 
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

    

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

    

Discussion 

a) Would the proposed project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not require the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials beyond the limited quantities necessary for cleaning 
and maintenance activities. The use of these commonly available products would be used 
and stored in accordance with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Occupational Safety 
and Health Administration, State of California Environmental Protection Agency, and the 
Lake County Solid Waste Management District. 

A review of available environmental databases maintained by the State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB) and Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) for sites 
that have been impacted by leaking underground fuel tanks (LUFT), non-fuel related cases 
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known as Spills, Leaks, Investigative Cleanup (SLIC), and other cleanup sites was conducted 
for the proposed project site and surrounding area (refer to Appendix F). The proposed 
project site is not listed among either of these databases, and the Phase I investigation for the 
site concluded that no recognized environmental conditions existed on-site.15 

If hazardous waste is identified during construction, it will be transported by a licensed 
hazardous waste hauler to a disposal facility in accordance with regulations of the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Department of Transportation, the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), and the State of California. For any RCRA 
wastes and California-regulated hazardous wastes, hazardous waste manifests will be 
prepared for transportation and disposal. For any California non-hazardous wastes, 
transportation and disposal will be documented on a non-hazardous waste manifest. 
Any potential hazardous building materials such as lead-based paint or asbestos containing 
materials will be surveyed by a licensed contractor and abated, if present, according to 
regulations from the Lake County Air Quality Management District. The potential for 
encountering impacts from the routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials 
would be less than significant.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would 
be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

b) Would the proposed project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  As described above, the proposed project would 
not include the storage or handling of any significant quantities of hazardous 
materials. During construction, the contractor would be required to adhere to BMPs as 
outlined in the SWPPP which includes measures to reduce accidental upset conditions of 
hazardous materials used during construction. Therefore, with adherence to the existing 
regulatory requirements from the agencies listed above, the potential impact from upset 
and accident conditions would be less than significant. 

The proposed project is located within an area of Lake County known to have naturally 
occurring asbestos in soils weathered from serpentine bedrock materials that underlie the 
proposed project site and surrounding area.  Therefore, the proposed project would be 
required to comply with LCAQMD Rules and Regulations.  Chapter II, Article IV, Part V 
of the LCAQMD Rules and Regulations states that all construction projects located on a 
serpentine outcrop or alluvial material with greater than one percent asbestos should 
notify the LCAQMD of intended operations 30 days prior to construction activity.  The 
project applicant would be required to file and receive approval of an asbestos-dust-
hazard mitigation plan prior to construction activities.  The applicant would also be 

                                                      
15 URS Corporation, Final Draft Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report, December 2009. 
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required to inform employees working on the proposed project site of the potential health 
risk of airborne asbestos and the requirements of the asbestos-dust-hazard mitigation plan 
(Mitigation Measure AQ-2, above).  Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure AQ-2, impacts from naturally occurring asbestos at the proposed project site 
would be less than significant.  

Mitigation required:   Mitigation Measure AQ-2, above. 
 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
 

_________________________ 

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

Less than Significant Impact.  No existing or proposed schools are located within one-
quarter mile of the proposed project site; however, Mendocino College is located 
approximately 0.32 miles west of the proposed project, and Konocti Christian Academy 
is located approximately 0.30 miles north of the proposed project. As described above, 
the proposed project would have limited use of hazardous materials. As stated in section 
3.8 a) above, the proposed project would adhere to all applicable local and state 
regulations, so that the project will have a less than significant impact on the nearby 
Mendocino College and Konocti Christian Academy.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that 
project impacts would be less-than-significant. 

 

Mitigation required: None. 
_________________________ 

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

 No Impact. The proposed project was not identified during a review of applicable 
regulatory agency lists of known and potential hazardous waste sites, properties, of 
facilities currently under investigation for potential environmental violations, and those 
sites storing or using hazardous materials (Environmental Data Resources, Inc. [EDR]).  
The proposed project site is not included on the databases maintained by the DTSC and 
the SWRCB. In addition, according to the Phase I completed for the proposed project site, 
the review of environmental databases did not include the proposed project site and no 
recognized environmental conditions were found as part of the investigation that would 
create a significant hazard to the public or environment (URS, 2009). Therefore, the AOC 
concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 
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e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project 
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project site is not located within two miles 
of any airport and is not within an airport land use plan. The nearest operational, public 
airport is Lampson Field Airport, located approximately three miles south of the proposed 
project site.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-
significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 

 No Impact. The proposed project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

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

Less than Significant Impact. Proposed construction methods such as site grading and 
facility installation are expected to interfere only minimally, if at all, with local traffic or 
roadways. The location of and construction methods for the proposed project would be 
designed and carried out in consultation with City of Lakeport requirements to ensure 
adequate police, ambulance, and fire personnel access to the proposed structure as well as 
to surrounding streets and development. During construction operations, access to the 
project site would be via existing roads, and it is not anticipated that new access routes or 
emergency evacuation plans would be required. Considering that the proposed project site 
is small and the construction involved at the site would not impact thoroughfares to a 
significant degree, the impact of the proposed project to emergency evacuation plans would be 
less than significant.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-
than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 
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h) Would the proposed project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project is located in a developed area that is 
serviced by the Lakeport Fire Protection District. According to the Lake County GIS 
database, the proposed project area is not intermixed with or located adjacent to any 
wildlands.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-
significant. 

 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 
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3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY — Would the 
project: 

    

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

    

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such 
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would 
drop to a level which would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits have been 
granted)? 

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a 
site or area through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or by other means, in a manner that 
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or 
off-site? 

    

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a site 
or area through the alteration of the course of a stream 
or river, or by other means, substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would 
result in flooding on- or off-site? 

    

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned storm water 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff? 

    

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 

mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other authoritative flood 
hazard delineation map? 

    

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
that would impede or redirect flood flows? 

    

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including 
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

    

j) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche, 
tsunami, or mudflow? 

    

Discussion 

a) Would the proposed project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements? 

Less than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project would involve earthwork 
and grading activities.  These activities would disturb soil that, if exposed during a rain storm 
or high winds, could erode and cause silt and clay-laden sediment to become entrained in 
storm water runoff.  Although erosion and subsequent sediment transport to receiving waters 
could occur, the potential at the proposed project site is low because: 1) the site is essentially 
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flat, and 2) sedimentation would be managed using standard construction and engineering 
BMPs.  BMPs are standard construction practices used to reduce erosion and sedimentation. 
These practices include stabilizing the soil surface, reducing erosive energy of surface 
flow, filtering runoff, and capturing sediment-laden water.  As discussed below, the 
SWPPP, in accordance with the existing NPDES permit, would require the construction 
contractor to implement, monitor, and maintain appropriate BMPs.  

Construction equipment would require petroleum products such as diesel fuel, hydraulic 
fluid, and lubrication greases.  Release or spillage from a vehicle or piece of equipment 
during maintenance or fueling could affect water quality if these petroleum products infiltrated 
into soil or were washed into nearby storm drains or directly into receiving waters.  However, 
given that the volume of petroleum released during an incidental spill on a construction 
site is typically small (less than 25 gallons) and can be cleaned up immediately, impacts 
associated with petroleum spills during the construction phase are considered less than 
significant.  Nevertheless, the SWPPP would include BMPs to manage any hazardous 
materials used during construction.  BMPs are individual or combined measures that can 
be implemented in an effective and practicable manner on the proposed project site. 
When applied, BMPs prevent or minimize the potential release of contaminants into surface 
waters and groundwater.  Implementation of standard construction procedures and 
precautions for working with petroleum and construction chemicals would further 
ensure that the impacts related to chemical handling during proposed project 
construction would be less than significant.  

The federal Clean Water Act (CWA) regulates grading or construction occurring at project 
sites that are more than one acre in size.  The RWQCB is the administering agency for 
the CWA in California.  The NPDES permit program under Section 402(p) of the CWA 
controls water pollution by regulating storm water discharges into waters of the United 
States.  Under the NPDES program, the construction contractor would be required to 
prepare a SWPPP and Erosion Control Plan.  Implementation of these plans would manage 
storm water flow and prevent sediment generated during construction from flowing into 
receiving waters.  The Erosion Control Plan would address BMPs to protect creeks (such 
as Forbes Creek, located approximately 0.15 miles north of the proposed project site) from 
sedimentation. BMPs can include minimizing or restricting earthwork during periods of 
rain, establishing a vegetative buffer between the construction area and the creeks, silt 
fencing, and straw bales to prevent runoff.  

The proposed project may also require temporary dewatering during construction to 
complete the basement.16  Dewatering activities would be temporary in nature and would be 
subject to the permitting requirements of the RWQCB, either as specified in the NPDES 
General Construction Permit or another NPDES permit issued by the RWQCB.  The discharge 
permit would identify measures necessary to be implemented to avoid erosion and protect 
water quality in the receiving water and would include monitoring requirements for the 

                                                      
16 No site-specific groundwater data were available for the proposed project site; however, according to the California 

Department of Water Resources, wells in the general vicinity of the proposed project site indicate that the depth to 
groundwater is approximately 25 feet below ground surface. 
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discharge.  With compliance with the legally-required NPDES permit discharge 
requirements, water quality impacts related to discharges of groundwater during 
construction dewatering would be less than significant. 

The AOC would require its construction contractor to prepare a SWPPP, obtain the 
Central Valley RWQCB’s approval of the SWPPP, and implement and maintain the 
SWPPP.  Therefore, the potential for construction-related surface water pollution as well 
as the water quality during operation would be minimized. Therefore, the AOC concludes 
that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

b) Would the proposed project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer 
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of 
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project site and surrounding area are 
generally developed with existing buildings and landscaped surfaces or roadways.  The 
proposed project would not significantly affect groundwater resources because 
dewatering, if necessary, would temporarily remove groundwater with only localized and 
inconsequential effects to the regional groundwater system.  In addition, the proposed 
project would include landscaped surfaces that would allow groundwater recharge.  
Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

c) Would the proposed project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a site or 
area through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or by other means, in a 
manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not alter the course of a 
stream or river. As discussed above, the proposed project would not significantly alter the 
existing drainage patterns.  The nearest body of water is Forbes Creek, located 
approximately 0.15 miles north of the proposed project site. 

The proposed project would be required to incorporate BMPs during construction and 
operation.  BMPs are consistent with guidelines provided in the California Stormwater 
BMP Handbook for substantiated erosion and siltation. In addition, the proposed 
project’s surfaces would be covered by structures, pavement, or landscaping; and the 
proposed project’s design would include vegetated swales or similar storm water 
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management techniques to slow runoff flow and trap sediment.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

d) Would the proposed project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a site or 
area through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or by other means, 
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result 
in flooding on- or off-site? 

Less than Significant Impact. Also see section 3.9 c), above.  The proposed project would 
not significantly alter existing onsite drainage patterns that would cause on- or offsite 
flooding.  The proposed project site is relatively flat and is located in a predominantly 
developed area.  Based on topographic relief at the site, the groundwater flow direction is 
inferred to be to the east, down gradient toward Clear Lake.  The proposed project would be 
designed to ensure adequate drainage facilities for storm capacities; therefore, there is a 
very low potential that the project would impede on receiving waters causing up-or down-
stream flooding.  In addition, the proposed project would adopt BMPs to incorporate inlet 
filtration devices to capture potential pollutants from the storm drain runoff and utilize 
landscape areas for percolation of runoff.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project 
impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

e) Would the proposed project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff? 

Less than Significant Impact. Also see sections 3.9 c) and d), above. The proposed 
project site covers approximately six acres.  The proposed project does not propose an 
increase in impervious surfaces of a magnitude that would substantially increase the 
amount of runoff from the site.  Therefore, the proposed project would not significantly 
alter existing onsite drainage patterns and storm water volumes would be expected to be 
similar to existing flows.  In addition, as stated above, the proposed project would adopt 
BMPs to incorporate inlet filtration devices to capture potential pollutants from the storm 
drain runoff and utilize landscape areas for percolation of runoff.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 
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f) Would the proposed project otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

Less than Significant Impact. Also see sections 3.9 a), c), d), and e), above. Development 
projects can degrade water quality through temporary construction impacts or over the long 
term through operations. As stated above, construction of the proposed project would be in 
accordance with BMPs.  Therefore, water quality degradation related to construction is less 
than significant. Operationally, the proposed project has a low potential of degrading water 
quality of receiving waters through the addition of contaminated runoff because the 
proposed project would implement operational BMPs that reduce water quality 
contaminants at the source, contain spills, and control runoff.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

g) Would the proposed project place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other 
authoritative flood hazard delineation map? 

 No Impact. The proposed project is limited to a new courthouse facility and would not 
include development of residential housing. In addition, according to Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (Panel 491 of 1000), the 
proposed project site is located within Zone X: areas determined to be outside the 0.2 
percent annual chance floodplain. Zone X is considered as an area of minimal flood 
hazard, determined to be outside the 500-year flood zone.  The site would not cause any 
flooding to neighboring residences. Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

h) Would the proposed project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that 
would impede or redirect flood flows? 

Less than Significant Impact. Also see discussion under section 3.9 g), above.  The 
structures associated with the proposed project would not impede or redirect 100-year 
flood flows because it is not located within an identified 100-year flood zone.  The 
structures would be designed so that storm water would flow around the structures and 
into the existing city storm drainage system.  There would be no change in the overall 
water flow patterns, and the proposed project would not redirect flows or impede a 100-
year flood.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-
significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 
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i) Would the proposed project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee 
or dam? 

Less than Significant Impact. The buildings and areas associated with the proposed 
project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk due to flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure of a dam or levee.  The proposed project site 
has not been identified in a dam inundation area and is not otherwise protected by any 
levees.17  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-
significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

j) Would the proposed project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

Less Than Significant Impact. A seiche is a wave that oscillates in a large body of 
water as a result of seismic or atmospheric disturbances.  No historic data exists to 
suggest that significant damage has occurred in the Lakeport area as the result of a seiche. 
Following a major seismic event in the region, a seiche could develop on Clear Lake; 
however, according to Figure 3.7-2 in the Lakeport General Plan EIR, the proposed 
project is not located in a seiche inundation zone.  The proposed project site is 
approximately 45 miles from the Pacific Ocean, and separated by mountain ridges; 
therefore, the proposed project site would not be affected by a tsunami.  Additionally, the 
relatively flat topography also precludes the site from risk of mudflows.  Therefore, the 
AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

References 

City of Lakeport, General Plan 2025, adopted August, 2009. 
 
City of Lakeport, General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, November 2008. 
 
FEMA Map Service Center.  Accessed: June 29, 2010.  Available at: 
 http://map1.msc.fema.gov/idms/IntraView.cgi?KEY=51874643&IFIT=1 
 
Lake County Clean Water Program.  Storm Water Management Plan. Fiscal Years 2003-2004 
 through 2007-2008.  Accessed: June 29, 2010.  Available at: 
 http://www.co.lake.ca.us/Government/Directory/Community_Development/Clean_Water
 Program/History.htm 

                                                      
17  Lake County Site Finder, GIS Application.  Accessed June 29, 2010.  Available at: 

http://gis.co.lake.ca.us/website/economicdev/ 
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3.10 Land Use and Land Use Planning 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING — Would the 
project: 

    

a) Physically divide an established community?     
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 

regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not limited to the general plan, 
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

    

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan 
or natural community conservation plan? 

    

Discussion 

a) Would the proposed project divide an established community?  

Less than Significant Impact.  The proposed project is located in an area comprised of 
mixed uses, including predominantly retail and commercial development.  Views north of 
the proposed project site include Lakeport Boulevard, vacant city-owned property, a 
small strip-mall shopping center to the northeast, and the Vista Point Shopping Center to 
the northwest.  Views east of the proposed project consist of Bruno’s Shopping Center, 
and a storage facility is located to the southeast.  Vacant land is located south of the 
proposed project site, and the Lake County Chamber of Commerce and Highway 29 are 
located west of the proposed project site.  Clear Lake is approximately one-half mile east 
of the proposed project.   

The proposed project would not cause a significant physical division within the 
established community, nor would the proposed project create land use and planning 
impacts that would physically divide an established community.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

b, c) Would the proposed project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or 
regulation of an agency, or conflict with any applicable habitat or natural community 
conservation plan? 

No Impact. Since the AOC is the proposed project’s lead agency and is acting for the State 
of California’s Judicial Council, local government land use planning and zoning regulations 
do not apply to the proposed project. The City of Lakeport General Plan 2025 land use 
designation for the proposed project site is MR (Major Retail), and the zoning 
designation is C-2 (Major Retail); therefore, the proposed project is consistent with the 
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city’s general plan and the parcel’s zoning classification.  Furthermore, the site is not 
located within a habitat or natural community conservation plan designated area. Therefore, 
the ACO concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

References 
Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), Office of Court Construction and Management, 

2008. Project Feasibility Report, Superior Court of California, County of Lake, New 
Lakeport Courthouse. July 1. 

City of Lakeport, General Plan 2025, adopted August, 2009. 

City of Lakeport Zoning Ordinance, Revised July 2008.  Accessed: June 29, 2010.  Available at: 
http://www.cityoflakeport.com/docs/ZONING-ORD-BY-CHAPTER-revised2008-amend-
518200951709PM.pdf 

_________________________ 
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3.11 Mineral Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

MINERAL RESOURCES — Would the project:     

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

    

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

    

Discussion 

a) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that 
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?  

No Impact. There are no active mining or mineral extraction operations within the City 
of Lakeport limits; therefore, the proposed project would not result in the loss of 
availability of a regionally-important mineral resource.  Therefore, the AOC concludes 
there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

b) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

No Impact. No mineral resources are known to exist at the proposed project site; 
therefore, the proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource.  Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

References 
City of Lakeport, General Plan 2025, adopted August, 2009. 

City of Lakeport, General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, November 2008. 
 

_________________________ 
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3.12 Noise and Vibration 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

NOISE — Would the project:     

a) Result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, 
noise levels in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

    

b) Result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, 
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels? 

    

c) Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

    

d) Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase 
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan 
area, or, where such a plan has not been adopted, in 
an area within two miles of a public airport or public 
use airport, would the project expose people residing 
or working in the area to excessive noise levels? 

    

f) For a project located in the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels? 

    

 
Background Information 
 
Sound is mechanical energy transmitted by pressure waves in a compressible medium such as air, 
and is characterized by both its amplitude and frequency (or pitch).  The human ear does not hear 
all frequencies equally.  In particular, the ear deemphasizes low and very high frequencies.  To 
better approximate the sensitivity of human hearing, the A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) has been 
developed.  On this scale, the human range of hearing extends from approximately 3 dBA to 
around 140 dBA.  
 
Noise is generally defined as unwanted or excessive sound, which can vary in intensity by over 
one million times within the range of human hearing; therefore, a logarithmic scale, known as the 
decibel scale (dB), is used to quantify sound intensity.  Noise can be generated by a number of 
sources, including mobile sources such as automobiles, trucks, and airplanes, and stationary 
sources such as construction sites, machinery, and industrial operations.  Noise generated by 
mobile sources typically attenuates (is reduced) at a rate between 3 dBA and 4.5 dBA per 
doubling of distance.  The rate depends on the ground surface and the number or type of objects 
between the noise source and the receiver.  Hard and flat surfaces, such as concrete or asphalt, 
have an attenuation rate of 3 dBA per doubling of distance.  Soft surfaces, such as uneven or 
vegetated terrain, have an attenuation rate of about 4.5 dBA per doubling of distance.  Noise 
generated by stationary sources typically attenuates at a rate between 6 dBA and about 7.5 dBA 
per doubling of distance. 
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A number of metrics are used to characterize community noise exposure, which fluctuate 
constantly over time.  One such metric, the equivalent sound level (Leq), represents a constant 
sound that, over the specified period, has the same sound energy as the time-varying sound.  
Noise exposure over a longer period of time is often evaluated based on the Day-Night Sound 
Level (Ldn).  This is a measure of 24-hour noise levels that incorporates a 10-dBA penalty for 
sounds occurring between 10 PM and 7 AM  The penalty is intended to reflect the increased 
human sensitivity to noises occurring during nighttime hours, particularly at times when people 
are sleeping and there are lower ambient noise conditions.  Typical Ldn noise levels for light and 
medium density residential areas range from 55 dBA to 65 dBA. 
 
Two of the primary factors that reduce levels of environmental sounds are increasing the distance 
between the sound source and the receiver and having intervening obstacles such as walls, 
buildings, or terrain features between the sound source and the receiver.  Factors that act to 
increase the loudness of environmental sounds include moving the sound source closer to the 
receiver, sound enhancements caused by reflections, and focusing caused by various 
meteorological conditions. 
 
City of Lakeport General Plan 
 
The City of Lakeport General Plan 2025 contains goals and policies to provide its residents with 
an environment that is free from excessive noise and promote compatibility of land uses with 
respect to noise. The noise standards used by the City of Lakeport comply with state standards 
and include the Land Use Compatibility Standards for Community Noise environment below.  
The compatibility standards are shown in Table 3.12-1, Noise and Land Use Compatibility 
Standards. 

 
Table 3.12-1 

Noise and Land Use Compatibility Standards 
 

Land Use Maximum Exterior Noise 
Level 

Residential Development Up to 60 dB 
Transient Lodging:  Motel and Hotel Up to 60 dB 
School, Library, Church, Hospital and Nursing Home Up to 60 dB 
Auditorium, Concert Hall, Amphitheater, Sports Arena Up to 70 dB 
Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports Up to 75 dB 
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks, Open Space Up to 70 dB 
Golf Course, cemetery Up to 70 dB 
Office Building, Business, Commercial & Professional Up to 65 dB 
Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities Up to 70 dB 

 

Source: Quad Knopf, General Plan 2025, IX. Noise Element, Table 15 - Noise and Land Use Compatibility 
Standards, Page IX-5, dated August 2009. 
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City of Lakeport Municipal Code 
 
The City of Lakeport’s Municipal Code, Section 17-28, Performance Standards, regulates the 
design and use of buildings or parcels of land, in order to minimize public hazards and to prevent 
the creation of nuisances and other conditions which are potentially harmful or detrimental to the 
uses of the property or surrounding area.  Certain noise levels are detrimental to the health and 
safety of individuals.  Excessive noise is considered a public nuisance and is discouraged within 
the City of Lakeport.  According to the Municipal Code, in no case shall noise or sound 
emissions, for any use occurring on any property, exceed the equivalent sound pressure levels and 
decibels (the A-weighted scale) for any fifteen-minute period in any one-hour period as stipulated 
in Table 3.12-2, Noise Level Criteria, below: 
 

Table 3.12-2 
Noise Level Criteria 

 
Receiving Property Zoning District Time of Day 

*Residential Commercial Industrial 
7 a.m. – 10 p.m. 60 70 75 
10 p.m. – 7 a.m. 45 55 60 

*NOTE:  The residential category includes all single-family and multifamily zoning districts. 
Source: City of Lakeport Municipal Code, Section 17-28.010 A. 
 
The maximum noise levels listed in Table 3.12-2 are applicable at any point beyond the property 
lines of the property containing or generating the noise. 
 
Existing Conditions 
 
Stationary Sources 
 
The primary sources of stationary noise in the proposed project vicinity are urban-related 
activities (i.e., mechanical equipment, parking areas, and pedestrians).  The proposed project site 
is a vacant six acre parcel adjacent to the existing Lake County Chamber of Commerce.  The 
proposed project borders Lakeport Boulevard to the north, the Lake County Chamber of 
Commerce to the west, open space to the south, and Bruno’s Shopping Center to the east.  The 
noise associated with these sources may represent a single-event noise occurrence, short-term or 
long-term/continuous noise.  
 
Mobile Sources 
 
Mobile source noise was modeled using the Federal Highway Administration’s Highway Noise 
Prediction Model (FHWA RD-77-108), which incorporates several roadway and site parameters.  
The model does not account for ambient noise levels.  Noise projections are based on modeled 
vehicular traffic as derived from the New Lakeport Courthouse Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by 
RBF Consulting (June 29, 2010).  A 30 to 35 mile per hour average vehicle speed was assumed for 
existing conditions based on posted maximum speeds along Lakeport Boulevard and Main Street.  
Average daily traffic estimates were derived from the Traffic Impact Analysis.  Existing modeled 
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traffic noise levels are shown in Table 3.12-3, Existing Traffic Noise Levels.  Refer to Appendix 
G, Noise Measurements and Vibration Data, for additional information. 

 
Table 3.12-3 

Existing Traffic Noise Levels 
 

Existing Conditions 
Distance from Roadway Centerline 

to: (Feet) Roadway Segment ADT 

dBA @ 100 
Feet from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

60 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

65 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

70 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 
Lakeport Boulevard 
Between Bevins Street and Larrecou Lane 5,840 59.6 101 32 10 
Between Larrecou Lane and Main Street 5,750 59.5 99 31 10 
Main Street 
North of Lakeport Boulevard 6,670 58.7 82 26 8 
South of Lakeport Boulevard 4,950 57.4 61 19 6 
Notes:  ADT = average daily trips; dBA = A-weighted decibels; CNEL = community noise equivalent level. 
Source:  RBF Consulting, New Lakeport Courthouse Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by RBF Consulting, prepared 
June 29, 2010, Revised October 4, 2010. 

 
Discussion 

a) Would the project result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess 
of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  Construction activity noise levels at and near 
the proposed project site would fluctuate depending on the particular type, number, and 
duration of uses of various pieces of construction equipment.  Construction-related trips 
would raise ambient noise levels along haul routes, depending on the number of haul trips 
made and types of vehicles used. Table 3.12-4, Typical Construction Noise Levels, 
provides a description of construction noise levels during specific construction stages.  The 
nearest sensitive receptors are residences located approximately 340 feet northeast of the 
proposed project site.  Construction activities associated with the proposed project would 
be temporary in nature and related noise impacts would be short-term. Proposed project 
construction is planned to commence in 2012 and be completed in 2014.  However, since 
construction activities could substantially increase ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive 
locations, construction noise could result in potentially significant, albeit temporary, 
impacts to sensitive receptors. 
 

Table 3.12-4 
Typical Construction Noise Levels 

 

Construction Activity Noise Level (dBA, Leq)a 
Ground Clearing 84 
Excavation 89 
Foundations 78 
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Table 3.12-4, Continued 
Typical Construction Noise Levels 

 
Construction Activity Noise Level (dBA, Leq)a 

Erection 85 
Finishing 89 

Average noise levels correspond to a distance of 50 feet from the noisiest piece of equipment associated 
with a given phase of construction and 200 feet from the rest of the equipment associated with that phase. 
Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, 

Building Equipment, and Home Appliances, 1971. 
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-3 would reduce this 
construction-related impact to a less than significant level. 
 
Mitigation Measure NOI-1:  Construction shall commence no earlier than 7:00 a.m. and 
cease no later than 6:00 p.m. on weekdays. Construction work might occur on Saturdays; 
if so, it shall commence no earlier than 9:00 a.m. and cease no later than 6:00 p.m. 
 
Mitigation Measure NOI-2: To reduce noise impacts due to construction, the project 
applicant shall require construction contractors to implement the following measures 
which shall be ongoing through grading and construction: 
 

• Equipment and trucks used for project construction shall utilize the best available 
noise control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of 
intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and acoustically-attenuating shields or 
shrouds, wherever feasible). 

 
• Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for 

project construction shall be hydraulically or electronically powered wherever 
possible to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust from 
pneumatically powered tools.  However, where use of pneumatic tools is 
unavoidable, an exhaust muffler shall be used; this muffler can lower noise levels 
from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA.  External jackets on the tools 
themselves shall be used where feasible, and this could achieve a reduction of 5 
dBA.  Quieter procedures shall be used, such as drills rather than impact 
equipment, whenever feasible. 

 
• Stationary noise sources shall be located as far from adjacent receptors as 

possible, and they shall be muffled and enclosed within temporary sheds, 
incorporated insulation barriers, or other measures to the extent feasible.  

 
Mitigation Measure NOI-3:  Prior to any ground disturbance activities, the AOC shall 
develop a list of measures to respond to and track complaints pertaining to construction 
noise, ongoing throughout demolition, grading, and/or construction.  These measures 
shall include the following: 
 

• A procedure and phone numbers for notifying the AOC project manager and the 
construction contractor (during regular construction hours and off-hours); 
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• A sign posted on-site pertaining the permitted construction days and hours and 
complaint procedures and who to notify in the event of a problem.  The sign shall 
also include a listing of the construction contractor’s telephone numbers (during 
regular construction hours and off-hours); 

 
• The designation of an on-site construction complaint and enforcement manager 

for the project.  The manager shall act as a liaison between the project and its 
neighbors.  The manager’s responsibilities and authority shall include the 
following: 

 
o An active role in monitoring project compliance with respect to 

noise; 
o Ability to reschedule noisy construction activities to reduce 

effects on surrounding noise sensitive receivers; 
o Site supervision of all potential sources of noise (e.g., material 

delivery, shouting, debris box pick-up and delivery) for all 
trades; and 

o Intervening or discussing mitigation options with contractors. 
 

• Notification of adjacent property owners and occupants at least 30 days in 
advance of extreme noise generating activities about the estimated duration of the 
activity; and 

 
• A preconstruction meeting shall be held with the job inspectors and the general 

contractor/on-site project manager to confirm that noise measures and practices 
(including construction hours, neighborhood notification, posted signs, etc.) are 
completed. 

 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
 

_________________________ 

b) Would the project result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation. Certain land uses are particularly sensitive to 
noise, including schools, hospitals, rest homes, long-term medical and mental care faculties, 
and parks and recreation areas.  The types of construction vibration impact include human 
annoyance and building damage.  Human annoyance occurs when construction vibration 
rises significantly above the threshold of human perception for extended periods of time.  
Building damage can be cosmetic or structural.  Ordinary buildings that are not particularly 
fragile would not experience any cosmetic damage (e.g., plaster cracks) at distances beyond 
30 feet.  This distance can vary substantially depending on the soil composition and 
underground geological layer between vibration source and receiver.  In addition, not all 
buildings respond similarly to vibration generated by construction equipment.  Typical 
vibration produced by construction equipment is illustrated in Table 3.12-5, Vibration 
Velocities for Construction Equipment.   
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Table 3.12-5 
Vibration Velocities for Construction Equipment 

 

Equipment 
Approximate peak particle 

velocity at 25 feet 
(inches/second) 

Approximate peak particle 
velocity at 75 feet 
(inches/second) 

Pile Driver 
(sonic/vibratory) 
Upper Range 
Typical 

 
0.734 
0.170 

 
0.141 
0.033 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 0.017 
Loaded Trucks 0.076 0.015 
Small bulldozer 0.003 0.001 
Auger/drill rigs 0.089 0.017 
Jackhammer 0.035 0.007 
Vibratory Hammer 0.035 0.007 

Notes: 
1.  Peak particle ground velocity measured at 25 feet unless noted otherwise. 
2.  Root mena square amplitude ground velocity in decibels (VdB) referenced to 1 micro-inch/second 
Source: Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006. 

 
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has published standard vibration velocities for 
construction equipment operations.  In general, the FTA architectural damage criterion for 
continuous vibrations (i.e., 0.20 inch/second) appears to be conservative. As indicated in 
Table 3.12-5, based on the FTA data, vibration velocities from typical heavy construction 
equipment operations that would be used during proposed project construction range from 
0.003 to 0.734 inch-per-second peak particle velocity (PPV) at 25 feet from the source of 
activity.  At 75 feet from the source of activity, vibration velocities range from 0.001 to 
0.141 inch-per-second PPV.  With regard to the proposed project, ground-borne vibration 
would be generated primarily during site clearing and grading activities on-site and by off-
site haul-truck travel. 
 
Grading and construction of infrastructure and buildings is not anticipated to generate 
excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels that would negatively 
impact the Lake County Chamber of Commerce to the west, Bruno’s Shopping Center to 
the east, or the nearest sensitive receptors which are located 340 feet to the northeast.  
Equipment operating during construction activities would not generate ground-borne 
vibration and noise levels that would exceed the FTA criteria of 0.2 PPV for structural 
damage.  Less than significant impacts are anticipated in this regard with incorporation of 
Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-3. 
 
Mitigation required:  Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-3, above. 
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
 

_________________________ 
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c) Would the project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in 
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

Less than Significant Impact.  
 
Mobile Noise Impacts 
 

If the ambient noise environment is quiet and the new source increases the noise exposure, 
an impact may occur even though a criterion level might not be exceeded.  In areas where 
the ambient noise level is less than 60 dBA, any increase in community noise louder than 5 
dBA or greater is considered a significant impact.  In areas where the ambient noise level 
without a project is 60 dBA to 65 dBA, an increase in the ambient noise level of greater 
than 3 dBA would be significant impact.  In areas where the ambient noise level is greater 
than 65 dBA, any increase in community noise louder than 1.5 dBA or greater is considered 
a significant impact. 
 

Future development generated by the proposed project would result in additional traffic on 
adjacent roadways, thereby increasing vehicular noise in the vicinity of existing and 
proposed land uses.  The “Long-Term Without Project” and “Long-Term With Project” 
scenarios were compared.  According to Table 3.12-6, Long-Term Traffic Noise Levels, 
under the “Long-Term Without Project” scenario, noise levels at a distance of 100 feet 
from centerline would range from approximately 59.7 dBA to 62.3 dBA.  The highest noise 
levels would occur along Lakeport Boulevard, between Bevins Street and Larrecou Lane.  
The “Long-Term With Project” scenario would result in a maximum noise level increase to 
62.5 dBA also along the same roadway segment.  Since the greatest traffic noise level 
increase is less than 1.5, a less than significant impact would occur in this regard. 
 

   Table 3.12-6 
                           Long-Term Traffic Noise Levels 

 

Long-Term Without Project Long-Term With Project 
Distance from Roadway Centerline to: 

(Feet) 
Distance from Roadway Centerline 

to: (Feet) Roadway 
Segment ADT 

dBA @ 100 
Feet from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

60 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

65 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

70 
CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

ADT 

dBA @ 100 
Feet from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

60 
CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

65 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

70 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

Difference 
In dBA @ 
100 Feet 

from 
Roadway 

Lakeport Boulevard 
Between 
Bevins 
Street and 
Larrecou 
Lane 

10,870 62.3 187 59 19 11,400 62.5 197 62 20 0.2 

Between 
Larrecou 
Lane and 
Main 
Street 

10,830 62.2 187 59 19 10,870 62.3 187 59 19 0.1 

Main Street 
North of 
Lakeport 
Boulevard 

13,820 61.9 171 54 17 13,850 61.9 171 54 17 0 

South of 
Lakeport 
Boulevard 

8,460 59.7 104 33 10 8,470 59.7 105 33 10 0 

ADT = average daily trips; dBA = A-weighted decibels; CNEL = community noise equivalent level 
Source:  RBF Consulting, New Lakeport Courthouse Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by RBF Consulting, prepared June 29, 2010, Revised October 4, 2010. 
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Stationary Noise Impacts 
 
Operational noise would increase since the proposed project would replace vacant land.  
The new courthouse would be approximately 51,000 square feet and include four 
courtrooms with associated support office space and a parking area with approximately 
120 spaces.  Sources of operational noise would be typical of indoor and outdoor 
activities associated with courthouse buildings.  These activities do not generate 
excessive amounts of noise, and typically occur during daytime hours.  Noise associated 
with these sources is not expected to result in significant noise levels.   
 
Cumulative Mobile Source Impacts 
 
The cumulative mobile noise analysis is conducted in a two-step process.  First, the 
combined effects from both the proposed project and other projects are compared.  Second, 
for combined effects that are determined to be cumulatively significant, the proposed 
project’s incremental effects are analyzed.  The proposed project’s contribution to a 
cumulative traffic noise increase would be considered significant when the combined effect 
exceeds the perception level (i.e., auditory level increase) threshold.  The combined effects 
compares the “Long-Term With Project” condition to “Existing” conditions to account for 
the traffic noise increase due to the proposed project and traffic due to projects based on the 
cumulative projects list.  The following criteria have been utilized to evaluate the combined 
effect of the cumulative noise increase: 
 
Combined Effects:  The cumulative with project noise level (“Long-Term With Project” 
increase above Existing ambient) causes the following: 
 

 An increase of the existing ambient noise level by 5 dB or more, where the 
existing ambient level is less than 60 dB CNEL 

 An increase of the existing ambient noise level by 3 dB or more, where the 
existing ambient level is 60 to 65 dB CNEL 

 An increase of the existing ambient noise level by 1.5 dB or more, where the 
existing ambient level is greater than 65 dB CNEL 

 
Incremental Effects:  A project increases the ambient (“Long-Term Without Project” versus 
“Long-Term With project”) noise level by 1 dB or more. 
 
Noise by definition is a localized phenomenon, and drastically reduces as distance from the 
source increases.  Consequently, only projects and growth due to occur in the general 
vicinity of the project site would contribute to cumulative noise impacts.  Table 3.12-7, 
Cumulative Noise Scenario, lists the traffic noise effects along roadway segments in the 
project vicinity for “Existing Conditions,” “Long-Term Without Project,” and “Long-Term 
With Project,” including incremental and net cumulative impacts.   
 
First, it must be determined whether the Combined Effects criteria is exceeded.  Per Table 
3.12-7, this criteria is not exceeded along any of the study segments.  Secondly, based on 
the results of Table 3.12-7, the Incremental Effects criteria is not exceeded along any of the 
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study segments. The proposed project would not result in long-term mobile noise impacts 
based on project-generated traffic as well as cumulative and incremental noise levels.  
Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 

Table 3.12-7 
Cumulative Noise Scenario 

 

Existing 
Long-Term 

Without 
Project 

Long-Term 
With 

Project 

Combined 
Effects 

Incremental 
Effects 

Roadway 
Segment dBA @ 100 

feet from 
Roadway 

Centerline 

dBA @ 100 
feet from 
Roadway 

Centerline 

dBA @ 100 
feet from 
Roadway 

Centerline 

Difference 
in dBA 
between 

“Existing” 
and “Long-
Term With 

Project” 

Difference 
in dBA 
between 
“Long-
Term 

Without 
Project” 

and “Long-
Term With 

Project” 

Cumulatively 
Significant 

Impact? 

Lakeport Boulevard 
Between 
Bevins 
Street and 
Larrecou 
Lane 

59.6 62.3 62.5 2.7 0.2 No 

Between 
Larrecou 
Lane and 
Main 
Street 

59.5 62.2 62.3 2.7 0.1 No 

Main Street 
North of 
Lakeport 
Boulevard 

58.7 61.9 61.9 3.2 0 No 

South of 
Lakeport 
Boulevard 

57.4 59.7 59.7 2.3 0 No 

ADT = average daily trips; dBA = A-weighted decibels; CNEL = community noise equivalent level 
Source: RBF Consulting, New Lakeport Courthouse Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by RBF Consulting, prepared 
June 29, 2010, Revised October 4, 2010 

 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

d) Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?  

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  Refer to section 3.12 a), 3.12 b), and 3.12 c) 
above. 
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Mitigation required:  Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-3, above. 
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

_________________________ 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan area, or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, in an area within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would 
the project expose people residing or working in the area to excessive noise levels?  

No Impact. The proposed project is not located within an airport land-use plan or within 
2 miles of a public airport. The nearest public airport is the Lampson Field Airport, 
located in Lakeport, approximately 2.87 miles located south of the proposed project site.  
Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 
 

_________________________ 

f)  For a project located in the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

No Impact. The proposed project is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts.  
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

References 
City of Lakeport, Lakeport Municipal Code, December 15, 2009.   
 
Cyril M. Harris, Handbook of Noise Control, 1979. 
 
Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Guidelines, May 

2006. 
 
Quad Knopf, City of Lakeport General Plan 2025, August 2009. 
 
Quad Knopf, City of Lakeport General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, 

November 2008. 
 
RBF Consulting, New Lakeport Courthouse Traffic Impact Analysis, June 29, 2010, Revised 

October 4, 2010. 
 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Noise Abatement and Control, Noise Effects 

Handbook-A Desk Reference to Health and Welfare Effects of Noise, October 1979 (revised 
July 1981). 

_________________________ 
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3.13 Population and Housing 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the project:     

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

    

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing 
units, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

    

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

    

Discussion 

a) Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly or 
indirectly?  

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would construct a new courthouse 
on an approximately six-acre site located at 675 Lakeport Boulevard.  The proposed 
project is intended to incorporate the existing functions of the court space in the existing 
Lakeport Courthouse building.  The proposed project does not include a residential 
component and is located in a developed area of the city, which is fully supported by 
infrastructure including roads and utilities.  In addition, the proposed project would not 
require an increase in the number of staff needed at the facility.  The proposed project 
would not directly or indirectly induce substantial population growth.  Therefore, the 
AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

b) Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing units, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

No Impact. The proposed project would construct a new courthouse on a site that is 
currently vacant. No existing housing or other residential dwellings are currently located 
on the proposed project site. There are no expected impacts regarding the displacement of 
substantial amounts of existing housing units that would necessitate the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere.  Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 
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c) Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing elsewhere?  

No Impact. The proposed project would construct a new courthouse on a site that is 
currently vacant. No existing housing or other residential dwellings are currently located 
on the proposed project site, and the proposed project does not include any residential 
component.  The proposed project would not result in the displacement of substantial 
numbers of people that would necessitate the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere.  Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

References 
Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), Office of Court Construction and Management, 

2008. Project Feasibility Report, Superior Court of California, County of Lake, New 
Lakeport Courthouse. July 1. 

_________________________ 
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3.14 Public Services 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

PUBLIC SERVICES — Would the project:     

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of, or the need for, new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 
performance objectives for any of the following public 
services: 

    

i) Fire protection?     
ii) Police protection?     
iii) Schools?     
iv) Parks?     
v) Other public facilities?     

Discussion 
Would the proposed project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of, or the need for, new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service 
ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the following public services: 

a.i) Fire protection? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project is located within the Lakeport Fire 
Protection District, which provides fire protection and emergency medical services for 
the City of Lakeport and surrounding areas with a total coverage area of 42.5 square 
miles.  The Lakeport Fire Protection District is an independent fire district that was 
formed in 1894 to provide fire protection to the City of Lakeport.  In 1956, the Lakeport 
County Fire Protection District was formed to provide fire protection to the 
unincorporated areas of Lakeport.  The Lakeport County Fire Protection District merged 
with the Lakeport Fire Department, forming the Lakeport Fire Protection District.  The 
Lakeport Fire Protection District operates out of two fire station locations: Headquarters 
(Station 50), and the substation (Station 52). 
 
The Lakeport Fire Protection District responds to over 2,200 calls per year, including 
structure and wildland fires, vehicle accidents, and medical aid.  The Lakeport Fire 
Protection District is a combination department, with both paid and volunteer staff.  Paid 
staff include one Chief, one Deputy Chief, three Captains, six firefighters, and one 
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District Secretary.  Volunteer staff include eight Fire Apparatus Engineers and 12 
firefighters.18 

The nearest fire station to the proposed project site is Lakeport Fire Protection District’s 
headquarters, Station 50, which is located at 445 North Main Street, approximately 0.8 
miles northeast of the project site.  This station is staffed with four personnel on duty at 
all times. The Lakeport Fire Protection District’s substation (Station 52), is located at 
3600 Hill Road East, approximately 3.5 miles north of the proposed project site.   

The average response time for Fire and Emergency Medical Services (EMS) within the 
District is three to four minutes, and the average remote distance response time is eight 
minutes.19  The proposed project would not affect acceptable response times or service 
ratios since the courthouse would not create a substantial increase in population or 
service needs as compared to the existing facility. There would be no need for new fire 
department facilities.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-
than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

a.ii) Police protection? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project is located within the jurisdiction of 
the Lakeport Police Department, which provides 24-hour police protection for the city, 
including patrol, traffic and parking enforcement, investigations, a school resource 
officer, special response team, narcotics task force and community crime prevention. The 
department is located at 916 North Forbes Street, and has 13 sworn police professionals 
and four civilian police professionals.  The city maintains a mutual aid agreement with 
the Lake County Sheriff’s Department. Dispatch is coordinated through the Lake County 
Sheriff, including 911 calls.20 

The proposed project is the construction and operation of a new courthouse facility. The 
Lake County Sheriff’s Department provides most of the security at the courthouse 
facilities, and would continue to provide security services to the new courthouse facility 
through its contract with the court. Security screening is provided by a private security 
company. 

Lake County Deputy Sheriffs are assigned as bailiffs to the court and provide security 
services to the courtrooms only while court is in session.  The existing courthouse has 

                                                      
18   Lakeport Fire District.  Available at: http://www.lakeportfire.com/about/.  Accessed: July 12, 2010. 
19  City of Lakeport, General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, November 2008. 
20   City of Lakeport Police Department.  Available at: 

 http://www.cityoflakeport.com/departments/page.aspx?deptID=76&id=50.  Accessed: July 12, 2010. 
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one full-time sergeant, seven 900-hour at will deputy sheriffs, and 3/5-time of one full-
time deputy sheriff.21   

The proposed project would consolidate court operations into one courthouse, which 
would have improved security features that increase the efficiency of the court’s security 
operations. Sheriff and private security staffing requirements as a result of the proposed 
project would therefore be the same or slightly increased from current levels.  With no 
significant security staffing increase, the proposed project would not have a substantial 
adverse physical impact on sheriff facilities nor would the proposed project require the 
construction of new facilities.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would 
be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 
 

_________________________ 

a.iii) Schools? 

No Impact. The proposed project is to construct a new courthouse facility to replace 
existing courthouse facilities. Residential development is not a part of the proposed 
project, nor would the proposed project cause population growth requiring schools. 
Although the proposed project is located within the Lakeport Unified School District, the 
project would not create a need for alteration to school facilities or new school 
construction.  Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

a.iv) Parks? 

No Impact. The proposed project does not involve residential development or 
recreational facilities and would not cause an increase in population or residential 
housing.  The proposed project would not increase the use of parks or other recreational 
facilities or cause physical deterioration of a park or facility.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

 
                                                      
21 Pers. Comm. with Captain James W. Bauman, Custody Branch Director, Public Information Officer, Lake County 
Sheriff’s Department, July 17, 2010.  Note:  Staffing numbers listed above do not include personnel or services relating 
to the transportation and security of in-custody defendants by the County Sheriff Custody staff to the courthouse or 
while such inmates are at the courthouse. 
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a.v) Other public facilities? 

No Impact. The proposed project does not involve residential development and would 
not cause an increase in population or residential housing.  The proposed project would 
not increase the use of public facilities such as post offices, libraries, and hospitals, nor 
would the proposed project cause physical deterioration of any such facilities.  Therefore, 
the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

References 
Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), Office of Court Construction and Management, 

2008. Project Feasibility Report, Superior Court of California, County of Lake, New 
Lakeport Courthouse. July 1. 

City of Lakeport, General Plan 2025, adopted August, 2009. 

City of Lakeport, General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, November 2008. 
 
City of Lakeport Police Department.  Available at: 

http://www.cityoflakeport.com/departments/page.aspx?deptID=76&id=50.  Accessed: July 12, 
2010. 

 
Pers. Comm. with Captain James W. Bauman, Custody Branch Director, Public Information 

Officer, Lake County Sheriff’s Department, July 17, 2010. 
 
Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), Office of Court Construction and Management, 

2008. Project Feasibility Report, Superior Court of California, County of Lake, New 
Lakeport Courthouse. July 1. 

_________________________ 
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3.15 Recreation 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

RECREATION — Would the project:     

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would 
occur or be accelerated? 

    

b) Include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities that 
might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

    

Discussion 

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

No Impact. The proposed project does not involve residential development or parks or 
recreational facilities, and would not cause an increase in population or residential 
housing. The proposed project would not result in an increase in the use of neighborhood 
and regional parks or other recreational facilities.  Therefore, the AOC concludes there 
are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

b) Would the proposed project include recreational facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

No Impact. The proposed project does not include any recreational facility components 
nor would it require expansion of recreational facilities.  Therefore, the AOC concludes 
there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

References 
Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), Office of Court Construction and Management, 

2008. Project Feasibility Report, Superior Court of California, County of Lake, New 
Lakeport Courthouse. July 1. 

City of Lakeport, General Plan 2025, adopted August, 2009. 

City of Lakeport, General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, November 2008. 
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3.16 Transportation and Traffic 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC — Would the project:     

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system, taking into account 
all modes of transportation including mass transit and 
non-motorized travel and relevant components of the 
circulation system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian 
and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

    

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management 
program, including, but not limited to level of service 
standards and travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways? 

    

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either 
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that 
results in substantial safety risks? 

    

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

    

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     
f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 

regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, 
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of 
such facilities? 

    

Discussion 
a, b) Would the proposed project conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy, or 

congestion management policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation 
including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the 
circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and 
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?   
 

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  A Traffic Impact Analysis (June 2010, Revised 
October 2010) was prepared which identified potential traffic impacts that may be 
associated with the development of the proposed project. It included traffic analyses at 
intersections and street segments during typical weekday AM peak hours. The AM peak 
period is the most critical for court houses and presents a worst-case scenario.  The traffic 
analysis for the proposed project includes six intersections: 

• Parallel Drive / Lakeport Boulevard 
• Highway 29 southbound ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 
• Highway 29 northbound ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 
• Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard 
• Larrecou Lane / Lakeport Boulevard 
• South Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard 



3. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
 

AOC-New Lakeport Courthouse 3-84  
Final Initial Study December 6, 2010 

Traffic counts for the above intersections and a speed survey were conducted on April 1, 
2010.  Counts were performed during the AM peak hour per guidance from the AOC. 
The traffic volumes along Lakeport Boulevard were increased by 6.9 percent to reflect 
seasonal trends as identified in the City of Lakeport General Plan 2025. 

The City of Lakeport has established a Level of Service (LOS) C as the minimum 
acceptable LOS for overall intersection operations. The standard Caltrans LOS is the 
LOS C/D threshold in which LOS C is acceptable in all cases and LOS D is acceptable 
on a case-by-case basis.  Caltrans has jurisdiction over the Highway 29 northbound (NB) 
and southbound (SB) ramp intersections with Lakeport Boulevard. 

Existing Conditions 
 
Synchro and Sidra, traffic operations analysis software programs, were used to determine 
the LOS for the weekday existing AM peak hour at each of the six intersections within 
the proposed project area.  Under Existing Conditions, all six intersections operate at 
acceptable LOS, either LOS A or B, during the existing weekday AM peak hour (refer to 
Appendix H, for calculations and intersection volumes). 

 
Existing Plus Background Conditions 

 
Existing Plus Background Conditions include existing traffic plus the traffic generated by 
approved projects within the vicinity of the proposed project. All background projects 
were obtained from the City of Lakeport Planning Department website per Andrew 
Britton (Planning Services Manager).  The trip generation for each project was calculated 
using the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Manual, Trip Generation 7th 
Edition, 2003. The trip distribution was calculated based on typical travel patterns in the 
city and engineering judgment. The background projects would generate approximately 
284 AM peak hour trips (refer to Appendix H, Traffic Impact Analysis). 
 
Traffic analysis was performed for the weekday Existing Plus Background AM peak hour 
at each of the study intersections within the proposed project area using Synchro and 
Sidra. All intersections would operate at an acceptable LOS (LOS C or better) (refer to 
Appendix H, for calculations and intersection volumes). 
 
Existing Plus Background Plus Project Conditions 

 
For the AM peak hour Existing Plus Background Plus Project Conditions development 
scenario, the proposed project trips were added to the Existing and Background trips, and 
then analyzed.  All of the study intersections for Existing Plus Background Plus Project 
Conditions would continue to operate at acceptable LOS (LOS C or better) (refer to 
Appendix H, for calculations and intersection volumes). 
 
The ITE Manual, Trip Generation 7th Edition is the most widely accepted reference for 
transportation professionals for determining trip generation rates for various land use 
types. However, the reference does not provide trip generation rates for courthouses. 
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Therefore, a methodology for determining the trip generation rate was developed based 
on a similar traffic study performed in San Diego, CA and with information provided by 
Superior Court staff. 
 
In 2000, Linscott Law & Greenspan (LLG) prepared a Traffic Impact Analysis report for 
the San Diego County Courthouse. An employee survey, conducted in 1992 by San 
Diego County, was used to determine mode of travel, daily trips per person, and vehicle 
occupancy rates. In addition, the report assumed that 30 visitors/jurors were in each 
courtroom. The trip generation rate was calculated based on the number of employees 
and visitors/jurors and the results from the employee survey. 
 
Similar methodology was used for the Lake County Courthouse Traffic Impact Analysis. 
It was assumed that the primary choice of transportation is a passenger car for each 
employee and visitor/juror. In addition, as in the LLG study, it was assumed that 25 
percent of employees leave and return to the courthouse once during the day. 
 
In order to determine the proposed project’s AM peak hour trips, a comparison was made 
between the AM peak hour average rate and daily rate for General Office (Code 710) in 
the ITE Trip Generation 7th Edition. The General Office land use was used because it is 
similar to the proposed project and is slightly more conservative than the LLG study. 
This provided an AM percentage of the daily trips. This percentage was then applied to 
the daily trips to calculate the AM peak hour proposed project trips. The directional 
distribution identified in the LLG study was used to determine inbound and outbound 
proposed project trips. 
 
At project build out, the proposed project would generate 403 daily trips; with 61 trips 
(55 in, 6 out) occurring during the AM peak hour. 
 
The city of Lakeport plans to extend the future Court Street alignment from Lakeport 
Boulevard southward along the eastern boundary of the proposed project site. To 
accommodate this future city project, the AOC, if feasible, would dedicate right-of-way 
to the city to support this future arterial extension.  

 
Cumulative Conditions (Projected 2030 Traffic Conditions) Without the Project 
 
The cumulative traffic volumes were analyzed at the six study intersections. Two of the 
study intersections would operate at acceptable LOS, while four intersections would 
operate at unacceptable LOS. The four intersections operating at unacceptable LOS are 
discussed in detail below. 
 
The Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard intersection would operate at 
unacceptable LOS F during the AM peak hour with the southbound off-ramp approach 
also operating at LOS F. 
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The Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is forecast to operate at 
an overall LOS F during the AM peak hour. The worst approach is also forecast to 
operate at LOS F during the AM peak hour. 
 
The Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is forecast to operate at an overall 
LOS A during the AM peak hour; however, the worst approach is forecast to operate at 
LOS F.  
 
The Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is forecast to operate at an overall 
LOS E during the AM peak hour and the worst approach is forecast to operate at LOS F. 
It should be noted that this intersection was studied in the City of Lakeport General Plan 
2025 and was forecast to operate at an overall LOS F during the PM peak hour. 
Refer to Appendix H, for details regarding calculations and cumulative peak hour 
volumes. 
 
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 
 
The Cumulative Plus Project traffic volumes were analyzed at the six study intersections. 
Two of the study intersections would operate at acceptable LOS, while four intersections 
would operate at unacceptable LOS. The four intersections operating at unacceptable 
LOS are discussed in detail below. 
 
The Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard intersection would continue to 
operate at unacceptable LOS F during the AM peak hour.  The worst approach is also 
forecast to operate at LOS F. 
 
The Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is forecast to continue 
to operate at an overall LOS F during the AM peak hour. The worst approach is also 
forecast to operate at LOS F. 
 
The Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is forecast to continue to operate 
at an overall LOS A during the AM peak hour; however, the worst approach is forecast to 
operate at LOS F. 
 
The Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is forecast to operate at an overall 
LOS E during the AM peak hour.  The worst approach is forecast to operate at LOS F. It 
should be noted that this intersection was studied in the City of Lakeport General Plan 
2025 and was forecast to operate at an overall LOS F during the PM peak hour. 
 
Refer to Appendix H, for details regarding calculations and cumulative peak hour 
volumes. 
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Intersection Improvements 
 
The City of Lakeport General Plan 2025 identifies either the installation of modern 
roundabouts or the signalization of the following four study intersections as part of the 
City’s Long Range Roadway Improvement Program: Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport 
Boulevard; Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard; Bevins Street / Lakeport 
Boulevard; and Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard. The installation of traffic signals is 
anticipated to improve the operations of the intersections for Cumulative Conditions 
Without Project. The close spacing of the intersections would require the intersections to 
coordinate the signals:  
 
The installation of a traffic signal at the Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 
is anticipated to improve the operations of the intersection to LOS C during the 
Cumulative Without Project AM peak hour. The traffic signal would be coordinated with 
the Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard and Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard 
intersections. The signal would provide a protected left turn for westbound traffic. In 
addition, the southbound approach should be improved to include a 150-foot right turn 
lane to reduce vehicle queues.  
 
The installation of a traffic signal at the Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 
is anticipated to improve the operations of the intersection to LOS B during the 
Cumulative Without Project AM peak hour. The traffic signal would be coordinated with 
the Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard and Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard 
intersections. The signal would provide a protected left turn for eastbound traffic. In 
addition, the intersection should be re-striped to provide approximately 150 feet of 
vehicle storage length for the eastbound left turn lane. Also, the northbound approach 
should be improved to include a 200-foot right turn lane to reduce vehicle queues. 
 
The installation of a traffic signal at the Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard 
intersection would improve the operations of the intersection to LOS C during the 
Cumulative Without Project AM peak hour. The traffic signal would be coordinated with 
the Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard and Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport 
Boulevard intersections. 
 
The installation of a traffic signal at the Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection 
is anticipated to improve the operations of the intersection to LOS B during the 
Cumulative Without AM peak hour. The signal would be split phased in the east-west 
direction and protected in the north-south direction. The southbound right turn lane 
would have an overlap phase with the eastbound split phase. 
 
The above improvements are recommended for the Cumulative Plus Project Conditions.  
Therefore, fairshare contributions for the intersection improvements would be required.  
Each of the intersections meets the California MUTCD signal warrant for peak hour 
traffic volumes. The LOS calculation sheets for mitigated intersection conditions are 
included in Appendix H. 



3. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
 

AOC-New Lakeport Courthouse 3-88  
Final Initial Study December 6, 2010 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 would reduce potential cumulative plus project impacts 
to a less-than-significant level. 
 
Mitigation Measure TRANS-1: Prior to occupancy and the operation of the courthouse, 
the AOC would be required to pay the City of Lakeport the proposed project’s fair share 
contribution towards improving the following intersections: Highway 29 SB Ramps / 
Lakeport Boulevard; Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard; Bevins Street / 
Lakeport Boulevard; and Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard. 
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

_________________________ 

c)  Would the proposed project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 
increase in traffic levels or a change in location, that results in substantial safety risks? 

No Impact. The proposed project would not change air traffic patterns, increased air 
traffic levels or result in a change in location that would result in substantial safety risks. 
Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 
 

_________________________ 

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  The initial field visit for the Traffic Impact 
Analysis and subsequent analysis to the proposed project intersections revealed that there 
are potential sight distance deficiencies for northbound left turn vehicles at the Lakeport 
Boulevard / Bevins Street intersection. This intersection is located at the top of a hill with 
the westbound approach being below grade. Exiting vehicles from the northbound 
driveway have sight distance constraints looking at the westbound approach of this 
intersection due to the crest curve and existing earth. During traffic counts/traffic 
analyses in April 2010, it was witnessed that left turn vehicles on the northbound 
approach were having trouble making the left turn from the driveway onto Lakeport 
Boulevard. Exiting vehicles were observed to make right turns and then make a U-turn at 
Larrecou Lane to continue westbound. A sight distance analysis was performed on this 
intersection.   
 
The Larrecou Lane / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is the recommended main access 
driveway and is located approximately 30 feet below the proposed site. This intersection 
was also evaluated for sight distance (refer to Appendix H, for results of the sight 
distance analysis). 
 
The sight distance analysis shows that left turning vehicles on the northbound approach at 
the Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection do not have sufficient sight distance 
to safely proceed onto westbound Lakeport Boulevard under the existing configuration. It 
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is recommended that earthwork be performed on the south eastern side of the intersection 
to regrade the area in order to increase the sight distance.  
 
Proposed project traffic would be added to this intersection.  Increasing the traffic at an 
intersection with a pre-existing sight distance safety hazard would result in the proposed 
project having an impact on safety. Therefore, fairshare contributions for the intersection 
improvements would be required.  Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 would reduce 
potential impacts to less than significant levels. 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2:  Prior to occupancy and the operation of the courthouse, 
the AOC would be required to pay the City of Lakeport the proposed project’s fair share 
contribution towards improving the sight distance at the Bevins Street / Lakeport 
Boulevard intersection.   
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

_________________________ 

e) Would the proposed project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less than Significant Impact.  The proposed project site is located approximately 30 
feet above Lakeport Boulevard. A site plan was not available to indicate the driveway 
access points to the proposed courthouse; therefore, four locations were evaluated for the 
proposed site (refer to Figure 3) and are discussed below. 
 
Location 1: Off of Lakeport Boulevard positioned in center of project site:  Location 1 is 
located off of Lakeport Boulevard at the center of the proposed site and would provide a 
central access point the courthouse. In order to accommodate the driveway at this 
location, significant grading would need to be performed to provide adequate sight 
distance and to construct the driveway up the grades to the elevation the proposed project 
site. In addition, the driveway would be located in between Larrecou Lane and a 
shopping center driveway. This would provide limited intersection spacing. It was 
determined that, due to the amount of earthwork needed and intersection spacing, this 
location is not feasible for site access. 
 
Location 2: Off of Lakeport Boulevard across from Larrecou Lane:  Location 2 is located 
at the Larrecou Lane intersection off of Lakeport Boulevard. This location would take 
advantage of an existing pathway and grading adjacent to the proposed project site. This 
location would provide adequate sight distance and would not limit intersection spacing. 
Grading would need to be performed but not to the degree of Location 1. It was 
determined that this location is feasible for site access and is recommended for the main 
access. 
 
Location 3: Off of Bevins Street through the Lake County Chamber of Commerce parking 
lot:  Location 3 takes advantage of the Lake County Chamber of Commerce parking lot, 
located above the proposed project site, to provide an access driveway. To accommodate 
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this driveway location, grading and construction of retaining walls would need to be 
performed and the elimination of parking spaces would occur.  It was determined that this 
location is not feasible for site access. 
 
Location 4: Off of Bevins Street behind the Lake County Chamber of Commerce:  
Location 4 is located behind the Lake County Chamber of Commerce and would take 
advantage of an existing pathway and grading adjacent to the proposed project site. 
Limited grading would need to be performed. It was determined that this location is a 
feasible site access and is recommended for secondary access for prisoner pick-up and 
drop-off. 
 
The proposed project would conform to recommendations of the Superior Court of 
California, the Lake County Sheriff’s Department, and the Lakeport Fire Department to 
ensure adequate emergency access considerations.  The driveways would be required to 
be designed to accommodate emergency vehicles.  There would be no blockage of access 
or traffic pattern disturbance that would significantly affect emergency access. Red curbs 
would be required along driveways and entrances to the courthouse to provide 
sufficient access response time for emergency vehicles. A fire lane would be required and 
on average should be approximately 20 feet in width at minimum and must be kept 
clear at all times. The proposed project would conform to design requirement for the 
Superior Court of California and the City of Lakeport.  Therefore, the AOC concludes 
that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

f) Would the proposed project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding 
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or 
safety of such facilities? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  Lake Transit provides mass transit for Lake 
County and provides local and regional bus service for the City of Lakeport along four 
routes (Route 4, 4A, 7, and 8). Route 8 (Lakeport City) provides exclusive service for the 
City of Lakeport from Peckham Court in the south to Sutter Lakeside Hospital in the 
north. Routes 4 (South Shore) and 4A (Soda Bay) provide regional service to Clearlake 
and Kit’s Corner, respectively, with limited city service. Route 7 (Lakeport – Ukiah) 
provides regional service from Lakeport to the Ukiah Municipal Airport, Greyhound, and 
Amtrak stations. The transfer point in the City of Lakeport is located on Main Street at 
the Third Street intersection. Currently, Routes 4, 4A, and 8 travel along Lakeport 
Boulevard in the vicinity of the proposed project. Route 4 does not stop in the vicinity of 
the proposed project, and Route 4A stops at Mendocino College on Parallel Drive, 
approximately ½ mile west of the proposed project site. Route 8 stops at Mendocino 
College and the Bevins Court Health Center on Bevins Street. There are currently no bus 
stops at the proposed project site. 
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It is recommended that bus stops be constructed immediately east and west of the 
Larrecou Lane / Lakeport Boulevard intersection per Lake Transit standards.  The 
addition of the bus stops would provide direct access from the local bus system and 
indirect access from the regional bus system to and from the proposed project. 
 
According to the 2006 Lake County Regional Bikeway Plan, the county has five 
bikeways.  None of the bikeways are in the vicinity of the proposed project site. The 
nearest bikeway facility is a Class II Bike Lane located on North High Street 
approximately 1.5 miles away. The Transportation Element of the City of Lakeport 
General Plan 2025 identifies Parallel Drive, Lakeport Boulevard, Bevins Street, and Main 
Street as future bikeway locations.  Mitigation Measures TRANS-3 and TRANS-4 
would reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels. 
 
Mitigation Measure TRANS-3: Prior to occupancy and operation of the courthouse, bus 
stops shall be constructed immediately east and west of the Larrecou Lane / Lakeport 
Boulevard intersection per Lake Transit standards, in order to provide direct access from 
the local bus system and indirect access from the regional bus system to and from the 
proposed project. 
 
Mitigation Measure TRANS-4: Prior to occupancy and operation of the courthouse, 
high visibility crosswalks shall be installed to provide safe access for pedestrians to and 
from the bus stops.  In addition, pedestrian access should be provided throughout the 
proposed project with links to the existing pedestrian pathways and sidewalks.  
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
 

_________________________ 

References 
City of Lakeport, General Plan 2025, adopted August, 2009. 

City of Lakeport, General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, November 2008. 
 
Dow & Associates, Lake County Regional Bikeway Plan.  Adopted by the Lake County Area 
 Planning Council on: August 9, 2006.  Accessed: July 6, 2010.  Available at: 
 www.lakeapc.org/docs/2006%20Lake%20Regional%20Bikeway-Final.pdf 
 
RBF Consulting, New Lakeport Courthouse Traffic Impact Analysis, June 29, 2010, Revised 

October 4, 2010. 

_________________________ 
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3.17 Utilities and Service Systems 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS — Would the 
project: 

    

a) Conflict with wastewater treatment requirements of 
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

    

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

    

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm 
water drainage facilities, or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

    

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project from existing entitlements and resources, or 
are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

    

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider that would serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

    

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 

    

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

    

Discussion 

a)  Would the proposed project conflict with wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

Less than Significant Impact.  The proposed project would be served by the City of 
Lakeport Municipal Sewer District (CLMSD).  Pursuant to City of Lakeport Ordinance 
No. 872 (2008), any residence or facility within the boundaries of CLMSD must connect 
to the municipal sanitary sewer system with limited exception.  The boundaries of the 
CLMSD include areas within the City of Lakeport, in addition to a few unincorporated 
areas to the south and west.  The CLMSD collection and treatment system spans 
approximately 135,400 feet of collector sewer mains and 13,500 feet of interceptor 
sewers.22  The wastewater treatment facility is located at 795 Linda Lane, just southeast 
of the city limits. The treatment facility was constructed in the early 1990s for an average 
dry weather flow of one million gallons per day (mgd). 
 
Wastewater produced by the proposed project would be limited to restroom facilities for 
the courthouse and is considered negligible.  In addition, courthouse activities would not 

                                                      
22  City of Lakeport Municipal Sewer District, Sewer System Management Plan, 2010.  Available at: 

http://www.cityoflakeport.com/docs/SSMP-Final-512201062607PM.pdf.  Accessed: July 12, 2010. 
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result in containment emissions that would require a higher wastewater treatment level 
since sanitary wastewater would only be generated during courthouse operations.  
Therefore, the existing wastewater system would be capable of handling the wastewater 
generated from the new facility.   
 
The proposed project would primarily shift employees from existing facilities to the new 
courthouse location.  Any increase in the number of employees attributable to the 
proposed project would be minimal. Thus, the amount of wastewater generated by the 
proposed project would be similar to that generated in existing facilities and would not 
require a higher level of treatment.  The proposed project would not conflict with 
requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 
 

_________________________ 

b) Would the proposed project require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental effects?  

Less than Significant Impact. The City of Lakeport would provide water and wastewater 
treatment services to the proposed project.  The proposed project would construct one 
courthouse that replaces the existing facilities currently located in three separate locations.  
The amount of water used and wastewater generated daily would likely be the same as the 
existing amount of water used and wastewater generated. 
 
As noted above, the proposed project is not anticipated to result in a substantial increase 
in employees. Therefore, the amount of water consumed by the proposed project would not 
result in the need to expand water facilities. The proposed project would connect to the 
existing water system and would not include the development of new water lines. 
Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. 
 
As noted above, the proposed project is not anticipated to result in a substantial increase 
in employees. Therefore, the amount of wastewater generated by the proposed project 
would not result in the need to expand wastewater treatment facilities. The proposed 
project would connect to the existing wastewater system and would not include the 
development of new sewer lines.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts 
would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 
 

_________________________ 
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c) Would the project require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage 
facilities, or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects?  

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project site is currently undeveloped; 
therefore, development of the new courthouse facility would include impervious surfaces. 
While it is anticipated that the proposed project may result in storm water runoff from 
non-storm and storm water discharges, as discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, the proposed project would be required to comply with NPDES regulations, 
ensuring that impacts to storm water drainage systems are minimized. Under the NPDES 
program, the construction contractor would be required to prepare a SWPPP and Erosion 
Control Plan. In addition, the city has adopted a Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP) 
which is designed to reduce the discharge of pollutants into Clear Lake and to enhance 
the water quality. The city has also adopted an ordinance that would prohibit non-storm 
water discharge into the city’s storm drainage system.  The design of the proposed project 
will meet all city and state requirements. 
 
Implementation of the SWPPP, the Erosion Control Plan, and SWMP would minimize 
the potential for construction-related surface water pollution as well as the water quality 
during operation due to new storm water drainage facilities.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

d) Would the proposed project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project 
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?  

Less than Significant Impact. According to the City of Lakeport 2008 Water Master 
Plan, the city obtains water from two sources: groundwater sources from four wells in 
Scotts Valley and water from Clear Lake treated at the city’s water treatment plant.  The 
city currently has an agreement with Yolo County Flood Control, who has the water 
rights to Clear Lake to draw up to 2,000 acre-feet per year.  The city also has water 
conservation programs in place. Any increase in the number of employees attributable to 
the proposed project would be minimal.  Thus, the amount of water needed by the 
proposed project would be similar to that used by existing courthouse facilities.  The 
proposed project is not expected to require additional water supplies above what has 
already been anticipated in the City of Lakeport General Plan 2025.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 
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e) Would the proposed project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider that would serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?  

Less than Significant Impact.  Wastewater generated by the City of Lakeport is 
collected and transported to the City of Lakeport wastewater treatment plant (WWTP), 
located southwest of the city limits.  The WWTP (which is owned and operated by the 
CLMSD) had an original design treatment capacity of 1.05 million gallons per day 
(MGD) of dry weather flow and a maximum daily discharge not to exceed 3.8 million 
gallons (MG).  In 2007, the City of Lakeport received a Cease and Desist Order from the 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board Central Valley Region which reduced 
capacity to 0.42 MGD dry weather flow.  Currently, the CLMSD has adequate capacity 
for approximately 100 residential unit equivalents under the Cease and Desist Order 
restrictions.  In addition, the SSMP acknowledges that the CLSMD intends to expand the 
sewer system over the next 10 years to accommodate the potential commercial and 
residential growth within the city.  
 
Any increase in the number of employees attributable to the proposed project would be 
minimal.  Thus, the amount of wastewater generated by the proposed project would be 
similar to that generated in existing facilities.  The project would not exceed the capacity of 
the City’s WWTP. Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-
than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

f) Would the proposed project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?  

Less than Significant Impact. Lakeport has a contract with the Lakeport Disposal 
Company for its solid waste disposal. Most solid waste refuse from Lakeport is 
transported first to a transfer station on on Soda Bay Road outside of the Lakeport city 
limits, and then on to the East Lake Landfill, located just outside the City of Clearlake.  
The Eastlake Landfill is located on a 32 acre parcel outside the city limits of Clearlake.  
The landfill has a total permitted capacity of six million cubic yards and the estimated 
remaining capacity is 2,859,962 cubic yards (or 47.3 percent).23  The estimated closure 
date for the landfill is December 2027.  This landfill has enough capacity to 
accommodate solid waste generated by the proposed project.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 
 

_________________________ 
                                                      
23  California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery, 2010.  Available at: 

http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/profiles/Facility/Landfill/LFProfile1.asp?COID=17&FACID=17-AA-0001, 
Accessed: July 13, 2010. 
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g) Would the project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste?  

Less than Significant Impact. The AOC shall ensure that the best method of solid waste 
disposal and reduction of the solid waste stream is implemented at the proposed project 
site. The proposed project would result in the transfer of all solid waste to permitted facilities 
(including hazardous waste). The proposed project is expected to comply with all federal, 
state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

References 
Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), Office of Court Construction and Management, 

2008. Project Feasibility Report, Superior Court of California, County of Lake, New 
Lakeport Courthouse. July 1. 

California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery, 2010.  Available at: 
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/profiles/Facility/Landfill/LFProfile1.asp?COID=17&FACID
=17-AA-0001, Accessed: July 13, 2010. 

 
City of Lakeport, General Plan 2025, adopted August, 2009. 
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Pace Civil, Inc, City of Lakeport 2008 Master Water Plan, April 2008. 
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3.18 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE — Would 
the project: 

    

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish 
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population 
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history or prehistory? 

    

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

    

c) Have environmental effects that would cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 

    

Discussion 

a) Would the proposed project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation. The proposed project may have potentially 
significant impacts on biological resources (Section 4.3) and cultural resources 
(Section 4.4).  However, implementation of mitigation measures in those sections would 
reduce these potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

_________________________ 

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation. The proposed project may have potentially 
significant impacts on air quality (Section 3.3), biological resources (Section 3.4), 
cultural resources (Section 3.54), noise and vibration (Section 3.12), and transportation 
and traffic (Section 3.16), which would include cumulative impacts.  However, 
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implementation of mitigation measures in those sections would reduce these potential 
impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

The probability of construction of other proposed projects in the area and their construction 
timetables are uncertain due to current economic issues, and construction of the proposed 
project is expected to be completed in 2014.  Since potential impacts from the proposed 
project and future projects would be mitigated in accordance with local and state 
regulations and the construction of other projects would likely occur after completion of 
the proposed courthouse, the AOC concludes that the cumulative impacts from the 
proposed project would be less than significant. 

The proposed project would consolidate existing courthouse staff at one location; no 
additional staff would be added with this project.  Therefore, the proposed project is not 
growth-inducing in and of itself.  

_________________________ 

c) Would the proposed project have environmental effects that would cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  The proposed project may have potentially 
significant impacts on air quality (Section 3.3), biological resources (Section 3.4), 
cultural resources (Section 3.54), noise and vibration (Section 3.12), and transportation 
and traffic (Section 3.16).  However, implementation of mitigation measures in those 
sections would reduce these potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

_________________________ 
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The built environment has a profound impact on our natural environment, economy, health, and productivity. 
Breakthroughs in building science, technology, and operations are now available to designers, builders, operators, 
and owners who want to build green and maximize both economic and environmental performance.

Through the LEED® green building certification program, the U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC) is transforming 
the built environment. The green building movement offers an unprecedented opportunity to respond to the most 
important challenges of our time, including global climate change, dependence on non sustainable and expensive 
sources of energy, and threats to human health. The work of innovative building professionals is a fundamental 
driving force in the green building moment. Such leadership is a critical component to achieving USGBC’s mission of 
a sustainable built environment for all within a generation.

USGBC Membership
USGBC’s greatest strength is the diversity of our membership. USGBC is a balanced, consensus based nonprofit 
with more than 18,000 member companies and organizations representing the entire building industry. Since its 
inception in 1993, USGBC has played a vital role in providing a leadership forum and a unique, integrating force for 
the building industry. USGBC’s programs have three distinguishing characteristics:

Committee-based
The heart of this effective coalition is our committee structure, in which volunteer members design strategies 
that are implemented by staff and expert consultants. Our committees provide a forum for members to resolve 
differences, build alliances, and forge cooperative solutions for influencing change in all sectors of the building 
industry.

Member-driven
Membership is open and balanced and provides a comprehensive platform for carrying out important programs and 
activities. We target the issues identified by our members as the highest priority. We conduct an annual review of 
achievements that allows us to set policy, revise strategies, and devise work plans based on members’ needs.

Consensus-focused
We work together to promote green buildings, and in doing so, we help foster greater economic vitality and 
environmental health at lower costs. We work to bridge ideological gaps between industry segments and develop 
balanced policies that benefit the entire industry.

Contact the U.S. Green Building Council 
2101 L Street, NW 
Suite 500 
Washington, DC 20037 
(800) 795-1747 Office 
(202) 828-5110 Fax 
www.usgbc.org
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Copyright 
Copyright © 2009 by the U.S. Green Building Council, Inc. All rights reserved.

The U.S. Green Building Council, Inc. (USGBC®) devoted significant time and resources to create this LEED® Rating 
System. USGBC authorizes individual use of the LEED Rating System. In exchange for this authorization, the user 
agrees:

1.	 to retain all copyright and other proprietary notices contained in the LEED Rating System, 

2.	not to sell or modify the LEED Rating System, and

3.	 not to reproduce, display, or distribute the LEED Rating System in any way for any public or commercial 
purpose.

Unauthorized use of the LEED Rating System violates copyright, trademark, and other laws and is prohibited.

Disclaimer
None of the parties involved in the funding or creation of the LEED Rating System, including the USGBC, its 
members, its members, volunteers, or contractors, assume any liability or responsibility to the user or any third 
parties for the accuracy, completeness, or use of or reliance on any information contained in the LEED Rating 
System, or for any injuries, losses, or damages (including, without limitation, equitable relief ) arising from such use 
or reliance.  Although the information contained in the LEED Rating System is believed to be reliable and accurate, 
all materials set forth within are provided without warranties of any kind, either express or implied, including but 
not limited to warranties of the accuracy or completeness of information or the suitability of the information for any 
particular purpose.

As a condition of use, the user covenants not to sue and agrees to waive and release the U.S. Green Building Council, 
its members, volunteers, and contractors from any and all claims, demands, and causes of action for any injuries, 
losses, or damages (including, without limitation, equitable relief ) that the user may now or hereafter have a right to 
assert against such parties as a result of the use of, or reliance on, the LEED Rating System.

U.S. Green Building Council 
2101 L Street, NW 
Suite 500 
Washington, DC 20037

Trademarks
USGBC®, U.S. Green Building Council® and LEED® are registered trademarks of the U.S. Green Building Council.
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Ron Hand	 E/FECT. Sustainable Design Solutions
Richard Heinisch	 Acuity Lighting Group
Michael Lane	 Lighting Design Lab
Marita Roos	 HNTB
Zolna Russell	 Hord Coplan Macht, Inc.
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versions:

LEED for New Construction Version 2.2 Core Committee 
James H. Goldman, Chair	 Turner Construction
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LEED 2009 for New Construction and Major Renovations Project 
Checklist

Sustainable Sites		  26 Possible Points
	Prerequisite 1	 Construction Activity Pollution Prevention   	   Required

	Credit 1	S ite Selection	 1

	Credit 2	 Development Density and Community Connectivity	      5

	Credit 3	 Brownfield Redevelopment	      1

	Credit 4.1	A lternative Transportation—Public Transportation Access	      6

	Credit 4.2	A lternative Transportation—Bicycle Storage and Changing Rooms	      1

	Credit 4.3	A lternative Transportation—Low-Emitting and Fuel-Efficient Vehicles	      3

	Credit 4.4	A lternative Transportation—Parking Capacity	      2

	Credit 5.1	S ite Development—Protect or Restore Habitat	      1

	Credit 5.2	S ite Development—Maximize Open Space	      1

	Credit 6.1	S tormwater Design—Quantity Control	      1

	Credit 6.2	S tormwater Design—Quality Control	      1

	Credit 7.1	 Heat Island Effect—Nonroof	      1

	Credit 7.2	 Heat Island Effect—Roof	      1

	Credit 8	 Light Pollution Reduction	      1

Water Efficiency 		 10 Possible Points
	Prerequisite 1	W ater Use Reduction                 	    Required

	Credit 1	W ater Efficient Landscaping            	   2-4

	Credit 2	I nnovative Wastewater Technologies	      2

	Credit 3	W ater Use Reduction	   2-4

Energy and Atmosphere 	 35 Possible Points
	Prerequisite 1	F undamental Commissioning of Building Energy Systems	R equired

	Prerequisite 2	 Minimum Energy Performance                     	   Required

	Prerequisite 3	F undamental Refrigerant Management        	      Required

	Credit 1	O ptimize Energy Performance                             	        1–19

	Credit 2	O n-site Renewable Energy 	  1–7

	Credit 3	 Enhanced Commissioning	      2

	Credit 4	 Enhanced Refrigerant Management	      2

	Credit 5	 Measurement and Verification	      3

	Credit 6	 Green Power	      2

Materials and Resources 	 14 Possible Points
	Prerequisite 1	S torage and Collection of Recyclables          	R equired

	Credit 1.1	 Building Reuse—Maintain Existing Walls, Floors and Roof	   1-3

	Credit 1.2	 Building Reuse—Maintain Existing Interior Nonstructural Elements	      1

	Credit 2	 Construction Waste Management	   1-2

	Credit 3	 Materials Reuse	   1-2

	Credit 4	R ecycled Content	   1-2
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	Credit 5	R egional Materials	   1-2

	Credit 6	R apidly Renewable Materials	      1

	Credit 7	 Certified Wood	      1

Indoor Environmental Quality   	  15 Possible Points
	Prerequisite 1	 Minimum Indoor Air Quality Performance   	  Required

	Prerequisite 2	 Environmental Tobacco Smoke (ETS) Control       	   Required

	Credit 1	O utdoor Air Delivery Monitoring	      1

	Credit 2	I ncreased Ventilation	      1

	Credit 3.1	 Construction Indoor Air Quality Management Plan—During Construction 	 1

	Credit 3.2	 Construction Indoor Air Quality Management Plan—Before Occupancy   	 1

	Credit 4.1	 Low-Emitting Materials—Adhesives and Sealants	      1

	Credit 4.2	 Low-Emitting Materials—Paints and Coatings	      1

	Credit 4.3	 Low-Emitting Materials—Flooring Systems	      1

	Credit 4.4	 Low-Emitting Materials—Composite Wood and Agrifiber Products    	      1

	Credit 5	I ndoor Chemical and Pollutant Source Control	      1

	Credit 6.1	 Controllability of Systems—Lighting	      1

	Credit 6.2	 Controllability of Systems—Thermal Comfort	      1

	Credit 7.1	T hermal Comfort—Design	      1

	Credit 7.2	T hermal Comfort—Verification	      1

	Credit 8.1	 Daylight and Views—Daylight	      1

	Credit 8.2	 Daylight and Views—Views	      1

Innovation in Design	 6 Possible Points
	Credit 1	I nnovation in Design	   1-5

	Credit 2	 LEED Accredited Professional	      1

Regional Priority		  4  Possible Points
	Credit 1	R egional Priority 	 1-4
________________________________________________________________________

LEED 2009 for New Construction and Major Renovations
100 base points; 6 possible Innovation in Design and 4 Regional Priority points

Certified	 40–49 points 

Silver	 50–59 points 

Gold	 60–79 points 

Platinum	 80 points and above
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I. LEED® Green Building Rating System

Background on LEED®

Following the formation of the U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC) in 1993, the organization’s members quickly 
realized that the sustainable building industry needed a system to define and measure “green buildings.” USGBC 
began to research existing green building metrics and rating systems. Less than a year after formation, the members 
acted on the initial findings by establishing a committee to focus solely on this topic. The composition of the 
committee was diverse; it included architects, real estate agents, a building owner, a lawyer, an environmentalist, and 
industry representatives. This cross section of people and professions added a richness and depth both to the process 
and to the ultimate product.

The first LEED Pilot Project Program, also referred to as LEED Version 1.0, was launched at the USGBC Membership 
Summit in August 1998. After extensive modifications, LEED Green Building Rating System Version 2.0 was released 
in March 2000, with LEED Version 2.1 following in 2002 and LEED Version 2.2 following in 2005.

As LEED has evolved and matured, the program has undertaken new initiatives. In addition to a rating system 
specifically devoted to building operational and maintenance issues (LEED for Existing Buildings: Operations 
& Maintenance), LEED addresses the different project development and delivery processes that exist in the U.S. 
building design and construction market, through rating systems for specific building typologies, sectors, and 
project scopes: LEED for Core & Shell, LEED for New Construction, LEED for Schools, LEED for Neighborhood 
Development, LEED for Retail, LEED for Healthcare, LEED for Homes, and LEED for Commercial Interiors.

Project teams interact with the Green Building Certification Institute (GBCI) for project registration

and certification. GBCI was established in 2008 as a separately incorporated entity with the support of the U.S. 
Green Building Council. GBCI administers credentialing and certification programs related to green building 
practice. These programs support the application of proven strategies for increasing and measuring the performance 
of buildings and communities as defined by industry systems such as LEED.

The green building field is growing and changing daily. New technologies and products are being introduced into 
the marketplace, and innovative designs and practices are proving their effectiveness. The LEED rating systems and 
reference guides will evolve as well. Project teams must comply with the version of the rating system that is current 
at the time of their registration.

USGBC will highlight new developments on its website on a continual basis at www.usgbc.org.

Features of LEED®

The LEED Green Building Rating Systems are voluntary, consensus-based, and market-driven. Based on existing and 
proven technology, they evaluate environmental performance from a whole building perspective over a building’s 
life cycle, providing a definitive standard for what constitutes a green building in design, construction, and operation.

The LEED rating systems are designed for rating new and existing commercial, institutional, and residential 
buildings. They are based on accepted energy and environmental principles and strike a balance between known, 
established practices and emerging concepts. Each rating system is organized into 5 environmental categories: 

www.usgbc.org
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Sustainable Sites, Water Efficiency, Energy and Atmosphere, Materials and Resources, and Indoor Environmental 
Quality. An additional category, Innovation in Design, addresses sustainable building expertise as well as design 
measures not covered under the 5 environmental categories. Regional bonus points are another feature of LEED 
and acknowledge the importance of local conditions in determining best environmental design and construction 
practices.

The LEED Credit Weightings
In LEED 2009, the allocation of points between credits is based on the potential environmental impacts and human 
benefits of each credit with respect to a set of impact categories. The impacts are defined as the environmental 
or human effect of the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of the building, such as greenhouse gas 
emissions, fossil fuel use, toxins and carcinogens, air and water pollutants, indoor environmental conditions. A 
combination of approaches, including energy modeling, life-cycle assessment, and transportation analysis, is used to 
quantify each type of impact. The resulting allocation of points among credits is called credit weighting.

LEED 2009 uses the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s TRACI1 environmental impact categories as the basis 
for weighting each credit. TRACI was developed to assist with impact evaluation for life-cycle assessment, industrial 
ecology, process design, and pollution prevention.

LEED 2009 also takes into consideration the weightings developed by the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology (NIST); these compare impact categories with one another and assign a relative weight to each. 
Together, the 2 approaches provide a solid foundation for determining the point value of each credit in LEED 2009. 

The LEED 2009 credit weightings process is based on the following parameters, which maintain consistency and 
usability across rating systems:

n 	 All LEED credits are worth a minimum of 1 point.

n 	 All LEED credits are positive, whole numbers; there are no fractions or negative values.

n 	 All LEED credits receive a single, static weight in each rating system; there are no individualized scorecards 
based on project location.

n 	 All LEED rating systems have 100 base points; Innovation in Design (or Operations) and Regional Priority 
credits provide opportunities for up to 10 bonus points.

Given the above criteria, the LEED 2009 credit weightings process involves 3 steps:

1.	 A reference building is used to estimate the environmental impacts in 13 categories associated with a typical 
building pursuing LEED certification.

2.	The relative importance of building impacts in each category are set to reflect values based on the NIST 
weightings.2

3.	 Data that quantify building impacts on environmental and human health are used to assign points to individual 
credits.

Each credit is allocated points based on the relative importance of the building-related impacts that it addresses. 
The result is a weighted average that combines building impacts and the relative value of the impact categories. 
Credits that most directly address the most important impacts are given the greatest weight, subject to the system 
design parameters described above. Credit weights also reflect a decision by LEED to recognize the market 
implications of point allocation. The result is a significant change in allocation of points compared with previous 
LEED rating systems. Overall, the changes increase the relative emphasis on the reduction of energy consumption 
and greenhouse gas emissions associated with building systems, transportation, the embodied energy of water, the 
embodied energy of materials, and where applicable, solid waste.
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The details of the weightings process vary slightly among individual rating systems. For example, LEED for Existing 
Buildings: Operations & Maintenance includes credits related to solid waste management but LEED for New 
Construction does not. This results in a difference in the portion of the environmental footprint addressed by each 
rating system and the relative allocation of points. The weightings process for each rating system is fully documented 
in a weightings workbook.

The credit weightings process will be reevaluated over time to incorporate changes in values ascribed to different 
building impacts and building types, based on both market reality and evolving scientific knowledge related to 
buildings. A complete explanation of the LEED credit weightings system is available on the USGBC website, at  
www.usgbc.org.

Regional Priority Credits
To provide incentive to address geographically specific environmental issues, USGBC regional councils and chapters 
have identified 6 credits per rating system that are of particular importance to specific areas. Each regional priority 
credit is worth an additional 1 point, and a total of 4 regional priority points may be earned. Upon project registration, 
LEED Online automatically determines a project’s regional priority credits based on its zip code. If the project 
achieves more than 4 regional priority credits, the team can choose the credits for which these points will apply. The 
USGBC website also contains a searchable database of regional priority credits.

II. Overview and Process
The LEED 2009 Green Building Rating System for New Construction and Major Renovations is a set of performance 
standards for certifying the design and construction of commercial or institutional buildings and high-rise 
residential buildings of all sizes, both public and private. The intent is to promote healthful, durable, affordable, and 
environmentally sound practices in building design and construction.

Prerequisites and credits in the LEED 2009 for New Construction and Major Renovations addresses 7 topics:

n 	 Sustainable Sites (SS)

n 	 Water Efficiency (WE)

n 	 Energy and Atmosphere (EA)

n 	 Materials and Resources (MR)

n 	 Indoor Environmental Quality (IEQ)

n 	 Innovation in Design (ID)

n 	 Regional Priority (RP)

LEED 2009 for New Construction and Major Renovations certifications are awarded according to the following 
scale:

Certified 	 40–49 points

Silver 	 50–59 points

Gold 	 60–79 points

Platinum 	 80 points and above

GBCI will recognize buildings that achieve 1 of these rating levels with a formal letter of certification.

www.usgbc.org
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When to Use LEED 2009 for New Construction
LEED for New Construction was designed primarily for new commercial office buildings, but it has been applied to 
many other building types by LEED practitioners. All commercial buildings, as defined by standard building codes, 
are eligible for certification as LEED for New Construction buildings. Examples of commercial occupancies include 
offices, institutional buildings (libraries, museums, churches, etc.), hotels, and residential buildings of 4 or more 
habitable stories.

LEED for New Construction addresses design and construction activities for both new buildings and major 
renovations of existing buildings. If the project scope does not involve significant design and construction activities 
and focuses more on operations and maintenance activities, LEED for Existing Buildings: Operations & Maintenance 
is more appropriate because it addresses operational and maintenance issues of working buildings.

Please see the Rating System Selection Policy, located in the LEED resources section of www.usgbc.org, for more 
information about choosing a rating system.

Registration
Project teams interested in earning LEED certification for their buildings must first register the project with GBCI. 
Projects can be registered on the GBCI website (www.gbci.org). The website also has information on registration 
costs for USGBC national members as well as nonmembers. Registration is an important step that establishes 
contact with GBCI and provides access to software tools, errata, critical communications, and other essential 
information.  

Certification
To earn LEED certification, the applicant project must satisfy all the prerequisites and qualify for a minimum 
number of points to attain the established project ratings as listed below. Having satisfied the basic prerequisites of 
the program, applicant projects are then rated according to their degree of compliance within the rating system.

LEED 2009 for New Construction provides the option of splitting a certification application into two phases: design 
and construction. Documentation for design phase credits, identified in LEED-Online, can be submitted for review 
at the end of the design phase; the submittals for these credits can be fully evaluated based on documentation 
available during this phase of the project. For example, if a project site meets the requirements of LEED for New 
Construction SS Credit 3, Brownfield Redevelopment, the likelihood of credit achievement can be assessed before 
construction is complete. The LEED credit itself, however, is not awarded at the design review stage.

For more information on the LEED certification process including LEED-Online, Credit Interpretation Requests and 
Rulings, Appeals, and Fees please see the LEED Reference Guide for Green Building Design and Construction, 2009 
Edition and visit www.usgbc.org or www.gbci.org.    

III. Minimum Program Requirements 
The LEED 2009 Minimum Program Requirements (MPRs) define the minimum characteristics that a project 
must possess in order to be eligible for certification under LEED 2009. These requirements define the categories 
of buildings that the LEED rating systems were designed to evaluate, and taken together serve three goals: to give 
clear guidance to customers, to protect the integrity of the LEED program, and to reduce challenges that occur 
during the LEED certification process. It is expected that MPRs will evolve over time along with LEED rating system 
improvements. The requirements will apply only to those projects registering under LEED 2009.

To view the list of MPRs, please read the Minimum Program Requirements section of this document.

www.usgbc.org
www.gbci.org
www.usgbc.org
www.gbci.org
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IV. Exemplary Performance Strategies
Exemplary performance strategies result in performance that greatly exceeds the performance level or expands the 
scope required by an existing LEED 2009 for New Construction credit. To earn exemplary performance credits, 
teams must meet the performance level defined by the next step in the threshold progression. For credits with more 
than 1 compliance path, an Innovation in Design point can be earned by satisfying more than 1 compliance path if 
their benefits are additive. 

The credits for which exemplary performance points are available through expanded performance or scope are noted 
in the LEED Reference Guide for Green  Design & Construction, 2009 Edition and in LEED Online.

Endnotes
1	 Tools for the Reduction and Assessment of Chemical and Other Environmental Impacts (TRACI). U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Research and Development. http://www.epa.gov/nrmrl/std/sab/
traci/.

2	 Relative impact category weights based on an exercise undertaken by NIST (National Institute of Standards and 
Technology) for the BEES program. http://www.bfrl.nist.gov/oae/software/bees/.

http://www.epa.gov/nrmrl/std/sab/traci/
http://www.epa.gov/nrmrl/std/sab/traci/
http://www.bfrl.nist.gov/oae/software/bees/
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These Minimum Program Requirements were updated in October 2009 to include additional clarifying language. No new 
requirements have been added. 

At this time U.S. Green Building Council, Inc. has authorized the Green Building Certification Institute (GBCI) to 
confer LEED Certification.  A project must demonstrate compliance with all rating system requirements including 
each of these Minimum Program Requirements (MPRs) in order to achieve LEED Certification.  Definitions, 
exceptions, and more extensive guidance relating to these MPRs are available in a separate document titled: LEED 
2009 MPR Supplemental Guidance. Terms that are italicized and underlined here are defined in the Supplemental 
Guidance document (they are marked as such only the first time that they appear).

This document identifies the MPRs, or minimum characteristics that a project must possess in order to be eligible for 
LEED Certification.  These requirements define the types of buildings that the LEED Green Building Rating Systems 
were designed to evaluate, and taken together serve three goals: to give clear guidance to customers, to protect the 
integrity of the LEED program, and to reduce complications that occur during the LEED Certification process. The 
requirements in this document will apply to all those, and only those projects seeking to demonstrate conformance 
with   the rating systems listed above.  

GBCI has agreed to consider requests for exceptions to MPRs that are not already defined in the LEED 2009 MPR 
Supplemental Guidance document on a case-by-case basis for special circumstances. 

LEED 2009 Minimum Requirements for New Construction & Major Renovations

1. Must Comply with Environmental Laws
The LEED project building or space, all other real property within the LEED project boundary, and all project work 
must comply with applicable federal, state, and local building-related environmental laws and regulations in 
place where the project is located. This condition must be satisfied from the date of LEED project registration or 
the commencement of schematic design, whichever comes first, up and until the date that the building receives a 
certificate of occupancy or similar official indication that it is fit and ready for use.        

A lapse in a project’s compliance with a building-related environmental law or regulation that results from an 
unforeseen and unavoidable circumstance shall not necessarily result in non-compliance with this MPR.  Such 
lapses shall be excused so long as they are remediated as soon as feasibly possible. 

2. Must be a Complete, Permanent Building or Space
All LEED projects must be designed for, constructed on, and operated on a permanent location on already 
existing land.  LEED projects shall not consist of mobile structures, equipment, or vehicles. No building or space 
that is designed to move at any point in its lifetime may pursue LEED Certification.

LEED projects must include the new, ground-up design and construction, or major renovation, of at least one 
commercial, institutional, or high-rise residential building in its entirety. 

3. Must Use a Reasonable Site Boundary
1.  The LEED project boundary must include all contiguous land that is associated with and supports normal 

building operations for the LEED project building, including all land that was or will be disturbed for the 
purpose of undertaking the LEED project.  

2. 	The LEED project boundary may not include land that is owned by a party other than that which owns the 
LEED project unless that land is associated with and supports normal building operations for the LEED 
project building. 
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3. 	LEED projects located on a campus must have project boundaries such that if all the buildings on campus 
become LEED certified, then 100% of the gross land area on the campus would be included within a LEED 
boundary. If this requirement is in conflict with MPR #7, Must Comply with Minimum Building Area to Site 
Area Ratio, then MPR #7 will take precedence.

4.	Any given parcel of real property may only be attributed to a single LEED project building. 

5. 	Gerrymandering of a LEED project boundary is prohibited: the boundary may not unreasonably exclude 
sections of land to create boundaries in unreasonable shapes for the sole purpose of complying with 
prerequisites or credits.

4. Must Comply with Minimum Floor Area Requirements
The LEED project must include a minimum of 1,000 square feet (93 square meters) of gross floor area. 

5. Must Comply with Minimum Occupancy Rates 
The LEED project must serve 1 or more Full Time Equivalent (FTE) occupant(s), calculated as an annual average 
in order to use LEED in its entirety. If the project serves less than 1 annualized FTE, optional credits from the 
Indoor Environmental Quality category may not be earned (the prerequisites must still be earned). 

6. Must Commit to Sharing Whole-Building Energy and Water Usage Data
All certified projects must commit to sharing with U.S, Green Building Council, Inc. all available actual whole-
project energy and water usage data.  The purpose of data collection is for research purposes to aid in improving 
the LEED program. USGBC may publish such data; however, any data that is made publicly available shall be 
presented in an aggregate form with no identifying project-specific characteristics. For all rating systems, 
Project Owners must comply with this MPR commencing on the project completion date and maintain their 
commitment to share data for a period of at least 5 years.  

Sharing data includes supplying information on a regular basis in a free, accessible, and secure online tool or, in 
the alternative, either allowing USGBC to access the whole-project metering facility where such meters are in 
place, or taking any action necessary to authorize USGBC or its designee to collect project information directly 
from service or utility providers.  LEED project buildings or spaces that do not have meters in place that measure 
energy and/or water usage for the entire LEED certified gross floor area will not be required to supply energy and/
or water usage data unless and until such meters are installed. 

If a LEED project is altered in such a way that the data for the original LEED project becomes impractical to 
collect, the building owner will no longer be required to provide the data or provide access to the data.  Building 
owners must commit to using reasonable efforts to ensure that this commitment carries forward in the event that 
the building or space changes ownership or lessee.  If all or part of a LEED project is sold, assigned or otherwise 
transferred in such a way that the data for the original LEED project becomes impractical to collect, the building 
owner will no longer be required to provide the data or provide access to the data.  

7. Must Comply with a Minimum Building Area to Site Area Ratio 
The gross floor area of the LEED project building must be no less than 2% of the gross land area within the LEED 
project boundary.
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SS Prerequisite 1: Construction Activity Pollution Prevention

Required

Intent
To reduce pollution from construction activities by controlling soil erosion, waterway sedimentation and airborne 
dust generation.

Requirements
Create and implement an erosion and sedimentation control plan for all construction  activities associated with 
the project. The plan must conform to the erosion and sedimentation requirements of the 2003 EPA Construction 
General Permit OR local standards and codes, whichever is more stringent. The plan must describe the measures 
implemented to accomplish the following objectives:

n	 To prevent loss of soil during construction by stormwater runoff and/or wind erosion, including protecting 
topsoil by stockpiling for reuse.

n	 To prevent sedimentation of storm sewers or receiving streams.

n	 To prevent pollution of the air with dust and particulate matter.

The EPA’s construction general permit outlines the provisions necessary to comply with Phase I and Phase II of the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program. While the permit only applies to construction 
sites greater than 1 acre, the requirements are applied to all projects for the purposes of this prerequisite. 
Information on the EPA construction general permit is available at http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/stormwater/cgp.cfm.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Create an erosion and  sedimentation control plan during the design phase of the project. Consider employing 
strategies such as temporary and permanent seeding, mulching, earthen dikes, silt fencing, sediment traps and 
sediment basins.

http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/stormwater/cgp.cfm
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SS Credit 1: Site Selection

1 Point

Intent
To avoid the development of inappropriate sites and reduce the environmental impact from the location of a building 
on a site.

Requirements
Do not develop buildings, hardscape, roads or parking areas on portions of sites that meet any of the following 
criteria:

n	 Prime farmland as defined by the U.S. Department of Agriculture in the United States Code of Federal 
Regulations, Title 7, Volume 6, Parts 400 to 699, Section 657.5 (citation 7CFR657.5)

n	 Previously undeveloped land whose elevation is lower than 5 feet above the elevation of the 100-year flood as 
defined by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)

n	 Land specifically identified as habitat for any species on federal or state threatened or endangered lists

n	 Land within 100 feet of any wetlands as defined by the U.S. Code of Federal Regulations 40 CFR, Parts 230-
233 and Part 22, and isolated wetlands or areas of special concern identified by state or local rule, OR within 
setback distances from wetlands prescribed in state or local regulations, as defined by local or state rule or law, 
whichever is more stringent

n	 Previously undeveloped land that is within 50 feet of a water body, defined as seas, lakes, rivers, streams and 
tributaries that support or could support fish, recreation or industrial use, consistent with the terminology of 
the Clean Water Act 

n	 Land that prior to acquisition for the project was public parkland, unless land of equal or greater value as 
parkland is accepted in trade by the public landowner (park authority projects are exempt).

Potential Technologies & Strategies
During the site selection process, give preference to sites that do not include sensitive elements or restrictive land 
types. Select a suitable building location and design the building with a minimal footprint to minimize disruption of 
the environmentally sensitive areas identified above.
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SS Credit 2: Development Density and Community Connectivity

5 Points

Intent
To channel development to urban areas with existing infrastructure, protect greenfields, and preserve habitat and 
natural resources.

Requirements

OPTION 1. Development Density
Construct or renovate a building on a previously developed site AND in a community with a minimum density of 
60,000 square feet per acre net.  The density calculation is based on a typical two-story downtown development 
and must include the area of the project being built.

OR

OPTION 2. Community Connectivity
Construct or renovate a building on a site that meets the following criteria:

n	 Is located on a previously developed site

n	 Is within 1/2 mile of a residential area or neighborhood with an average density of 10 units per acre net

n	 Is within 1/2 mile of at least 10 basic services

n	 Has  pedestrian access between the building and the services

For mixed-use projects, no more than 1 service within the project boundary may be counted as 1 of the 10 basic 
services, provided it is open to the public. No more than 2 of the 10 services required may be anticipated (i.e., at 
least 8 must be existing and operational). In addition, the anticipated services must demonstrate that they will be 
operational in the locations indicated within 1 year of occupation of the applicant project.

Examples of basic services include the following:

n	 Bank

n	 Place of Worship

n	 Convenience Grocery

n	 Day Care Center

n	 Cleaners

n	 Fire Station

n	 Beauty Salon

n	 Hardware

n	 Laundry

n	 Library

n	 Medical or Dental Office

n	 Senior Care Facility

n	 Park

n	 Pharmacy

n	 Post Office

n	 Restaurant

n	 School

n	 Supermarket

n	 Theater

n	 Community Center

n	 Fitness Center

n	 Museum
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Proximity is determined by drawing a 1/2-mile radius around a main building entrance on a site map and counting 
the services within that radius.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
During the site selection process, give preference to urban sites with pedestrian access to a variety of services. 
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SS Credit 3: Brownfield Redevelopment

1 Point

Intent
To rehabilitate damaged sites where development is complicated by environmental contamination and to reduce 
pressure on undeveloped land.

Requirements

OPTION 1
Develop on a site documented as contaminated (by means of an ASTM E1903-97 Phase II Environmental Site 
Assessment or a local voluntary cleanup program). 

OR 

OPTION 2
Develop on a site defined as a brownfield by a local, state, or federal government agency.  

Potential Technologies & Strategies
During the site selection process, give preference to brownfield sites. Identify tax incentives and property cost 
savings. Coordinate site development plans with remediation activity, as appropriate.
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SS Credit 4.1: Alternative Transportation—Public Transportation Access

6 Points

Intent
To reduce pollution and land development impacts from automobile use.

Requirements

OPTION 1. Rail Station Proximity
Locate the project within 1/2-mile walking distance (measured from a main building entrance) of an existing or 
planned and funded commuter rail, light rail or subway station.

OR

OPTION 2. Bus Stop Proximity
Locate the project within 1/4-mile walking distance (measured from a main building entrance) of 1 or more stops 
for 2 or more public, campus, or private bus lines usable by building occupants.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Perform a transportation survey of future building occupants to identify transportation needs. Locate the building 
near mass transit.
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SS Credit 4.2: Alternative Transportation—Bicycle Storage and Changing Rooms

1 Point

Intent
To reduce pollution and land development impacts from automobile use.

Requirements

CASE 1. Commercial or Institutional Projects
Provide secure bicycle racks and/or storage within 200 yards of a building entrance for 5% or more of all building 
users (measured at peak periods) 

Provide shower and changing facilities in the building, or within 200 yards of a building entrance, for 0.5% of full-
time equivalent (FTE) occupants.

CASE 2. Residential Projects
Provide covered storage facilities for securing bicycles for 15% or more of building occupants. 

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Design the building with transportation amenities such as bicycle racks and shower/changing facilities.
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SS Credit 4.3: Alternative Transportation—Low-Emitting and Fuel-Efficient 
Vehicles

3 Points

Intent
To reduce pollution and land development impacts from automobile use.

Requirements

OPTION 1
Provide preferred parking1 for low-emitting and fuel-efficient vehicles2 for 5% of the total vehicle parking capacity 
of the site. Providing a discounted parking rate is an acceptable substitute for preferred parking for low-emitting/
fuel-efficient vehicles. To establish a meaningful incentive in all potential markets, the parking rate must be 
discounted at least 20%. The discounted rate must be  available to all customers (i.e., not limited to the number 
of customers equal to 5% of the vehicle parking capacity), publicly posted at the entrance of the parking area and 
available for a minimum of 2 years. 

OR 

OPTION 2
Install alternative-fuel fueling stations for 3% of the total vehicle parking capacity of the site. Liquid or gaseous 
fueling facilities must be separately ventilated or located outdoors.

OR 

OPTION 3 
Provide low-emitting and fuel-efficient vehicles2 for 3% of full-time equivalent (FTE) occupants. 

Provide preferred parking1 for these vehicles. 

OR

OPTION 4
Provide building occupants access to a low-emitting or fuel-efficient vehicle-sharing program. The following 
requirements must be met:

n	 One low-emitting or fuel-efficient vehicle must be provided per 3% of FTE occupants, assuming that 
1 shared vehicle can carry 8 persons (i.e., 1 vehicle per 267 FTE occupants). For buildings with fewer than 
267 FTE occupants, at least 1 low emitting or fuel-efficient vehicle must be provided.

n	 A vehicle-sharing contract must be provided that has an agreement of at least 2 years.

1	 For the purposes of this credit “preferred parking” refers to the parking spots that are closest to the main entrance of the project (exclusive of 
spaces designated for handicapped persons) or parking passes provided at a discounted price.

2	 For the purposes of this credit, low-emitting and fuel-efficient vehicles are defined as vehicles that are either classified as Zero Emission 
Vehicles (ZEV) by the California Air Resources Board or have achieved a minimum green score of 40 on the American Council for an Energy 
Efficient Economy (ACEEE) annual vehicle rating guide.
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n	 The estimated number of customers served per vehicle must be supported by documentation.

n	 A narrative explaining the vehicle-sharing program and its administration must be submitted.

n	 Parking for low-emitting and fuel-efficient vehicles must be located in the nearest available spaces in the 
nearest available parking area. Provide a site plan or area map clearly highlighting the walking path from the 
parking area to the project site and noting the distance.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Provide transportation amenities such as alternative-fuel refueling stations. Consider sharing the costs and benefits 
of refueling stations with neighbors.
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SS Credit 4.4: Alternative Transportation—Parking Capacity 

2 Points

Intent
To reduce pollution and land development impacts from automobile use.

Requirements

CASE 1. Non-Residential Projects	

OPTION 1 
Size parking capacity to meet but not exceed minimum local zoning requirements.

Provide preferred parking for carpools or vanpools for 5% of the total parking spaces.

OR

OPTION 2 
For projects that provide parking for less than 5% of full-time equivalent (FTE) building occupants:

Provide preferred parking1 for carpools or vanpools, marked as such, for 5% of total parking spaces. 
Providing a discounted parking rate is an acceptable substitute for preferred parking for carpool or 
vanpool vehicles. To establish a meaningful incentive in all potential markets, the parking rate must be 
discounted at least 20%. The discounted rate must be available to all customers (i.e., not limited to the 
number of customers equal to 5% of the vehicle parking capacity), publicly posted at the entrance of the 
parking area, and available for a minimum of 2 years.

OR

OPTION 3
Provide no new parking.

OR

OPTION 4
For projects that have no minimum local zoning requirements, provide 25% fewer parking spaces than the 
applicable standard listed in the 2003 Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) “Parking Generation” 
study at http://www.ite.org.

CASE 2. Residential Projects

OPTION 1
Size parking capacity to meet but not exceed minimum local zoning requirements 

Provide infrastructure and support programs to facilitate shared vehicle use such as carpool drop-off areas, 
designated parking for vanpools, car-share services, ride boards and shuttle services to mass transit.

1	 For the purposes of this credit “preferred parking” refers to the parking spots that are closest to the main entrance of the project (exclusive of 
spaces designated for handicapped persons) or parking passes provided at a discounted price.

http://www.ite.org
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OR

OPTION 2
Provide no new parking.

CASE 3. Mixed Use (Residential with Commercial/Retail) Projects

OPTION 1
Mixed-use buildings with less than 10% commercial area must be considered residential and adhere to 
the residential requirements in Case 2. For mixed-use buildings with more than 10% commercial area, the 
commercial space must adhere to non-residential requirements in Case 1 and the residential component 
must adhere to residential requirements in Case 2.

OR

OPTION 2
Provide no new parking.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Minimize parking lot/garage size. Consider sharing parking facilities with adjacent buildings. Consider alternatives 
that will limit the use of single occupancy vehicles.
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SS Credit 5.1: Site Development—Protect or Restore Habitat

1 Point

Intent
To conserve existing natural areas and restore damaged areas to provide habitat and promote biodiversity.

Requirements

CASE 1. Greenfield Sites1

Limit all site disturbance to the following parameters:

n	 40 feet beyond the building perimeter;

n	 10 feet beyond surface walkways, patios, surface parking and utilities less than 12 inches in diameter;

n	 15 feet beyond primary roadway curbs and main utility branch trenches;

n	 25 feet beyond constructed areas with permeable surfaces (such as pervious paving areas, stormwater 
detention facilities and playing fields) that require additional staging areas to limit compaction in the 
constructed area. 

CASE 2. Previously Developed2 Areas or Graded Sites
Restore or protect a minimum of 50% of the site (excluding the building footprint) or 20% of the total site 
area (including building footprint), whichever is greater, with native or adapted vegetation3. Projects earning 
SS Credit 2: Development Density and Community Connectivity may include vegetated roof surface in this 
calculation if the plants are native or adapted, provide habitat, and promote biodiversity. 

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Survey greenfield sites to identify site elements and adopt a master plan for developing the project site. Carefully 
site the building to minimize disruption to existing ecosystems and design the building to minimize its footprint. 
Strategies include stacking the building program, tuck-under parking and sharing parking facilities with neighbors. 
Establish clearly-marked construction boundaries to minimize disturbance of the existing site and restore previously 
degraded areas to their natural state. For previously developed sites, use local and regional governmental agencies, 
consultants, educational facilities and native plant societies as resources for the selection of appropriate native 
or adapted plants. Prohibit plants listed as invasive or noxious weed species. Once established, native/adapted 
plants require minimal or no irrigation; do not require active maintenance such as mowing or chemical inputs such 
as fertilizers, pesticides or herbicides; and provide habitat value and promote biodiversity through avoidance of 
monoculture plantings.

 

1	 Greenfield sites are those that are not previously developed or graded and remain in a natural state.
2	 Previously developed areas are those that previously contained buildings, roadways, parking lots or were graded or altered by direct human 

activities.
3	 Native or adapted plants are plants indigenous to a locality or cultivars of native plants that are adapted to the local climate and are not 

considered invasive species or noxious weeds.
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SS Credit 5.2: Site Development—Maximize Open Space

1 Point

Intent
To promote biodiversity by providing a high ratio of open space to development footprint.

Requirements

CASE 1. Sites with Local Zoning Open Space Requirements
Reduce the development footprint1 and/or provide vegetated open space within the project boundary such that 
the amount of open space exceeds local zoning requirements by 25%. 

CASE 2. Sites with No Local Zoning Requirements (e.g. some university campuses, military bases)
Provide a vegetated open space area adjacent to the building that is equal in area to the building footprint. 

CASE 3. Sites with Zoning Ordinances but No Open Space Requirements
Provide vegetated open space equal to 20% of the project site area. 

ALL CASES
For projects in urban areas that earn SS Credit 2: Development Density and Community Connectivity, vegetated 
roof areas can contribute to credit compliance.

For projects in urban areas that earn SS Credit 2: Development Density and Community Connectivity, 
pedestrian-oriented hardscape areas can contribute to credit compliance. For such projects, a minimum of 25% of 
the open space counted must be vegetated.

Wetlands or naturally designed ponds may count as open space and the side slope gradients average 1:4 (vertical: 
horizontal) or less and are vegetated.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Perform a site survey to identify site elements and adopt a master plan for developing the project site. Select a 
suitable building location and design the building footprint to minimize site disruption. Strategies include stacking 
the building program, tuck-under parking and sharing parking facilities with neighbors to maximize the amount of 
open space on the site. 
 

1	 Development footprint is defined as the total area of the building footprint, hardscape, access roads and parking.
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SS Credit 6.1: Stormwater Design—Quantity Control

1 Point

Intent
To limit disruption of natural hydrology by reducing impervious cover, increasing on-site infiltration, reducing or 
eliminating pollution from stormwater runoff and eliminating contaminants.

Requirements

CASE 1. Sites with Existing Imperviousness 50% or Less

OPTION 1
Implement a stormwater management plan that prevents the postdevelopment peak discharge rate and 
quantity from exceeding the predevelopment peak discharge rate and quantity for the 1- and 2-year 24-hour 
design storms. 

OR

OPTION 2
Implement a stormwater management plan that protects receiving stream channels from excessive erosion. 
The stormwater management plan must include stream channel protection and quantity control strategies. 

CASE 2. Sites with Existing Imperviousness Greater Than 50% 
Implement a stormwater management plan that results in a 25% decrease in the volume of stormwater runoff 
from the 2-year 24-hour design storm.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Design the project site to maintain natural stormwater flows by promoting infiltration. Specify vegetated roofs, 
pervious paving and other measures to minimize impervious surfaces. Reuse stormwater for non-potable uses such 
as landscape irrigation, toilet and urinal flushing, and custodial uses.
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SS Credit 6.2: Stormwater Design—Quality Control

1 Point

Intent
To limit disruption and pollution of natural water flows by managing stormwater runoff.

Requirements
Implement a stormwater management plan that reduces impervious cover, promotes infiltration and captures and 
treats the stormwater runoff from 90% of the average annual rainfall1 using acceptable best management practices 
(BMPs).

BMPs used to treat runoff must be capable of removing 80% of the average annual postdevelopment total suspended 
solids (TSS) load based on existing monitoring reports. BMPs are considered to meet these criteria if:

n	 They are designed in accordance with standards and specifications from a state or local program that has 
adopted these performance standards, 

OR 
n	 There exists infield performance monitoring data demonstrating compliance with the criteria. Data  must  

conform to accepted protocol (e.g., Technology Acceptance Reciprocity Partnership [TARP], Washington 
State Department of Ecology) for BMP monitoring.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Use alternative surfaces (e.g., vegetated roofs, pervious pavement, grid pavers) and nonstructural techniques (e.g., 
rain gardens, vegetated swales, disconnection of imperviousness, rainwater recycling) to reduce imperviousness and 
promote infiltration and thereby reduce pollutant loadings. 

Use sustainable design strategies (e.g., low-impact development, environmentally sensitive design) to create 
integrated natural and mechanical treatment systems such as constructed wetlands, vegetated filters and open 
channels to treat stormwater runoff.

 

 

1	 There are 3 distinct climates in the United States that influence the nature and amount of annual rainfall. Humid watersheds are defined as 
those that receive at least 40 inches of rainfall each year. Semiarid watersheds receive between 20 and 40 inches of rainfall per year, and arid 
watersheds receive less than 20 inches of rainfall per year. For this credit, 90% of the average annual rainfall is equivalent to treating the runoff 
from the following (based on climate):

	 • Humid Watersheds — 1 inch of rainfall
	 • Semiarid Watersheds — 0.75 inches of rainfall
	 • Arid Watersheds — 0.5 inches of rainfall
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SS Credit 7.1: Heat Island Effect—Nonroof

1 Point

Intent
To reduce heat islands1 to minimize impacts on microclimates and human and wildlife habitats.

Requirements

OPTION 1
Use any combination of the following strategies for 50% of the site hardscape (including roads, sidewalks, 
courtyards and parking lots):

n	 Provide shade from the existing tree canopy or within 5 years of landscape installation. Landscaping (trees) 
must be in place at the time of occupancy. 

n	 Provide shade from structures covered by solar panels that produce energy used to offset some 
nonrenewable resource use.

n	 Provide shade from architectural devices or structures that have a solar reflectance index2 (SRI) of at least 29.

n	 Use hardscape materials with an SRI of at least 29.

n	 Use an open-grid pavement system (at least 50% pervious).

OR 

OPTION 2
Place a minimum of 50% of parking spaces under cover3. Any roof used to shade or cover parking must have an 
SRI of at least 29, be a vegetated green roof or be covered by solar panels that produce energy used to offset some 
nonrenewable resource use.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Employ strategies, materials and landscaping techniques that reduce the heat absorption of exterior materials. Use 
shade (calculated on June 21, noon solar time) from native or adapted trees and large shrubs, vegetated trellises or 
other exterior structures supporting vegetation. Consider using new coatings and integral colorants for asphalt to 
achieve light-colored surfaces instead of blacktop. Position photovoltaic cells to shade impervious surfaces.

Consider replacing constructed surfaces (e.g., roof, roads, sidewalks, etc.) with vegetated surfaces such as vegetated 
roofs and open grid paving or specify high-albedo materials, such as concrete, to reduce heat absorption. 

1	 Heat islands are defined as thermal gradient differences between developed and undeveloped areas. 
2	 The solar reflectance index (SRI) is a measure of the constructed surface’s ability to reflect solar heat, as shown by a small temperature rise. It is 

defined so that a standard black surface (reflectance 0.05, emittance 0.90) is 0 and a standard white surface (reflectance 0.80, emittance 0.90) 
is 100. To calculate the SRI for a given material, obtain the reflectance value and emittance value for the material. SRI is calculated according to 
ASTM E 1980. Reflectance is measured according to ASTM E 903, ASTM E 1918, or ASTM C 1549. Emittance is measured according to ASTM E 
408 or ASTM C 1371.

3	 For the purposes of this credit, under cover parking is defined as parking underground, under deck, under roof, or under a building. 
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SS Credit 7.2: Heat Island Effect—Roof

1 Point

Intent
To reduce heat islands1 to minimize impacts on microclimates and human and wildlife habitats.

Requirements

OPTION 1
Use roofing materials with a solar reflectance index2 (SRI) equal to or greater than the values in the table below 
for a minimum of 75% of the roof surface.

Roofing materials having a lower SRI value than those listed below may be used if the weighted rooftop SRI 
average meets the following criteria: 

Area Roof Meeting Minimum SRI
————————————————

Total Roof Area
x

SRI of Installed Roof
——————————

Required SRI
≥ 75%

Roof Type Slope SRI

Low-sloped roof ≤ 2:12 78

Steep-sloped roof > 2:12 29

OR 

OPTION 2
Install a vegetated roof that covers at least 50% of the roof area.

OR

OPTION 3
Install high-albedo and vegetated roof surfaces that, in combination, meet the following criteria:

Area Roof Meeting Minimum SRI
————————————————

0.75
+

Area of Vegetated Roof
——————————

0.5
≥ Total Roof Area

Roof Type Slope SRI

Low-sloped roof ≤ 2:12 78

Steep-sloped roof > 2:12 29

1	 Heat islands are defined as thermal gradient differences between developed and undeveloped areas.
2	 The solar reflectance index (SRI) is a measure of the constructed surface’s ability to reflect solar heat, as shown by a small temperature rise. It is 

defined so that a standard black surface (reflectance 0.05, emittance 0.90) is 0 and a standard white surface (reflectance 0.80, emittance 0.90) 
is 100. To calculate the SRI for a given material, obtain the reflectance value and emittance value for the material. SRI is calculated according to 
ASTM E 1980. Reflectance is measured according to ASTM E 903, ASTM E 1918 or ASTM C 1549. Emittance is measured according to ASTM E 
408 or ASTM C 1371. 
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Potential Technologies & Strategies
Consider installing high-albedo and vegetated roofs to reduce heat absorption. Default values will be available in the 
LEED Reference Guide for Green Building Design and Construction, 2009 Edition. Product information is available 
from the Cool Roof Rating Council Web site at http://www.coolroofs.org/ and the ENERGY STAR® Web site at http://
www.energystar.gov/.

http://www.coolroofs.org/
http://www.energystar.gov/
http://www.energystar.gov/
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SS Credit 8: Light Pollution Reduction

1 Point

Intent
To minimize light trespass from the building and site, reduce sky-glow to increase night sky access, improve 
nighttime visibility through glare reduction and reduce development impact from lighting on nocturnal 
environments.

Requirements
Project teams must comply with 1 of the 2 options for interior lighting AND the requirement for exterior lighting.

For Interior Lighting

OPTION 1
Reduce the input power (by automatic device) of all nonemergency interior luminaires with a direct line of 
sight to any openings in the envelope (translucent or transparent) by at least 50% between  11 p.m. and 5 a.m. 
After-hours override may be provided by a manual or occupant-sensing device provided the override lasts no 
more than 30 minutes.

OR

OPTION 2
All openings in the envelope (translucent or transparent) with a direct line of sight to any nonemergency 
luminaires must have shielding (controlled/closed by automatic device for a resultant transmittance of less 
than 10% between 11 p.m. and 5 a.m.).

For Exterior Lighting
Light areas only as required for safety and comfort. Exterior lighting power densities shall not exceed those 
specified in ANSI/ASHRAE/IESNA Standard 90.1-2007 with Addenda 1 for the documented lighting zone. 
Justification shall be provided for the selected lighting zone. Lighting controls for all exterior lighting shall 
comply with section 9.4.1.3 of ANSI/ASHRAE/IESNA Standard 90.1- 2007, without amendments1.

Classify the project under 1 of the following zones, as defined in IESNA RP-33, and follow all the requirements for 
that zone:

LZ1: Dark (developed areas within national parks, state parks, forest land and rural areas)
Design exterior lighting so that all site and building-mounted luminaires produce a maximum initial 
illuminance value no greater than 0.01 horizontal and vertical footcandles at the site boundary and beyond. 
Document that 0% of the total initial designed fixture lumens (sum total of all fixtures on site) are emitted at 
an angle of 90 degrees or higher from nadir (straight down).

1	 The requirement to use ASHRAE Addenda I is unique to this credit and does not obligate Project teams to use ASHRAE approved addenda for 
other credits.
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LZ2: Low (primarily residential zones, neighborhood business districts, light industrial areas with 
limited nighttime use and residential mixed-use areas) 
Design exterior lighting so that all site and building-mounted luminaires produce a maximum initial 
illuminance value no greater than 0.10 horizontal and vertical footcandles at the site boundary and no greater 
than 0.01 horizontal footcandles 10 feet beyond the site boundary. Document that no more than 2% of the 
total initial designed fixture lumens (sum total of all fixtures on site) are emitted at an angle of 90 degrees or 
higher from nadir (straight down). 

LZ3: Medium (all other areas not included in LZ1, LZ2 or LZ4, such as commercial/ industrial, and 
high-density residential)
Design exterior lighting so that all site and building-mounted luminaires produce a maximum initial 
illuminance value no greater than 0.20 horizontal and vertical footcandles at the site boundary and no greater 
than 0.01 horizontal footcandles 15 feet beyond the site. Document that no more than 5% of the total initial 
designed fixture lumens (sum total of all fixtures on site) are emitted at an angle of 90 degrees or higher from 
nadir (straight down). 

LZ4: High2 (high-activity commercial districts in major metropolitan areas)
Design exterior lighting so that all site and building-mounted luminaires produce a maximum initial 
illuminance value no greater than 0.60 horizontal and vertical footcandles at the site boundary and no greater 
than 0.01 horizontal footcandles 15 feet beyond the site. Document that no more than 10% of the total initial 
designed fixture lumens (sum total of all fixtures on site) are emitted at an angle of 90 degrees or higher from 
nadir (straight down). 

LZ2, LZ3 and LZ4 - For site boundaries that abut public rights-of-way, light trespass requirements may be 
met relative to the curb line instead of the site boundary.

For All Zones
Illuminance generated from a single luminaire placed at the intersection of a private vehicular driveway and 
public roadway accessing the site is allowed to use the centerline of the public roadway as the site boundary for a 
length of 2 times the driveway width centered at the centerline of the driveway.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Adopt site lighting criteria to maintain safe light levels while avoiding off-site lighting and night sky pollution. 
Minimize site lighting where possible, and use computer software to model the site lighting. Technologies to reduce 
light pollution include full cutoff luminaires, low-reflectance surfaces and low-angle spotlights.

2	 To be LZ4, the area must be so designated by an organization with local jurisdiction, such as the local zoning authority.



LEED 2009 for New Construction and Major Renovations

21

WE Prerequisite 1: Water Use Reduction 

Required

Intent
To increase water efficiency within buildings to reduce the burden on municipal water supply and wastewater 
systems.

Requirements
Employ strategies that in aggregate use 20% less water than the water use baseline calculated for the building (not 
including irrigation). 

Calculate the baseline according to the commercial and/or residential baselines outlined below.1 Calculations are based 
on estimated occupant usage and must include only the following fixtures and fixture fittings (as applicable to the 
project scope): water closets, urinals, lavatory faucets, showers, kitchen sink faucets and prerinse spray valves.

Commercial Fixtures, Fittings, and Appliances Current Baseline

Commercial toilets
1.6 gallons per flush (gpf)*
Except blow-out fixtures: 3.5 (gpf)

Commercial urinals 1.0 (gpf)

Commercial lavatory (restroom) faucets

2.2 gallons per minute (gpm) at 60 pounds per square inch (psi), private applications only (hotel 
or motel guest rooms, hospital patient rooms)
0.5 (gpm) at 60 (psi)** all others except private applications
0.25 gallons per cycle for metering faucets

Commercial prerinse spray valves 
(for food service applications)

Flow rate ≤ 1.6 (gpm) 
(no pressure specified; no performance requirement)

Residential Fixtures, Fittings, and Appliances Current Baseline

Residential toilets 1.6 (gpf)***

Residential lavatory (bathroom) faucets
2.2 (gpm) at 60 psi

Residential kitchen faucet

Residential showerheads 2.5 (gpm) at 80 (psi) per shower stall**** 

*	 EPAct 1992 standard for toilets applies to both commercial and residential models.
**	I n addition to EPAct requirements, the American Society of Mechanical Engineers standard for public lavatory faucets is 0.5 gpm at 60 psi (ASME A112.18.1-2005). 

This maximum has been incorporated into the national Uniform Plumbing Code and the International Plumbing Code.
***	 EPAct 1992 standard for toilets applies to both commercial and residential models.
****	Residential shower compartment (stall) in dwelling units: The total allowable flow rate from all flowing showerheads at any given time, including rain systems, waterfalls, 

bodysprays, bodyspas and jets, must be limited to the allowable showerhead flow rate as specified above (2.5 gpm) per shower compartment, where the floor area of 
the shower compartment is less than 2,500 square inches. For each increment of 2,500 square inches of floor area thereafter or part thereof, an additional showerhead 
with total allowable flow rate from all flowing devices equal to or less than the allowable flow rate as specified above must be allowed. Exception: Showers that emit 
recirculated nonpotable water originating from within the shower compartment while operating are allowed to exceed the maximum as long as the total potable water flow 
does not exceed the flow rate as specified above.  

1	 Tables adapted from information developed and summarized by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Office of Water based on 
requirements of the Energy Policy Act (EPAct) of 1992 and subsequent rulings by the Department of Energy, requirements of the EPAct of 2005, 
and the plumbing code requirements as stated in the 2006 editions of the Uniform Plumbing Code or International Plumbing Code pertaining 
to fixture performance.
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The following fixtures, fittings and appliances are outside the scope of the water use reduction calculation:

n	 Commercial Steam Cookers

n	 Commercial Dishwashers

n	 Automatic Commercial Ice Makers

n	 Commercial (family sized) Clothes Washers 

n	 Residential Clothes Washers

n	 Standard and Compact Residential Dishwashers

Potential Technologies & Strategies
WaterSense-certified fixtures and fixture fittings should be used where available. Use high-efficiency fixtures 
(e.g., water closets and urinals) and dry fixtures, such as toilets attached to composting systems, to reduce potable 
water demand. Consider using alternative on-site sources of water (e.g., rainwater, stormwater, and air conditioner 
condensate) and graywater for nonpotable applications such as custodial uses and toilet and urinal flushing. The 
quality of any alternative source of water used must be taken into consideration based on its application or use.
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WE Credit 1: Water Efficient Landscaping 

2–4 Points

Intent
To limit or eliminate the use of potable water or other natural surface or subsurface water resources available on or 
near the project site for landscape irrigation.

Requirements

OPTION 1. Reduce by 50% (2 points)
Reduce potable water consumption for irrigation by 50% from a calculated midsummer baseline case.

Reductions must be attributed to any combination of the following items:

n	 Plant species, density and microclimate factor

n	 Irrigation efficiency

n	 Use of captured rainwater

n	 Use of recycled wastewater

n	 Use of water treated and conveyed by a public agency specifically for nonpotable uses

Groundwater seepage that is pumped away from the immediate vicinity of building slabs and foundations may be 
used for landscape irrigation to meet the intent of this credit. However, the project team must demonstrate that 
doing so does not affect site stormwater management systems.

OR

OPTION 2. No Potable Water Use or Irrigation1 (4 points)
Meet the requirements for Option 1.

AND

PATH 1
Use only captured rainwater, recycled wastewater, recycled graywater or water treated and conveyed by a 
public agency specifically for nonpotable uses for irrigation.

OR 

PATH 2
Install landscaping that does not require permanent irrigation systems. Temporary irrigation systems used 
for plant establishment are allowed only if removed within a period not to exceed 18 months of installation.

1	 If the percent reduction of potable water is 100% AND the percent reduction of total water is equal to or greater than 50%, both Option 1 and 
Option 2 are earned.
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Potential Technologies & Strategies
Perform a soil/climate analysis to determine appropriate plant material and design the landscape with native or 
adapted plants to reduce or eliminate irrigation requirements. Where irrigation is required, use high-efficiency 
equipment and/or climate-based controllers.
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WE Credit 2: Innovative Wastewater Technologies

2 Points

Intent
To reduce wastewater generation and potable water demand while increasing the local aquifer recharge.

Requirements

OPTION 1
Reduce potable water use for building sewage conveyance by 50% through the use of water-conserving fixtures 
(e.g., water closets, urinals) or nonpotable water (e.g., captured rainwater, recycled graywater, on-site or 
municipally treated wastewater).

OR

OPTION 2
Treat 50% of wastewater on-site to tertiary standards. Treated water must be infiltrated or used on-site.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Specify high-efficiency fixtures and dry fixtures (e.g., composting toilet systems, nonwater-using urinals) to reduce 
wastewater volumes. Consider reusing stormwater or graywater for sewage conveyance or on-site mechanical and/
or natural wastewater treatment systems. Options for on-site wastewater treatment include packaged biological 
nutrient removal systems, constructed wetlands and high-efficiency filtration systems.
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WE Credit 3: Water Use Reduction 

2–4 Points

Intent
To further increase water efficiency within buildings to reduce the burden on municipal water supply and wastewater 
systems.

Requirements
Employ strategies that in aggregate use less water than the water use baseline calculated for the building (not 
including irrigation). The minimum water savings percentage for each point threshold is as follows:

Percentage Reduction Points

30% 2

35% 3

40% 4

Calculate the baseline according to the commercial and/or residential baselines outlined below.1 Calculations are 
based on estimated occupant usage and must include only the following fixtures and fixture fittings  (as applicable to 
the project scope): water closets, urinals, lavatory faucets, showers, kitchen sink faucets and pre-rinse spray valves.

Commercial Fixtures, Fittings, and Appliances Current Baseline

Commercial toilets
1.6 gallons per flush (gpf)*
Except blow-out fixtures: 3.5 (gpf)

Commercial urinals 1.0 (gpf)

Commercial lavatory (restroom) faucets

2.2 gallons per minute (gpm) at 60 pounds per square inch (psi), private applications only (hotel 
or motel guest rooms, hospital patient rooms)
0.5 (gpm) at 60 (psi)** all others except private applications
0.25 gallons per cycle for metering faucets

Commercial prerinse spray valves 
(for food service applications)

Flow rate ≤ 1.6 (gpm) 
(no pressure specified; no performance requirement)

Residential Fixtures, Fittings, and Appliances Current Baseline

Residential toilets 1.6 (gpf)***

Residential lavatory (bathroom) faucets
2.2 (gpm) at 60 psi

Residential kitchen faucet

Residential showerheads 2.5 (gpm) at 80 (psi) per shower stall**** 

*	 EPAct 1992 standard for toilets applies to both commercial and residential models.
**	I n addition to EPAct requirements, the American Society of Mechanical Engineers standard for public lavatory faucets is 0.5 gpm at 60 psi (ASME A112.18.1-2005). 

This maximum has been incorporated into the national Uniform Plumbing Code and the International Plumbing Code.
***	 EPAct 1992 standard for toilets applies to both commercial and residential models.
****	Residential shower compartment (stall) in dwelling units: The total allowable flow rate from all flowing showerheads at any given time, including rain systems, waterfalls, 

bodysprays, bodyspas and jets, must be limited to the allowable showerhead flow rate as specified above (2.5 gpm) per shower compartment, where the floor area of 
the shower compartment is less than 2,500 square inches. For each increment of 2,500 square inches of floor area thereafter or part thereof, an additional showerhead 
with total allowable flow rate from all flowing devices equal to or less than the allowable flow rate as specified above must be allowed. Exception: Showers that emit 
recirculated nonpotable water originating from within the shower compartment while operating are allowed to exceed the maximum as long as the total potable water flow 
does not exceed the flow rate as specified above.  

1	 Tables adapted from information developed and summarized by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Office of Water based on 
requirements of the Energy Policy Act (EPAct) of 1992 and subsequent rulings by the Department of Energy, requirements of the EPAct of 2005, 
and the plumbing code requirements as stated in the 2006 editions of the Uniform Plumbing Code or International Plumbing Code pertaining 
to fixture performance. 
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The following fixtures, fittings and appliances are outside the scope of the water use reduction calculation:

n	 Commercial Steam Cookers

n	 Commercial Dishwashers

n	 Automatic Commercial Ice Makers

n	 Commercial (family-sized) Clothes Washers 

n	 Residential Clothes Washers

n	 Standard and Compact Residential Dishwashers

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Use WaterSense-certified fixtures and fixture fittings where available. Use high-efficiency fixtures (e.g., water closets 
and urinals) and dry fixtures, such as toilets attached to composting systems, to reduce the potable water demand. 
Consider using alternative on-site sources of water (e.g., rainwater, stormwater, and air conditioner condensate, 
graywater) for nonpotable applications (e.g., toilet and urinal flushing, custodial uses). The quality of any alternative 
source of water being used must be taken into consideration based on its application or use.
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EA Prerequisite 1: Fundamental Commissioning of Building Energy Systems 

Required

Intent
To verify that the project’s energy-related systems are installed, and calibrated to perform according to the owner’s 
project requirements, basis of design and construction documents.

Benefits of commissioning include reduced energy use, lower operating costs, fewer contractor callbacks, better 
building documentation, improved occupant productivity and verification that the systems perform in accordance 
with the owner’s project requirements.

Requirements
The following commissioning process activities must be completed by the project team: 

n	 Designate an individual as the commissioning authority (CxA) to lead, review and oversee the completion of 
the commissioning process activities. 

•	 The CxA must have documented commissioning authority experience in at least 2 building projects.

•	 The individual serving as the CxA must be independent of the project design and construction 
management, though the CxA may be an employee of any firm providing those services. The CxA may be a 
qualified employee or consultant of the owner.

•	 The CxA must report results, findings and recommendations directly to the owner.

•	 For projects smaller than 50,000 gross square feet, the CxA may be a qualified person on the design or 
construction team who has the required experience.

n	 The owner must document the owner’s project requirements. The design team must develop the basis of 
design. The CxA must review these documents for clarity and completeness. The owner and design team must 
be responsible for updates to their respective documents.

n	 Develop and incorporate commissioning requirements into the construction documents.

n	 Develop and implement a commissioning plan.

n	 Verify the installation and performance of the systems to be commissioned.

n	 Complete a summary commissioning report.

Commissioned Systems
Commissioning process activities must be completed for the following energy-related systems, at a minimum:

n	 Heating, ventilating, air conditioning and refrigeration (HVAC&R) systems (mechanical and passive) and 
associated controls

n	 Lighting and daylighting controls

n	 Domestic hot water systems

n	 Renewable energy systems (e.g., wind, solar)
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Potential Technologies & Strategies
Engage a CxA as early as possible in the design process. Determine the owner’s project requirements, develop 
and maintain a commissioning plan for use during design and construction and incorporate commissioning 
requirements in bid documents. Assemble the commissioning team, and prior to occupancy verify the performance 
of energy consuming systems. Complete the commissioning reports with recommendations prior to accepting the 
commissioned systems.

Owners are encouraged to seek out qualified individuals to lead the commissioning process. Qualified individuals are 
identified as those who possess a high level of experience in the following areas: 

n	 Energy systems design, installation and operation

n	 Commissioning planning and process management

n	 Hands-on field experience with energy systems performance, interaction, start-up, balancing, testing, 
troubleshooting, operation and maintenance procedures

n	 Energy systems automation control knowledge

Owners are encouraged to consider including water-using systems, building envelope systems, and other systems in 
the scope of the commissioning plan as appropriate. The building envelope is an important component of a facility 
that impacts energy consumption, occupant comfort and indoor air quality. While this prerequisite does not require 
building envelope commissioning, an owner can achieve significant financial savings and reduce risk of poor indoor 
air quality by including it in the commissioning process.

The LEED Reference Guide for Green Building Design and Construction, 2009 Edition provides guidance on the 
rigor expected for this prerequisite for the following:

n	 Owner’s project requirements

n	 Basis of design

n	 Commissioning plan

n	 Commissioning specification

n	 Performance verification documentation

n	 Commissioning report
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EA Prerequisite 2: Minimum Energy Performance

Required

Intent
To establish the minimum level of energy efficiency for the proposed building and systems to reduce environmental 
and economic impacts associated with excessive energy use.

Requirements

OPTION 1. Whole Building Energy Simulation 
Demonstrate a 10% improvement in the proposed building performance rating for new buildings, or a 5% 
improvement in the proposed building performance rating for major renovations to existing buildings, compared 
with the baseline building performance rating. 

Calculate the baseline building performance rating according to the building performance rating method in 
Appendix G of ANSI/ASHRAE/IESNA Standard 90.1-2007 (with errata but without addenda1) using a computer 
simulation model for the whole building project.

Appendix G of Standard 90.1-2007 requires that the energy analysis done for the building performance rating 
method include all energy costs associated with the building project. To achieve points using this credit, the 
proposed design must meet the following criteria:

n	 Comply with the mandatory provisions (Sections 5.4, 6.4, 7.4, 8.4, 9.4 and 10.4) in Standard 90.1-2007 (with 
errata but without addenda1).

n	 Include all energy costs associated with the building project.

n	 Compare against a baseline building that complies with Appendix G of Standard 90.1-2007 (with errata 
but without addenda1). The default process energy cost is 25% of the total energy cost for the baseline 
building. If the building’s process energy cost is less than 25% of the baseline building energy cost, the LEED 
submittal must include documentation substantiating that process energy inputs are appropriate.

For the purpose of this analysis, process energy is considered to include, but is not limited to, office and general 
miscellaneous equipment, computers, elevators and escalators, kitchen cooking and refrigeration, laundry 
washing and drying, lighting exempt from the lighting power allowance (e.g., lighting integral to medical 
equipment) and other (e.g., waterfall pumps). 

Regulated (non-process) energy includes lighting (for the interior, parking garage, surface parking, façade, 
or building grounds, etc. except as noted above), heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) (for space 
heating, space cooling, fans, pumps, toilet exhaust, parking garage ventilation, kitchen hood exhaust, etc.), and 
service water heating for domestic or space heating purposes. 

Process loads must be identical for both the baseline building performance rating and the proposed building 
performance rating. However, project teams may follow the exceptional calculation method (ANSI/ASHRAE/
IESNA Standard 90.1-2007 G2.5) to document measures that reduce process loads. Documentation of process 

1	 Project teams wishing to use ASHRAE approved addenda for the purposes of this credit may do so at their discretion. Addenda must be applied 
consistently across all LEED credits.
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load energy savings must include a list of the assumptions made for both the base and the proposed design, and 
theoretical or empirical information supporting these assumptions. 

Projects in California may use Title 24-2005, Part 6 in place of ANSI/ASHRAE/IESNA Standard 90.1-2007 for 
Option 1.

OR

OPTION 2. Prescriptive Compliance Path: ASHRAE Advanced Energy Design Guide
Comply with the prescriptive measures of the ASHRAE Advanced Energy Design Guide appropriate to the project 
scope, outlined below. Project teams must comply with all applicable criteria as established in the Advanced 
Energy Design Guide for the climate zone in which the building is located.

PATH 1. ASHRAE Advanced Energy Design Guide for Small Office Buildings 2004 
The building must meet the following requirements:

n	 Less than 20,000 square feet.

n	 Office occupancy.

PATH 2. ASHRAE Advanced Energy Design Guide for Small Retail Buildings 2006
The building must meet the following requirements:

n	 Less than 20,000 square feet.

n	 Retail occupancy.

PATH 3. ASHRAE Advanced Energy Design Guide for Small Warehouses and Self Storage 
Buildings 2008

The building must meet the following requirements:

n	 Less than 50,000 square feet.

n	 Warehouse or self-storage occupancy.

OR

OPTION 3. Prescriptive Compliance Path: Advanced Buildings™ Core Performance™ Guide 
Comply with the prescriptive measures identified in the Advanced Buildings™ Core Performance™ Guide 
developed by the New Buildings Institute. The building must meet the following requirements:

n	 Less than 100,000 square feet.

n	 Comply with Section 1: Design Process Strategies, and Section 2: Core Performance Requirements.

n	 Office, school, public assembly, and retail projects less than 100,000 square feet must comply with 
Section 1 and Section 2 of the Core Performance Guide.

n	 Other project types less than 100,000 square feet implement the basic requirements of the Core 
Performance Guide.

n	 Health care, warehouse and laboratory projects are ineligible for this path.
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Potential Technologies & Strategies
Design the building envelope and systems to meet baseline requirements. Use a computer simulation model to 
assess the energy performance and identify the most cost-effective energy efficiency measures. Quantify energy 
performance compared with a baseline building.

If local code has demonstrated quantitative and textual equivalence following, at a minimum, the U.S. Department 
of Energy (DOE) standard process for commercial energy code determination, then the results of that analysis 
may be used to correlate local code performance with ANSI/ASHRAE/IESNA Standard 90.1-2007. Details on the 
DOE process for commercial energy code determination can be found at http://www.energycodes.gov/implement/
determinations_com.stm.

 

http://www.energycodes.gov/implement/determinations_com.stm
http://www.energycodes.gov/implement/determinations_com.stm
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EA Prerequisite 3: Fundamental Refrigerant Management 

Required

Intent
To reduce stratospheric ozone depletion.

Requirements
Zero use of chlorofluorocarbon (CFC)-based refrigerants in new base building heating, ventilating, air conditioning 
and refrigeration (HVAC&R) systems. When reusing existing base building HVAC equipment, complete a 
comprehensive CFC phase-out conversion prior to project completion. Phase-out plans extending beyond the 
project completion date will be considered on their merits.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
When reusing existing HVAC systems, conduct an inventory to identify equipment that uses CFC-based refrigerants 
and provide a replacement schedule for these refrigerants. For new buildings, specify new HVAC equipment in the 
base building that uses no CFC-based refrigerants.
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EA Credit 1: Optimize Energy Performance 

1–19 Points 

Intent
To achieve increasing levels of energy performance beyond the prerequisite standard to reduce environmental and 
economic impacts associated with excessive energy use.

Requirements
Select 1 of the 3 compliance path options described below. Project teams documenting achievement using any of the 3 
options are assumed to be in compliance with EA Prerequisite 2: Minimum Energy Performance. 

OPTION 1. Whole Building Energy Simulation (1–19 points)
Demonstrate a percentage improvement in the proposed building performance rating compared with the 
baseline building performance rating. Calculate the baseline building performance according to Appendix G 
of ANSI/ASHRAE/IESNA Standard 90.1-2007 (with errata but without addenda1) using a computer simulation 
model for the whole building project. The minimum energy cost savings percentage for each point threshold is as 
follows:

New Buildings Existing Building Renovations Points

12% 8% 1

14% 10% 2

16% 12% 3

18% 14% 4

20% 16% 5

22% 18% 6

24% 20% 7

26% 22% 8

28% 24% 9

30% 26% 10

32% 28% 11

34% 30% 12

36% 32% 13

38% 34% 14

40% 36% 15

42% 38% 16

44% 40% 17

46% 42% 18

48% 44% 19

1	 Project teams wishing to use ASHRAE approved addenda for the purposes of this credit may do so at their discretion. Addenda must be applied 
consistently across all LEED credits.
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Appendix G of Standard 90.1-2007 requires that the energy analysis done for the building performance rating 
method include all the energy costs associated with the building project. To achieve points under this credit, the 
proposed design must meet the following criteria:

n	 Compliance with the mandatory provisions (Sections 5.4, 6.4, 7.4, 8.4, 9.4 and 10.4) in Standard 90.1-2007 (with 
errata but without addenda).

n		 Inclusion of all the energy costs within and associated with the building project.

n	 Comparison against a baseline building that complies with Appendix G of Standard 90.1-2007 (with errata but 
without addenda). The default process energy cost is 25% of the total energy cost for the baseline building. If 
the building’s process energy cost is less than 25% of the baseline building energy cost, the LEED submittal 
must include documentation substantiating that process energy inputs are appropriate.

For the purpose of this analysis, process energy is considered to include, but is not limited to, office and general 
miscellaneous equipment, computers, elevators and escalators, kitchen cooking and refrigeration, laundry 
washing and drying, lighting exempt from the lighting power allowance (e.g., lighting integral to medical 
equipment) and other (e.g., waterfall pumps). 

Regulated (non-process) energy includes lighting (e.g., for the interior, parking garage, surface parking, façade, or 
building grounds, etc. except as noted above), heating, ventilating, and air conditioning (HVAC) (e.g., for space 
heating, space cooling, fans, pumps, toilet exhaust, parking garage ventilation, kitchen hood exhaust, etc.), and 
service water heating for domestic or space heating purposes.          

For this credit, process loads must be identical for both the baseline building performance rating and the 
proposed building performance rating. However, project teams may follow the exceptional calculation 
method (ANSI/ASHRAE/IESNA Standard 90.1-2007 G2.5) to document measures that reduce process loads. 
Documentation of process load energy savings must include a list of the assumptions made for both the base and 
proposed design, and theoretical or empirical information supporting these assumptions. 

Projects in California may use Title 24-2005, Part 6 in place of ANSI/ASHRAE/IESNA Standard 90.1-2007 for Option 1.

OR

OPTION 2. Prescriptive Compliance Path: ASHRAE Advanced Energy Design Guide (1 point)
Comply with the prescriptive measures of the ASHRAE Advanced Energy Design Guide appropriate to the project 
scope, outlined below. Project teams must comply with all applicable criteria  as established in the Advanced 
Energy Design Guide for the climate zone in which the building is located.

PATH 1. ASHRAE Advanced Energy Design Guide for Small Office Buildings 2004
The building must meet the following requirements:

n	 Less than 20,000 square feet.

n	 Office occupancy.

PATH 2. ASHRAE Advanced Energy Design Guide for Small Retail Buildings 2006 
The building must meet the following requirements:

n	 Less than 20,000 square feet.

n	 Retail occupancy.
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PATH 3. ASHRAE Advanced Energy Design Guide for Small Warehouses and Self Storage Buildings 
2008

The building must meet the following requirements:

n	 Less than 50,000 square feet.

n	 Warehouse or self-storage occupancy.

OR

OPTION 3. Prescriptive Compliance Path: Advanced Buildings™ Core Performance™ Guide 
(1–3 points)

Comply with the prescriptive measures identified in the Advanced Buildings™ Core Performance™ Guide 
developed by the New Buildings Institute. The building must meet the following requirements:

n	 Less than 100,000 square feet.

n	 Comply with Section 1: Design Process Strategies, and Section 2: Core Performance Requirements. 

n	 Health care, warehouse or laboratory projects are ineligible for this path.

Points achieved under Option 3 (1 point):

n	 1 point is available for all projects (office, school, public assembly, and retail projects) less than 100,000 
square feet that comply with Sections 1 and 2 of the Core Performance Guide.

n	 Up to 2 additional points are available to projects that implement performance strategies listed in Section 3, 
Enhanced Performance. For every 3 strategies implemented from this section, 1 point is available.

n	 The following strategies are addressed by other aspects of LEED and are not eligible for additional points 
under EA Credit 1:

•	 3.1 — Cool Roofs

•	 3.8 — Night Venting

•	 3.13 — Additional Commissioning

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Design the building envelope and systems to maximize energy performance. Use a computer simulation model to 
assess the energy performance and identify the most cost-effective energy efficiency measures. Quantify energy 
performance compared with a baseline building.

If local code has demonstrated quantitative and textual equivalence following, at a minimum, the U.S. Department of 
Energy (DOE) standard process for commercial energy code determination, the results of that analysis may be used 
to correlate local code performance with ANSI/ASHRAE/IESNA Standard 90.1-2007. Details on the DOE process for 
commercial energy code determination can be found at http://www.energycodes.gov/implement/determinations_
com.stm.

http://www.energycodes.gov/implement/determinations_com.stm
http://www.energycodes.gov/implement/determinations_com.stm


LEED 2009 for New Construction and Major Renovations

38

EA Credit 2: On-site Renewable Energy 

1–7 Points

Intent
To encourage and recognize increasing levels of on-site renewable energy self-supply to reduce environmental and 
economic impacts associated with fossil fuel energy use.

Requirements
Use on-site renewable energy systems to offset building energy costs. Calculate project performance by expressing 
the energy produced by the renewable systems as a percentage of the building’s annual energy cost and use the table 
below to determine the number of points achieved.

Use the building annual energy cost calculated in EA Credit 1: Optimize Energy Performance or the U.S. Department 
of Energy’s Commercial Buildings Energy Consumption Survey database to determine the estimated electricity use.

The minimum renewable energy percentage for each point threshold is as follows:

Percentage Renewable Energy Points

1% 1

3% 2

5% 3

7% 4

9% 5

11% 6

13% 7

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Assess the project for nonpolluting and renewable energy potential including solar, wind, geothermal, low-impact 
hydro, biomass and bio-gas strategies. When applying these strategies, take advantage of net metering with the local 
utility.
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EA Credit 3: Enhanced Commissioning 

2 Points

Intent
To begin the commissioning process early in the design process and execute additional activities after systems 
performance verification is completed. 

Requirements
Implement, or have a contract in place to implement, the following additional commissioning process activities in 
addition to the requirements of EA Prerequisite 1: Fundamental Commissioning of Building Energy Systems and in 
accordance with the LEED Reference Guide for Green Building Design and Construction, 2009 Edition: 

n	 Prior to the start of the construction documents phase, designate an independent commissioning authority 
(CxA) to lead, review and oversee the completion of all commissioning process activities. 

•	 The CxA must have documented commissioning authority experience in at least 2 building projects.

•	 The individual serving as the CxA: 

–	 Must be independent of the work of design and construction.

–	 Must not be an employee of the design firm, though he or she may be contracted through them. 

–	 Must not be an employee of, or contracted through, a contractor or construction manager holding 
construction contracts.

–	 May be a qualified employee or consultant of the owner.

•	 The CxA must report results, findings and recommendations directly to the owner.

n	 The CxA must conduct, at a minimum, 1 commissioning design review of the owner’s project requirements 
basis of design, and design documents prior to the mid-construction documents phase and back-check the 
review comments in the subsequent design submission.

n	 The CxA must review contractor submittals applicable to systems being commissioned for compliance with 
the owner’s project requirements and basis of design. This review must be concurrent with the review of the 
architect or engineer of record and submitted to the design team and the owner.

n	 The CxA or other project team members must develop a systems manual that gives future operating staff the 
information needed to understand and optimally operate the commissioned systems.

n	 The CxA or other project team members must verify that the requirements for training operating personnel 
and building occupants have been completed. 

n	 The CxA must be involved in reviewing the operation of the building with operations and maintenance 
(O&M) staff and occupants within 10 months after substantial completion. A plan for resolving outstanding 
commissioning-related issues must be included.  
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Potential Technologies & Strategies
Although it is preferable that the CxA be contracted by the owner, for the enhanced commissioning credit the CxA 
may also be contracted through the design firms or construction management firms not holding construction 
contracts.

The LEED Reference Guide for Green Building Design and Construction, 2009 Edition provides detailed guidance 
on the rigor expected for the following process activities:

n	 Commissioning design review

n	 Commissioning submittal review

n	 Systems manual.
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EA Credit 4: Enhanced Refrigerant Management 

2 Points

Intent
To reduce ozone depletion and support early compliance with the Montreal Protocol while minimizing direct 
contributions to climate change.

Requirements

OPTION 1
Do not use refrigerants.

OR

OPTION 2
Select refrigerants and heating, ventilation, air conditioning and refrigeration (HVAC&R) equipment that 
minimize or eliminate the emission of compounds that contribute to ozone depletion and climate change. The 
base building HVAC&R equipment must comply with the following formula, which sets a maximum threshold for 
the combined contributions to ozone depletion and global warming potential:

LCGWP + LCODP x 105 ≤ 100

Calculation definitions for LCGWP + LCODP x 105 ≤ 100

LCODP = [ODPr x (Lr x Life +Mr) x Rc]/Life

LCGWP = [GWPr x (Lr x Life +Mr) x Rc]/Life

LCODP: Lifecycle Ozone Depletion Potential (lb CFC 11/Ton-Year)

LCGWP: Lifecycle Direct Global Warming Potential (lb CO2/Ton-Year)

GWPr: Global Warming Potential of Refrigerant (0 to 12,000 lb CO2/lbr)

ODPr: Ozone Depletion Potential of Refrigerant (0 to 0.2 lb CFC 11/lbr)

Lr: Refrigerant Leakage Rate (0.5% to 2.0%; default of 2% unless otherwise demonstrated)

Mr: End-of-life Refrigerant Loss (2% to 10%; default of 10% unless otherwise demonstrated)

Rc: Refrigerant Charge (0.5 to 5.0 lbs of refrigerant per ton of gross ARI rated cooling capacity) 

Life: Equipment Life (10 years; default based on equipment type, unless otherwise demonstrated)

For multiple types of equipment, a weighted average of all base building HVAC&R equipment must be calculated 
using the following formula:

∑ (  LCGWP + LCODP x 105 ) x Qunit

——————————————————————————————
Qtotal ≤ 100
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Calculation definitions for [ ∑ (LCGWP + LCODP x 105) x Qunit ] / Qtotal ≤ 100

Qunit = Gross ARI rated cooling capacity of an individual HVAC or refrigeration unit (Tons)

Qtotal = Total gross ARI rated cooling capacity of all HVAC or refrigeration

Small HVAC units (defined as containing less than 0.5 pounds of refrigerant) and other equipment, such as 
standard refrigerators, small water coolers and any other cooling equipment that contains less than 0.5 pounds 
of refrigerant, are not considered part of the base building system and are not subject to the requirements of this 
credit.

Do not operate or install fire suppression systems that contain ozone-depleting substances such as CFCs, 
hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs) or halons. 

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Design and operate the facility without mechanical cooling and refrigeration equipment. Where mechanical cooling 
is used, utilize base building HVAC&R systems for the refrigeration cycle that minimize direct impact on ozone 
depletion and global climate change. Select HVAC&R equipment with reduced refrigerant charge and increased 
equipment life. Maintain equipment to prevent leakage of refrigerant to the atmosphere. Use fire suppression 
systems that do not contain HCFCs or halons.
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EA Credit 5: Measurement and Verification

3 Points

Intent
To provide for the ongoing accountability of building energy consumption over time.

Requirements

OPTION 1
Develop and implement a measurement and verification (M&V) plan consistent with Option D: Calibrated 
Simulation (Savings Estimation Method 2) as specified in the International Performance Measurement & 
Verification Protocol (IPMVP) Volume III: Concepts and Options for Determining Energy Savings in New 
Construction, April 2003.

The M&V period must cover at least 1 year of post-construction occupancy.

Provide a process for corrective action if the results of the M&V plan indicate that energy savings are not being 
achieved.

OR

OPTION 2
Develop and implement a measurement and verification (M&V) plan consistent with Option B: Energy 
Conservation Measure Isolation, as specified in the International Performance Measurement & Verification 
Protocol (IPMVP) Volume III: Concepts and Options for Determining Energy Savings in New Construction, April 
2003. 

The M&V period must cover at least 1 year of post-construction occupancy.

Provide a process for corrective action  if the results of the M&V plan indicate that energy savings are not being 
achieved.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Develop an M&V plan to evaluate building and/or energy system performance. Characterize the building and/or 
energy systems through energy simulation or engineering analysis. Install the necessary metering equipment to 
measure energy use. Track performance by comparing predicted performance to actual performance, broken down 
by component or system as appropriate. Evaluate energy efficiency by comparing actual performance to baseline 
performance. 

While the IPMVP describes specific actions for verifying savings associated with energy conservation measures 
(ECMs) and strategies, this LEED credit expands upon typical IPMVP M&V objectives. Measurement & verification 
activities should not necessarily be confined to energy systems where ECMs or energy conservation strategies have 
been implemented. The IPMVP provides guidance on M&V strategies and their appropriate applications for various 
situations. These strategies should be used in conjunction with monitoring and trend logging of significant energy 
systems to provide for the ongoing accountability of building energy performance. 
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For the corrective action process, consider installing diagnostics within the control system to alert the staff when 
equipment is not being optimally operated. Conditions that might warrant alarms to alert staff could include:

n	 Leaking valves in the cooling and heating coils within air handling units;

n	 Missed economizer opportunities (e.g., faulty economizer damper controls) ;

n	 Software and manual overrides allowing equipment to operate 24 hours a day/7 days a week;

n	 Equipment operation during unusual circumstances (e.g., boiler on when outside air temperature is above 
65 °F).

Besides control diagnostics, consider employing retro-commissioning services or dedicating staff to investigate 
increases in energy usage (such a staff member is usually a resource conservation manager — see http://www.energy.
state.or.us/rcm/rcmhm.htm for additional information).

 

http://www.energy
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EA Credit 6: Green Power 

2 Points

Intent
To encourage the development and use of grid-source, renewable energy technologies on a net zero pollution basis.

Requirements
Engage in at least a 2-year renewable energy contract to provide at least 35% of the building’s electricity from 
renewable sources, as defined by the Center for Resource Solutions’ Green-e Energy product certification 
requirements.

All purchases of green power shall be based on the quantity of energy consumed, not the cost.

OPTION 1. Determine Baseline Electricity Use
Use the annual electricity consumption from the results of EA Credit 1: Optimize Energy Performance.

OR

OPTION 2. Estimate Baseline Electricity Use
Use the U.S. Department of Energy’s Commercial Buildings Energy Consumption Survey database to determine 
the estimated electricity use.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Determine the energy needs of the building and investigate opportunities to engage in a green power contract. Green 
power is derived from solar, wind, geothermal, biomass or low-impact hydro sources. Visit http://www.green-e.
org/energy for details about the Green-e Energy program. The green power product purchased to comply with 
credit requirements need not be Green-e Energy certified. Other sources of green power are eligible if they satisfy 
the Green-e Energy program’s technical requirements. Renewable energy certificates (RECs), tradable renewable 
certificates (TRCs), green tags and other forms of green power that comply with the technical requirements of the 
Green-e Energy program may be used to document compliance with this credit.

http://www.green-e.org/energy
http://www.green-e.org/energy
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MR Prerequisite 1: Storage and Collection of Recyclables 

Required

Intent
To facilitate the reduction of waste generated by building occupants that is hauled to and disposed of in landfills. 

Requirements
Provide an easily-accessible dedicated area or areas for the collection and storage of materials for recycling for the 
entire building. Materials must include, at a minimum: paper, corrugated cardboard, glass, plastics and metals.  

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Designate an area for recyclable collection and storage that is appropriately sized and located in a convenient area. 
Identify local waste handlers and buyers for glass, plastic, metals, office paper, newspaper, cardboard and organic 
wastes. Instruct occupants on recycling procedures. Consider employing cardboard balers, aluminum can crushers, 
recycling chutes and other waste management strategies to further enhance the recycling program. 
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MR Credit 1.1: Building Reuse—Maintain Existing Walls, Floors and Roof

1–3 Points

Intent
To extend the lifecycle of existing building stock, conserve resources, retain cultural resources, reduce waste and 
reduce environmental impacts of new buildings as they relate to materials manufacturing and transport.

Requirements
Maintain the existing building structure (including structural floor and roof decking) and envelope (the exterior skin 
and framing, excluding window assemblies and non-structural roofing material). The minimum percentage building 
reuse for each point threshold is as follows:

Building Reuse Points

55% 1

75% 2

95% 3

Hazardous materials that are remediated as a part of the project must be excluded from the calculation of the 
percentage maintained. If the project includes an addition that is more than 2 times the square footage of the existing 
building, this credit is not applicable. 

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Consider reusing existing, previously-occupied building structures, envelopes and elements. Remove elements that 
pose a contamination risk to building occupants and upgrade components that would improve energy and water 
efficiency such as windows, mechanical systems and plumbing fixtures. 
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MR Credit 1.2: Building Reuse—Maintain Interior Nonstructural Elements

1 Point

Intent
To extend the lifecycle of existing building stock, conserve resources, retain cultural resources, reduce waste and 
reduce environmental impacts of new buildings as they relate to materials manufacturing and transport.

Requirements
Use existing interior nonstructural elements (e.g., interior walls, doors, floor coverings and ceiling systems) in at 
least 50% (by area) of the completed building, including additions. If the project includes an addition with square 
footage more than 2 times the square footage of the existing building, this credit is not applicable.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Consider reusing existing building structures, envelopes and interior nonstructural elements. Remove elements that 
pose a contamination risk to building occupants, and upgrade components that would improve energy and water 
efficiency such as mechanical systems and plumbing fixtures. Quantify the extent of building reuse.
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MR Credit 2: Construction Waste Management 

1–2 Points 	

Intent
To divert construction and demolition debris from disposal in landfills and incineration facilities. Redirect recyclable 
recovered resources back to the manufacturing process and reusable materials to appropriate sites. 

Requirements
Recycle and/or salvage nonhazardous construction and demolition debris. Develop and implement a construction 
waste management plan that, at a minimum, identifies the materials to be diverted from disposal and whether the 
materials will be sorted on-site or comingled. Excavated soil and land-clearing debris do not contribute to this credit. 
Calculations can be done by weight or volume, but must be consistent throughout. The minimum percentage debris 
to be recycled or salvaged for each point threshold is as follows:

Recycled or Salvaged Points

50% 1

75% 2

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Establish goals for diversion from disposal in landfills and incineration facilities and adopt a construction waste 
management plan to achieve these goals. Consider recycling cardboard, metal, brick, mineral fiber panel, concrete, 
plastic, clean wood, glass, gypsum wallboard, carpet and insulation. Construction debris processed into a recycled 
content commodity that has an open market value (e.g., wood derived fuel [WDF], alternative daily cover material, 
etc.) may be applied to the construction waste calculation. Designate a specific area(s) on the construction site for 
segregated or comingled collection of recyclable materials, and track recycling efforts throughout the construction 
process. Identify construction haulers and recyclers to handle the designated materials. Note that diversion may 
include donation of materials to charitable organizations and salvage of materials on-site.
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MR Credit 3: Materials Reuse 

1–2 Points

Intent
To reuse building materials and products to reduce demand for virgin materials and reduce waste, thereby lessening 
impacts associated with the extraction and processing of virgin resources.

Requirements
Use salvaged, refurbished or reused materials, the sum of which constitutes at least 5% or 10%, based on cost, of 
the total value of materials on the project. The minimum percentage materials reused for each point threshold is as 
follows:

Reused Materials Points

5% 1

10% 2

Mechanical, electrical and plumbing components and specialty items such as elevators and equipment  cannot be 
included in this calculation. Include only materials permanently installed in the project. Furniture may be included if 
it is included consistently in MR Credit 3: Materials Reuse through MR Credit 7: Certified Wood.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Identify opportunities to incorporate salvaged materials into the building design, and research potential material 
suppliers. Consider salvaged materials such as beams and posts, flooring, paneling, doors and frames, cabinetry and 
furniture, brick, and decorative items.
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MR Credit 4: Recycled Content

1–2 Points

Intent
To increase demand for building products that incorporate recycled content materials, thereby reducing impacts 
resulting from extraction and processing of virgin materials.

Requirements
Use materials with recycled content1 such that the sum of postconsumer2 recycled content plus 1/2 of the 
preconsumer3 content constitutes at least 10% or 20%, based on cost, of the total value of the materials in the project. 
The minimum percentage materials recycled for each point threshold is as follows:

Recycled Content Points

10% 1

20% 2

The recycled content value of a material assembly is determined by weight. The recycled fraction of the assembly is 
then multiplied by the cost of assembly to determine the recycled content value.

Mechanical, electrical and plumbing components and specialty items such as elevators cannot be included in this 
calculation. Include only materials permanently installed in the project. Furniture may be included if it is included 
consistently in MR Credit 3: Materials Reuse through MR Credit 7: Certified Wood.

Potential Technologies & Strategies 
Establish a project goal for recycled content materials, and identify material suppliers that can achieve this goal. 
During construction, ensure that the specified recycled content materials are installed. Consider a range of 
environmental, economic and performance attributes when selecting products and materials.

 

 

1	 Recycled content is defined in accordance with the International Organization of Standards document, ISO 14021 — Environmental labels 
and declarations — Self-declared environmental claims (Type II environmental labeling).

2	 Postconsumer material is defined as waste material generated by households or by commercial, industrial and institutional facilities in their 
role as end-users of the product, which can no longer be used for its intended purpose.

3	 Preconsumer material is defined as material diverted from the waste stream during the manufacturing process. Reutilization of materials (i.e., 
rework, regrind or scrap generated in a process and capable of being reclaimed within the same process that generated it) is excluded.
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MR Credit 5: Regional Materials

1–2 Points

Intent
To increase demand for building materials and products that are extracted and manufactured within the region, 
thereby supporting the use of indigenous resources and reducing the environmental impacts resulting from 
transportation.

Requirements
Use building materials or products that have been extracted, harvested or recovered, as well as manufactured, 
within 500 miles of the project site for a minimum of 10% or 20%, based on cost, of the total materials value. If only 
a fraction of a product or material is extracted, harvested, or recovered and manufactured locally, then only that 
percentage (by weight) can contribute to the regional value. The minimum percentage regional materials for each 
point threshold is as follows:

Regional Materials Points

10% 1

20% 2

Mechanical, electrical and plumbing components and specialty items such as elevators and equipment must not be 
included in this calculation. Include only materials permanently installed in the project. Furniture may be included if 
it is included consistently in MR Credit 3: Materials Reuse through MR Credit 7: Certified Wood.  

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Establish a project goal for locally sourced materials, and identify materials and material suppliers that can 
achieve this goal. During construction, ensure that the specified local materials are installed, and quantify the total 
percentage of local materials installed. Consider a range of environmental, economic and performance attributes 
when selecting products and materials.
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MR Credit 6: Rapidly Renewable Materials 

1 Point

Intent
To reduce the use and depletion of finite raw materials and long-cycle renewable materials by replacing them with 
rapidly renewable materials. 

Requirements
Use rapidly renewable building materials and products for 2.5% of the total value of all building materials and 
products used in the project, based on cost.  Rapidly renewable building materials and products are made from plants 
that are typically harvested within a 10-year or shorter cycle.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Establish a project goal for rapidly renewable materials, and identify products and suppliers that can support 
achievement of this goal. Consider materials such as bamboo, wool, cotton insulation, agrifiber, linoleum, 
wheatboard, strawboard and cork. During construction, ensure that the specified renewable materials are installed.
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MR Credit 7: Certified Wood

1 Point

Intent
To encourage environmentally responsible forest management.

Requirements
Use a minimum of 50% (based on cost) of wood-based materials and products that are certified in accordance with 
the Forest Stewardship Council’s principles and criteria, for wood building components. These components include 
at a minimum, structural framing and general dimensional framing, flooring, sub-flooring, wood doors and finishes.

Include only materials permanently installed in the project. Wood products purchased for temporary use on the 
project (e.g., formwork, bracing, scaffolding, sidewalk protection, and guard rails) may be included in the calculation 
at the project team’s discretion. If any such materials are included, all such materials must be included in the 
calculation. If such materials are purchased for use on multiple projects, the applicant may include these materials 
for only one project, at its discretion. Furniture may be included if it is included consistently in MR Credits 3, 
Materials Reuse, through MR Credit 7, Certified Wood.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Establish a project goal for FSC-certified wood products and identify suppliers that can achieve this goal. During 
construction, ensure that the FSC-certified wood products are installed and quantify the total percentage of FSC-
certified wood products installed.
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IEQ Prerequisite 1: Minimum Indoor Air Quality Performance

Required

Intent
To establish minimum indoor air quality (IAQ) performance to enhance indoor air quality in buildings, thus 
contributing to the comfort and well-being of the occupants.

Requirements

Meet the minimum requirements of Sections 4 through 7 of ASHRAE Standard 62.1-2007, Ventilation for Acceptable 
Indoor Air Quality (with errata but without addenda1).

AND

CASE 1. Mechanically Ventilated Spaces
 Mechanical ventilation systems must be designed using the ventilation rate procedure or the applicable local 
code, whichever is more stringent.

CASE 2. Naturally Ventilated Spaces
Naturally ventilated buildings must comply with ASHRAE Standard 62.1-2007, Paragraph 5.1 (with errata but 
without addenda1).

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Design ventilation systems to meet or exceed the minimum outdoor air ventilation rates as described in the ASHRAE 
standard. Balance the impacts of ventilation rates on energy use and indoor air quality to optimize for energy 
efficiency and occupant comfort. Use the ASHRAE Standard 62.1-2007 Users Manual (with errata but without 
addenda1) for detailed guidance on meeting the referenced requirements.

 

 

1	 Project teams wishing to use ASHRAE approved addenda for the purposes of this prerequisite may do so at their discretion. Addenda must be 
applied consistently across all LEED credits.
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IEQ Prerequisite 2: Environmental Tobacco Smoke (ETS) Control

Required

Intent
To prevent or minimize exposure of building occupants, indoor surfaces and ventilation air distribution systems to 
environmental tobacco smoke (ETS).

Requirements

OPTION 1 
Prohibit smoking in the building.

Prohibit on-property smoking within 25 feet of entries, outdoor air intakes and operable windows. Provide 
signage to allow smoking in designated areas, prohibit smoking in designated areas or prohibit smoking on the 
entire property.

OR

OPTION 2

CASE 1. Non-Residential Projects
Prohibit smoking in the building except in designated smoking areas.

Prohibit on-property smoking within 25 feet of entries, outdoor air intakes and operable windows. Provide 
signage to allow smoking in designated areas, prohibit smoking in designated areas or prohibit smoking on the 
entire property. 

Provide designated smoking rooms designed to contain, capture and remove ETS from the building. At a 
minimum, the smoking room must be directly exhausted to the outdoors, away from air intakes and building 
entry paths, with no recirculation of ETS-containing air to nonsmoking areas and enclosed with impermeable 
deck-to-deck partitions. Operate exhaust sufficient to create a negative pressure differential with the 
surrounding spaces of at least an average of 5 Pascals (Pa) (0.02 inches of water gauge) and a minimum of 1 Pa 
(0.004 inches of water gauge) when the doors to the smoking rooms are closed.

Verify performance of the smoking rooms’ differential air pressures by conducting 15 minutes of 
measurement, with a minimum of 1 measurement every 10 seconds, of the differential pressure in the 
smoking room with respect to each adjacent area and in each adjacent vertical chase with the doors to the 
smoking room closed. Conduct the testing with each space configured for worst-case conditions of transport 
of air from the smoking rooms (with closed doors) to adjacent spaces.
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CASE 2. Residential and Hospitality Projects
Prohibit smoking in all common areas of the building.

Locate any exterior designated smoking areas, including balconies where smoking is permitted, at least 25 feet 
from entries, outdoor air intakes and operable windows opening to common areas.

Prohibit on-property smoking within 25 feet of entries, outdoor air intakes and operable windows. Provide 
signage to allow smoking in designated areas, prohibit smoking in designated areas or prohibit smoking on the 
entire property.

Weather-strip all exterior doors and operable windows in the residential units to minimize leakage from 
outdoors.

Minimize uncontrolled pathways for ETS transfer between individual residential units by sealing 
penetrations in walls, ceilings and floors in the residential units and by sealing vertical chases adjacent to the 
units.

Weather-strip all doors in the residential units leading to common hallways to minimize air leakage into the 
hallway1. 

Demonstrate acceptable sealing of residential units by a blower door test conducted in accordance with ANSI/
ASTM-E779-03, Standard Test Method for Determining Air Leakage Rate By Fan Pressurization. 

Use the progressive sampling methodology defined in Chapter 4 (Compliance Through Quality 
Construction) of the Residential Manual for Compliance with California’s 2001 Energy Efficiency Standards. 
Residential units must demonstrate less than 1.25 square inches leakage area per 100 square feet of enclosure 
area (i.e., sum of all wall, ceiling and floor areas).

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Prohibit smoking in commercial buildings or effectively control the ventilation air in smoking rooms. For residential 
buildings, prohibit smoking in common areas and design building envelope and systems to minimize ETS transfer 
among dwelling units.

 

1	 If the common hallways are pressurized with respect to the residential units then doors in the residential units leading to the common hallways 
need not be weather-stripped provided that the positive differential pressure is demonstrated as in Option 2, Case 1 above, considering the 
residential unit as the smoking room.
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IEQ Credit 1: Outdoor Air Delivery Monitoring

1 Point

Intent
To provide capacity for ventilation system monitoring to help promote occupant comfort and well-being.

Requirements
Install permanent monitoring systems to ensure that ventilation systems maintain design minimum requirements. 
Configure all monitoring equipment to generate an alarm when airflow values or carbon dioxide (CO2) levels vary by 
10% or more from the design values via either a building automation system alarm to the building operator or a visual 
or audible alert to the building occupants 

AND 

CASE 1. Mechanically Ventilated Spaces
Monitor CO2 concentrations within all densely occupied spaces (those with a design occupant density of 25 
people or more per 1,000 square feet). CO2 monitors must be between 3 and 6 feet above the floor.1

Provide a direct outdoor airflow measurement device capable of measuring the minimum outdoor air intake flow 
with an accuracy of plus or minus 15% of the design minimum outdoor air rate, as defined by ASHRAE 62.1-2007 
(with errata but without addenda2) for mechanical ventilation systems where 20% or more of the design supply 
airflow serves nondensely occupied spaces.

CASE 2. Naturally Ventilated Spaces
Monitor CO2 concentrations within all naturally ventilated spaces. CO2 monitors must be between 3 and 6 feet 
above the floor. One CO2 sensor may be used to monitor multiple nondensely occupied spaces if the natural 
ventilation design uses passive stack(s) or other means to induce airflow through those spaces equally and 
simultaneously without intervention by building occupants.	

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Install CO2 and airflow measurement equipment and feed the information to the heating, ventilating and air 
conditioning (HVAC) system and/or building automation system (BAS) to trigger corrective action, if applicable. 
If such automatic controls are not feasible with the building systems, use the measurement equipment to trigger 
alarms that inform building operators or occupants of a possible deficiency in outdoor air delivery.

1	 CO2 monitoring is required in densely occupied spaces, in addition to outdoor air intake flow measurement.
2	 Project teams wishing to use ASHRAE approved addenda for the purposes of this credit may do so at their discretion. Addenda must be applied 

consistently across all LEED credits. 
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IEQ Credit 2: Increased Ventilation

1 Point

Intent
To provide additional outdoor air ventilation to improve indoor air quality (IAQ) and promote occupant comfort, 
well-being and productivity.

Requirements

CASE 1. Mechanically Ventilated Spaces
Increase breathing zone outdoor air ventilation rates to all occupied spaces by at least 30% above the minimum 
rates required by ASHRAE Standard 62.1-2007 (with errata but without addenda1) as determined by IEQ 
Prerequisite 1: Minimum Indoor Air Quality Performance.

CASE 2. Naturally Ventilated Spaces
Determine that natural ventilation is an effective strategy for the project by following the flow diagram process 
shown in Figure 2.8 of the CIBSE Applications Manual 10: 2005, Natural Ventilation in Non-domestic Buildings. 

AND

OPTION 1
Show that the natural ventilation systems design meets the recommendations set forth in the CIBSE manuals 
appropriate to the project space.

PATH 1. CIBSE Applications Manual 10: 2005, Natural Ventilation in Non-domestic Buildings

PATH 2. CIBSE AM 13:2000, Mixed Mode Ventilation

OR

OPTION 2
Use a macroscopic, multizone, analytic model to predict that room-by-room airflows will effectively naturally 
ventilate, defined as providing the minimum ventilation rates required by ASHRAE 62.1-2007 Chapter 6 (with 
errata but without addenda1), for at least 90% of occupied spaces.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
For mechanically ventilated spaces: Use heat recovery, where appropriate, to minimize the additional energy 
consumption associated with higher ventilation rates.

For naturally ventilated spaces, follow the 8 design steps described in the Carbon Trust Good Practice Guide 237: 

n	 Develop design requirements.

n	 Plan airflow paths.

1	 Project teams wishing to use ASHRAE approved addenda for the purposes of this credit may do so at their discretion. Addenda must be applied 
consistently across all LEED credits.
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n	 Identify building uses and features that might require special attention.

n	 Determine ventilation requirements.

n	 Estimate external driving pressures.

n	 Select types of ventilation devices.

n		 Size ventilation devices.

n	 Analyze the design. 

Use public domain software such as NIST’s CONTAM, Multizone Modeling Software, along with LoopDA, Natural 
Ventilation Sizing Tool, to analytically predict room-by-room airflows.
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IEQ Credit 3.1: Construction Indoor Air Quality Management Plan—During 
Construction

1 Point

Intent
To reduce indoor air quality (IAQ) problems resulting from construction or renovation and promote the comfort 
and well-being of construction workers and building occupants.

Requirements
Develop and implement an IAQ management plan for the construction and preoccupancy phases of the building as 
follows:

n	 During construction, meet or exceed the recommended control measures of the Sheet Metal and Air 
Conditioning National Contractors Association (SMACNA) IAQ Guidelines For Occupied Buildings Under 
Construction, 2nd Edition 2007, ANSI/SMACNA 008-2008 (Chapter 3).

n	 Protect stored on-site and installed absorptive materials from moisture damage.

n	 If permanently installed air handlers are used during construction, filtration media with a minimum efficiency 
reporting value (MERV) of 8 must be used at each return air grille, as determined by ASHRAE Standard 52.2-
1999 (with errata but without addenda1). Replace all filtration media immediately prior to occupancy.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Adopt an IAQ management plan to protect the heating, ventilating and air conditioning (HVAC) system during 
construction, control pollutant sources and interrupt contamination pathways. Sequence the installation of 
materials to avoid contamination of absorptive materials, such as insulation, carpeting, ceiling tile and gypsum 
wallboard. Coordinate with IEQ Credit 3.2: Construction IAQ Management Plan — Before Occupancy and IEQ 
Credit 5: Indoor Chemical & Pollutant Source Control to determine the appropriate specifications and schedules for 
filtration media.

If possible, avoid using permanently installed air handlers for temporary heating/cooling during construction. 
Consult the LEED Reference Guide for Green Building Design and Construction, 2009 Edition for more detailed 
information on how to ensure the well-being of construction workers and building occupants if permanently 
installed air handlers must be used during construction.

 

 

1	 Project teams wishing to use ASHRAE approved addenda for the purposes of this credit may do so at their discretion. Addenda must be applied 
consistently across all LEED credits.
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IEQ Credit 3.2: Construction Indoor Air Quality Management Plan—Before 
Occupancy

1 Point

Intent
To reduce indoor air quality (IAQ) problems resulting from construction or renovation to promote the comfort and 
well-being of construction workers and building occupants.

Requirements
Develop an IAQ management plan and implement it after all finishes have been installed and the building has been 
completely cleaned before occupancy.

OPTION 1. Flush-Out1 

PATH 1
After construction ends, prior to occupancy and with all interior finishes installed, install new filtration media 
and , perform a building flush-out by supplying a total air volume of 14,000 cubic feet of outdoor air per square 
foot of floor area while maintaining an internal temperature of at least 60° F and relative humidity no higher 
than 60%.

OR 	

PATH 2
If occupancy is desired prior to completion of the flush-out, the space may be occupied following delivery of 
a minimum of 3,500 cubic feet of outdoor air per square foot of floor area. Once the space is occupied, it must 
be ventilated at a minimum rate of 0.30 cubic feet per minute (cfm) per square foot of outside air or the design 
minimum outside air rate determined in IEQ Prerequisite 1: Minimum Indoor Air Quality Performance, 
whichever is greater. During each day of the flush-out period, ventilation must begin a minimum of 3 hours 
prior to occupancy and continue during occupancy. These conditions must be maintained until a total of 
14,000 cubic feet per square foot of outside air has been delivered to the space.

OR

OPTION 2. Air Testing
Conduct baseline IAQ testing after construction ends and prior to occupancy using testing protocols consistent 
with the EPA Compendium of Methods for the Determination of Air Pollutants in Indoor Air and as additionally 
detailed in the LEED Reference Guide for Green Building Design and Construction, 2009 Edition.

1	 All finishes must be installed prior to flush-out.
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Demonstrate that the contaminant maximum concentration levels listed below are not exceeded:

Contaminant Maximum Concentration

Formaldehyde 27 parts per billion

Particulates (PM10) 50 micrograms per cubic meter

Total volatile organic compounds (TVOCs) 500 micrograms per cubic meter

4-Phenylcyclohexene (4-PCH)* 6.5 micrograms per cubic meter

Carbon monoxide (CO) 9 part per million and no greater than 2 parts per million above outdoor levels

* This test is only required if carpets and fabrics with styrene butadiene rubber (SBR) latex backing are installed as part of the base building systems.

For each sampling point where the maximum concentration limits are exceeded, conduct an additional flush-
out with outside air and retest the noncompliant concentrations. Repeat until all requirements are met. When 
retesting noncompliant building areas, take samples from the same locations as in the first test, although it is not 
required.

Conduct the air sample testing as follows:

n	 All measurements must be conducted prior to occupancy, but during normal occupied hours with the 
building ventilation system started at the normal daily start time and operated at the minimum outside air 
flow rate for the occupied mode throughout the test.

n	 All interior finishes must be installed, including but not limited to millwork, doors, paint, carpet and 
acoustic tiles. Movable furnishings such as workstations and partitions should be in place for the testing, 
although it is not required.

n	 The number of sampling locations will depend on the size of the building and number of ventilation 
systems. For each portion of the building served by a separate ventilation system, the number of sampling 
points must not be less than 1 per 25,000 square feet or for each contiguous floor area, whichever is larger. 
Include areas with the least ventilation and greatest presumed source strength.

n	 Air samples must be collected between 3 and 6 feet from the floor to represent the breathing zone of 
occupants, and over a minimum 4-hour period.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Prior to occupancy, perform a building flush-out or test the air contaminant levels in the building. The flush-out 
is often used where occupancy is not required immediately upon substantial completion of construction. IAQ 
testing can minimize schedule impacts but may be more costly. Coordinate with IEQ Credit 3.1: Construction 
IAQ Management Plan — During Construction and IEQ Credit 5: Indoor Chemical & Pollutant Source Control to 
determine the appropriate specifications and schedules for filtration media. 

The intent of this credit is to eliminate IAQ problems that occur as a result of construction. Architectural finishes 
used in tenant build-outs constitute a significant source of air pollutants and must be addressed to qualify for this 
credit.
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IEQ Credit 4.1: Low-Emitting Materials—Adhesives and Sealants

1 Point

Intent
To reduce the quantity of indoor air contaminants that are odorous, irritating and/or harmful to the comfort and 
well-being of installers and occupants.

Requirements
All adhesives and sealants used on the interior of the building (i.e., inside of the weatherproofing system and applied 
on-site) must comply with the following requirements as applicable to the project scope1:

n	 Adhesives, Sealants and Sealant Primers must comply with South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD) Rule #1168. Volatile organic compound (VOC) limits listed in the table below correspond to an 
effective date of July 1, 2005 and rule amendment date of January 7, 2005.

Architectural Applications 
VOC Limit 

(g/L less water)
Specialty Applications 

VOC Limit 
(g/L less water)

Indoor carpet adhesives 50 PVC welding 510 

Carpet pad adhesives 50 CPVC welding 490 

Wood flooring adhesives 100 ABS welding 325 

Rubber floor adhesives 60 Plastic cement welding 250 

Subfloor adhesives 50 Adhesive primer for plastic 550

Ceramic tile adhesives 65 Contact adhesive 80 

VCT and asphalt adhesives 50 Special purpose contact adhesive 250 

Drywall and panel adhesives 50 Structural wood member adhesive 140 

Cove base adhesives 50 Sheet applied rubber lining operations 850 

Multipurpose construction adhesives 70 Top and trim adhesive 250 

Structural glazing adhesives 100 

Substrate Specific Applications
VOC Limit 

(g/L less water)
Sealants 

VOC Limit 
(g/L less water)

Metal to metal 30 Architectural 250 

Plastic foams 50 Nonmembrane roof 300 

Porous material (except wood) 50 Roadway 250 

Wood 30 Single-ply roof membrane 450 

Fiberglass 80 Other 420 

Sealant Primers VOC Limit (g/L less water)

Architectural, nonporous 250 

Architectural, porous 775 

Other 750 

1	 The use of a VOC budget is permissible for compliance with this credit.
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n	 Aerosol Adhesives must comply with Green Seal Standard for Commercial Adhesives GS-36 requirements in 
effect on October 19, 2000.

Aerosol Adhesives VOC Limit

General purpose mist spray 65% VOCs by weight

General purpose web spray 55% VOCs by weight

Special purpose aerosol adhesives (all types) 70% VOCs by weight

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Specify low-VOC materials in construction documents. Ensure that VOC limits are clearly stated in each section 
of the specifications where adhesives and sealants are addressed. Common products to evaluate include general 
construction adhesives, flooring adhesives, fire-stopping sealants, caulking, duct sealants, plumbing adhesives and 
cove base adhesives. Review product cut sheets, material safety data (MSD) sheets, signed attestations or other 
official literature from the manufacturer clearly identifying the VOC contents or compliance with referenced 
standards.
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IEQ Credit 4.2: Low-Emitting Materials—Paints and Coatings

1 Point

Intent
To reduce the quantity of indoor air contaminants that are odorous, irritating and/or harmful to the comfort and 
well-being of installers and occupants.

Requirements
Paints and coatings used on the interior of the building (i.e., inside of the weatherproofing system and applied on-
site) must comply with the following criteria as applicable to the project scope1:

n	 Architectural paints and coatings applied to interior walls and ceilings must not exceed the volatile organic 
compound (VOC) content limits established in Green Seal Standard GS-11, Paints, 1st Edition, May 20, 1993.

n	 Anti-corrosive and anti-rust paints applied to interior ferrous metal substrates must not exceed the VOC 
content limit of 250 g/L established in Green Seal Standard GC-03, Anti-Corrosive Paints, 2nd Edition, January 
7, 1997. 

n	 Clear wood finishes, floor coatings, stains, primers, sealers, and shellacs applied to interior elements must 
not exceed the VOC content limits established in South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 
Rule 1113, Architectural Coatings, rules in effect on January 1, 2004.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Specify low-VOC paints and coatings in construction documents. Ensure that VOC limits are clearly stated in each 
section of the specifications where paints and coatings are addressed. Track the VOC content of all interior paints 
and coatings during construction. 

 

 

1	 The use of a VOC budget is permissible for compliance with this credit.
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IEQ Credit 4.3: Low-Emitting Materials—Flooring Systems

1 Point

Intent
To reduce the quantity of indoor air contaminants that are odorous, irritating and/or harmful to the comfort and 
well-being of installers and occupants.

Requirements

OPTION 1
All flooring must comply with the following as applicable to the project scope: 

n	 All carpet installed in the building interior must meet the testing and product requirements of the Carpet and 
Rug Institute Green Label Plus1 program.

n	 All carpet cushion installed in the building interior must meet the requirements of the Carpet and Rug 
Institute Green Label program. 

n	 All carpet adhesive must meet the requirements of IEQ Credit 4.1: Adhesives and Sealants, which includes a 
volatile organic compound (VOC) limit of 50 g/L.

n	 All hard surface flooring must meet the requirements of the FloorScore2 standard (current as of the date of 
this rating system, or more stringent version) as shown with testing by an independent third-party. Mineral-
based finish flooring products such as tile, masonry, terrazzo, and cut stone without integral organic-based 
coatings and sealants and unfinished/untreated solid wood flooring qualify for credit without any IAQ testing 
requirements. However, associated site-applied adhesives, grouts, finishes and sealers must be compliant for a 
mineral-based or unfinished/untreated solid wood flooring system to qualify for credit.

n	 Concrete, wood, bamboo and cork floor finishes such as sealer, stain and finish must meet the requirements of 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 1113, Architectural Coatings, rules in effect on 
January 1, 2004. 

n	 Tile setting adhesives and grout must meet South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 
1168. VOC limits correspond to an effective date of July 1, 2005 and rule amendment date of January 7, 2005.

OR

OPTION 2 
All flooring elements installed in the building interior must meet the testing and product requirements of the 
California Department of Health Services Standard Practice for the Testing of Volatile Organic Emissions 

1	 The Green Label Plus program for carpets and its associated VOC emission criteria in micrograms per square meter per hour, along with 
information on testing method and sample collection developed by the Carpet & Rug Institute (CRI) in coordination with California’s 
Sustainable Building Task Force and the California Department of Public Health, are described in Section 9, Acceptable Emissions Testing 
for Carpet, DHS Standard Practice CA/DHS/EHLB/R-174, dated 07/15/04. This document is available at http://www.dhs.ca.gov/ps/deodc/ehlb/
iaq/ VOCS/Section01350_7_15_2004_FINAL_PLUS_ADDENDUM-2004-01.pdf (also published as Section 01350 Section 9 [dated 2004] by the 
Collaborative for High Performance Schools [http://www.chps.net]).

2	 FloorScore is a voluntary, independent certification program that tests and certifies hard surface flooring and associated products for 
compliance with criteria adopted in California for indoor air emissions of VOCs with potential health effects. The program uses a small-
scale chamber test protocol and incorporates VOC emissions criteria, which are widely known as Section 1350, developed by the California 
Department of Health Services.

http://www.dhs.ca.gov/ps/deodc/ehlb/iaq/ VOCS/Section01350_7_15_2004_FINAL_PLUS_ADDENDUM-2004-01.pdf
http://www.dhs.ca.gov/ps/deodc/ehlb/iaq/ VOCS/Section01350_7_15_2004_FINAL_PLUS_ADDENDUM-2004-01.pdf
http://www.chps.net
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from Various Sources Using Small-Scale Environmental Chambers, including 2004 Addenda. Mineral-based 
finish flooring products such as tile, masonry, terrazzo, and cut stone without integral organic-based coatings and 
sealants and unfinished/untreated solid wood flooring qualify for credit without any IAQ testing requirements. 
However, associated site-applied adhesives, grouts, finishes and sealers must be compliant for a mineral-based or 
unfinished/untreated solid wood flooring system to qualify for credit.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Clearly specify requirements for product testing and/or certification in the construction documents. Select 
products that are either certified under the Green Label Plus program or for which testing has been done by qualified 
independent laboratories in accordance with the appropriate requirements.
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IEQ Credit 4.4: Low-Emitting Materials—Composite Wood and Agrifiber Products

1 Point

Intent
To reduce the quantity of indoor air contaminants that are odorous, irritating and/or harmful to the comfort and 
well-being of installers and occupants.

Requirements
Composite wood and agrifiber products used on the interior of the building (i.e., inside the weatherproofing system) 
must contain no added urea-formaldehyde resins. Laminating adhesives used to fabricate on-site and shop-applied 
composite wood and agrifiber assemblies must not contain added urea-formaldehyde resins.

Composite wood and agrifiber products are defined as particleboard, medium density fiberboard (MDF), plywood, 
wheatboard, strawboard, panel substrates and door cores. Materials considered fixtures, furniture and equipment 
(FF&E) are not considered base building elements and are not included. 

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Specify wood and agrifiber products that contain no added urea-formaldehyde resins. Specify laminating adhesives 
for field and shop-applied assemblies that contain no added urea-formaldehyde resins. Review product cut sheets, 
material safety data (MSD) sheets, signed attestations or other official literature from the manufacturer.
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IEQ Credit 5: Indoor Chemical and Pollutant Source Control

1 Point

Intent
To minimize building occupant exposure to potentially hazardous particulates and chemical pollutants.

Requirements
Design to minimize and control the entry of pollutants into buildings and later cross-contamination of regularly 
occupied areas through the following strategies:

n	 Employ permanent entryway systems at least 10 feet long in the primary direction of travel to capture dirt and 
particulates entering the building at regularly used exterior entrances. Acceptable entryway systems include 
permanently installed grates, grill s and slotted systems that allow for cleaning underneath. Roll-out mats are 
acceptable only when maintained on a weekly basis by a contracted service organization. 

n	 Sufficiently exhaust each space where hazardous gases or chemicals may be present or used (e.g., garages, 
housekeeping and laundry areas, copying and printing rooms) to create negative pressure with respect to 
adjacent spaces when the doors to the room are closed. For each of these spaces, provide self-closing doors and 
deck-to-deck partitions or a hard-lid ceiling. The exhaust rate must be at least 0.50 cubic feet per minute (cfm) 
per square foot with no air recirculation. The pressure differential with the surrounding spaces must be at least 
5 Pascals (Pa) (0.02 inches of water gauge) on average and 1 Pa (0.004 inches of water) at a minimum when the 
doors to the rooms are closed.

n	 In mechanically ventilated buildings, each ventilation system that supplies outdoor air shall comply with the 
following:

–	 Particle filters or air cleaning devices shall be provided to clean the outdoor air at any location prior to its 
introduction to occupied spaces.

–	 These filters or devices shall be rated a minimum efficiency reporting value (MERV) of 13 or higher in 
accordance with ASHRAE Standard 52.2.

–	 Clean air Filtration media shall be installed in all air systems after completion of construction and prior to 
occupancy.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Design facility cleaning and maintenance areas with isolated exhaust systems for contaminants. Maintain physical 
isolation from the rest of the regularly occupied areas of the building. Install permanent architectural entryway 
systems such as grills or grates to prevent occupant-borne contaminants from entering the building. Install high-
level filtration systems in air handling units processing both return air and outside supply air. Ensure that air 
handling units can accommodate required filter sizes and pressure drops.
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IEQ Credit 6.1: Controllability of Systems—Lighting

1 Point	

Intent
To provide a high level of lighting system control by individual occupants or groups in multi-occupant spaces (e.g., 
classrooms and conference areas) and promote their productivity, comfort and well-being.

Requirements
Provide individual lighting controls for 90% (minimum) of the building occupants to enable adjustments to suit 
individual task needs and preferences 

Provide lighting system controls for all shared multi-occupant spaces to enable adjustments that meet group needs 
and preferences.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Design the building with occupant controls for lighting. Strategies to consider include lighting controls and task 
lighting. Integrate lighting systems controllability into the overall lighting design, providing ambient and task 
lighting while managing the overall energy use of the building.
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IEQ Credit 6.2: Controllability of Systems—Thermal Comfort

1 Point

Intent
To provide a high level of thermal comfort system control1 by individual occupants or groups in multi-occupant 
spaces (e.g., classrooms or conference areas) and promote their productivity, comfort and well-being.

Requirements
Provide individual comfort controls for 50% (minimum) of the building occupants to enable adjustments to meet 
individual needs and preferences. Operable windows may be used in lieu of controls for occupants located 20 feet 
inside and 10 feet to either side of the operable part of a window. The areas of operable window must meet the 
requirements of ASHRAE Standard 62.1-2007 paragraph 5.1 Natural Ventilation (with errata but without addenda2). 

Provide comfort system controls for all shared multi-occupant spaces to enable adjustments that meet group needs 
and preferences. 

Conditions for thermal comfort are described in ASHRAE Standard 55-2004 (with errata but without addenda2) and 
include the primary factors of air temperature, radiant temperature, air speed and humidity.  

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Design the building and systems with comfort controls to allow adjustments to suit individual needs or those 
of groups in shared spaces. ASHRAE Standard 55-2004 (with errata but without addenda2) identifies the factors 
of thermal comfort and a process for developing comfort criteria for building spaces that suit the needs of the 
occupants involved in their daily activities. Control strategies can be developed to expand on the comfort criteria 
and enable individuals to make adjustments to suit their needs and preferences. These strategies may involve system 
designs incorporating operable windows, hybrid systems integrating operable windows and mechanical systems, 
or mechanical systems alone. Individual adjustments may involve individual thermostat controls, local diffusers at 
floor, desk or overhead levels, control of individual radiant panels or other means integrated into the overall building, 
thermal comfort systems and energy systems design. Designers should evaluate the closely tied interactions between 
thermal comfort as required by ASHRAE Standard 55-2004 (with errata but without addenda2) and acceptable 
indoor air quality as required by ASHRAE Standard 62.1-2007 (with errata but without addenda2), whether natural or 
mechanical ventilation.

1	 For the purposes of this credit, comfort system control is defined as control over at least 1 of the following primary factors in the occupant’s 
vicinity: air temperature, radiant temperature, air speed and humidity.

2	 Project teams wishing to use ASHRAE approved addenda for the purposes of this credit may do so at their discretion. Addenda must be applied 
consistently across all LEED credits.



LEED 2009 for New Construction and Major Renovations

75

IEQ Credit 7.1: Thermal Comfort—Design

1 Point

Intent
To provide a comfortable thermal environment that promotes occupant productivity and well-being.

Requirements
Design heating, ventilating and air conditioning (HVAC) systems and the building envelope to meet the 
requirements of ASHRAE Standard 55-2004, Thermal Comfort Conditions for Human Occupancy (with errata but 
without addenda1). Demonstrate design compliance in accordance with the Section 6.1.1 documentation.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Establish comfort criteria according to ASHRAE 55-2004 (with errata but without addenda) that support the desired 
quality and occupant satisfaction with building performance. Design the building envelope and systems with the 
capability to meet the comfort criteria under expected environmental and use conditions. Evaluate air temperature, 
radiant temperature, air speed and relative humidity in an integrated fashion, and coordinate these criteria with 
IEQ Prerequisite 1: Minimum IAQ Performance, IEQ Credit 1: Outdoor Air Delivery Monitoring, and IEQ Credit 2: 
Increased Ventilation.

1	 Project teams wishing to use ASHRAE approved addenda for the purposes of this credit may do so at their discretion. Addenda must be applied 
consistently across all LEED credits.
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IEQ Credit 7.2: Thermal Comfort—Verification 

1 point in addition to IEQ credit 7.1

Intent
To provide for the assessment of building occupant thermal comfort over time.

Requirements
Achieve IEQ Credit 7.1: Thermal Comfort—Design 

Provide a permanent monitoring system to ensure that building performance meets the desired comfort criteria as 
determined by IEQ Credit 7.1: Thermal Comfort—Design.

Agree to conduct a thermal comfort survey of building occupants within 6 to 18 months after occupancy. This survey 
should collect anonymous responses about thermal comfort in the building, including an assessment of overall 
satisfaction with thermal performance and identification of thermal comfort-related problems. Agree to develop a 
plan for corrective action if the survey results indicate that more than 20% of occupants are dissatisfied with thermal 
comfort in the building. This plan should include measurement of relevant environmental variables in problem areas 
in accordance with ASHRAE Standard 55-2004 (with errata but without addenda1).

Residential projects are not eligible for this credit.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
ASHRAE 55-2004 provides guidance for establishing thermal comfort criteria and documenting and validating 
building performance to the criteria. While the standard is not intended for purposes of continuous monitoring and 
maintenance of the thermal environment, the principles expressed in the standard provide a basis for the design of 
monitoring and corrective action systems.

 

 

1	 Project teams wishing to use ASHRAE approved addenda for the purposes of this credit may do so at their discretion. Addenda must be applied 
consistently across all LEED credits.
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IEQ Credit 8.1: Daylight and Views—Daylight

1 Point

Intent
To provide building occupants with a connection between indoor spaces and the outdoors through the introduction 
of daylight and views into the regularly occupied areas of the building.

Requirements
Through 1 of the 4 options, achieve daylighting in at least the following spaces: 

Regularly  
Occupied Spaces

Points

75% 1

OPTION 1. Simulation
Demonstrate through computer simulations that 75% or more of all regularly occupied spaces areas achieve 
daylight illuminance levels of a minimum of 25 footcandles (fc) and a maximum of 500 fc in a clear sky condition 
on September 21 at 9 a.m. and 3 p.m. Areas with illuminance levels below or above the range do not comply. 
However, designs that incorporate view-preserving automated shades for glare control may demonstrate 
compliance for only the minimum 25 fc illuminance level. 

OR

OPTION 2. Prescriptive
Use a combination of side-lighting and/or top-lighting to achieve a total daylighting zone (the floor area meeting 
the following requirements) that is at least 75% of all the regularly occupied spaces.  

For the Side-lighting Daylight Zone (see diagram on the next page):

n	 Achieve a value, calculated as the product of the visible light transmittance (VLT) and window-to-floor area 
ratio (WFR) of daylight zone between 0.150 and 0.180. The window area included in the calculation must be 
at least 30 inches above the floor.  

0.150 < VLT x WFR < 0.180

n	 The ceiling must not obstruct a line in section that joins the window-head to a line on the floor that is 
parallel to the plane of the window; Is twice the height of the window-head above the floor in, distance from 
the plane of the glass as measured perpendicular to the plane of the glass.

n	 Provide sunlight redirection and/or glare control devices to ensure daylight effectiveness.
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For Top-lighting Daylight Zone (see diagram on the next page):

n	 The daylight zone under a skylight is the outline of the opening beneath the skylight, plus in each direction the 
lesser of:

•	 70% of the ceiling height, 

OR
•	 1/2 the distance to the edge of the nearest skylight, 

OR 
•	 The distance to any permanent opaque partition (if transparent show VLT) farther than 70% of the 

distance between the top of the partition and the ceiling.

n	 Achieve skylight roof coverage between 3% and 6% of the roof area with a minimum 0.5 VLT.

n	 The distance between the skylights must not be more than 1.4 times the ceiling height. 

n	 A skylight diffuser, if used, must have a measured haze value of greater than 90% when tested according to 
ASTM D1003. Avoid direct line of sight to the skylight diffuser.

Exceptions for areas where tasks would be hindered by the use of daylight will be considered on their merits.
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OPTION 3. Measurement
Demonstrate through records of indoor light measurements that a minimum daylight illumination level of 25 fc 
has been achieved in at least 75% of all regularly occupied areas. Measurements must be taken on a 10-foot grid for 
all occupied spaces and recorded on building floor plans.

Only the square footage associated with the portions of rooms or spaces meeting the minimum illumination 
requirements may be counted in the calculations.

For all projects pursuing this option, provide daylight redirection and/or glare control devices to avoid high-
contrast situations that could impede visual tasks. Exceptions for areas where tasks would be hindered by 
daylight will be considered on their merits.

OR

OPTION 4. Combination
Any of the above calculation methods may be combined to document the minimum daylight illumination in at 
least 75% of all regularly occupied spaces. The different methods used in each space must be clearly recorded on 
all building plans.

In all cases, only the square footage associated with the portions of rooms or spaces meeting the requirements 
may be applied toward the 75% of total area calculation required to qualify for this credit.

In all cases, provide glare control devices to avoid high-contrast situations that could impede visual tasks. 
Exceptions for areas where tasks would be hindered by the use of daylight will be considered on their merits.
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Potential Technologies & Strategies
Design the building to maximize interior daylighting. Strategies to consider include building orientation, shallow 
floor plates, increased building perimeter, exterior and interior permanent shading devices, high-performance 
glazing, and high-ceiling reflectance values; ly, additionally, automatic photocell-based controls can help to reduce 
energy use. Predict daylight factors via manual calculations or model daylighting strategies with a physical or 
computer model to assess footcandle levels and daylight factors achieved. 
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IEQ Credit 8.2: Daylight and Views—Views

1 Point

Intent
To provide building occupants a connection to the outdoors through the introduction of daylight and views into the 
regularly occupied areas of the building.

Requirements
Achieve a direct line of sight to the outdoor environment via vision glazing between 30 inches and 90 inches above 
the finish floor for building occupants in 90% of all regularly occupied areas. Determine the area with a direct line of 
sight by totaling the regularly occupied square footage that meets the following criteria: 

n	 In plan view, the area is within sight lines drawn from perimeter vision glazing. 

n	 In section view, a direct sight line can be drawn from the area to perimeter vision glazing. 

The line of sight may be drawn through interior glazing. For private offices, the entire square footage of the office may 
be counted if 75% or more of the area has a direct line of sight to perimeter vision glazing. For multi-occupant spaces, 
the actual square footage with a direct line of sight to perimeter vision glazing is counted. 

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Design the space to maximize daylighting and view opportunities. Strategies to consider include lower partitions, 
interior shading devices, interior glazing and automatic photocell-based controls.
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ID Credit 1: Innovation in Design

1–5 Points

Intent
To provide design teams and projects the opportunity to achieve exceptional performance above the requirements 
set by the LEED Green Building Rating System and/or innovative performance in Green Building categories not 
specifically addressed by the LEED Green Building Rating System.

Requirements
Credit can be achieved through any combination of the Innovation in Design and Exemplary Performance paths as 
described below:

PATH 1. Innovation in Design (1-5 points)
Achieve significant, measurable environmental performance using a strategy not addressed in the LEED 2009 for 
New Construction and Major Renovations Rating System.

One point is awarded for each innovation achieved. No more than 5 points under IDc1 may be earned through 
PATH 1—Innovation in Design.

Identify the following in writing:

n	 The intent of the proposed innovation credit.

n	 The proposed requirement for compliance.

n	 The proposed submittals to demonstrate compliance.

n	 The design approach (strategies) used to meet the requirements. 

PATH 2. Exemplary Performance (1-3 points)
Achieve exemplary performance in an existing LEED 2009 for New Construction and Major Renovations 
prerequisite or credit that allows exemplary performance as specified in the LEED Reference Guide for Green 
Building Design & Construction, 2009 Edition. An exemplary performance point may be earned for achieving 
double the credit requirements and/or achieving the next incremental percentage threshold of an existing credit 
in LEED.  

One point is awarded for each exemplary performance achieved. No more than 3 points under IDc1 may be earned 
through PATH 2— Exemplary Performance.

PATH 3. Pilot Credit (1 point)
Attempt a pilot credit available in the Pilot Credit Library at www.usgbc.org/pilotcreditlibrary. Register as a 
pilot credit participant and complete the required documentation. Projects may pursue more than 1 pilot credit; 
however, a maximum of 1 point will be awarded.

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Substantially exceed a LEED 2009 for New Construction and Major Renovations performance credit such as energy 
performance or water efficiency. Apply strategies or measures that demonstrate a comprehensive approach and 
quantifiable environment and/or health benefits.

www.usgbc.org/pilotcreditlibrary
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ID Credit 2: LEED Accredited Professional

1 Point

Intent
To support and encourage the design integration required by LEED to streamline the application and certification 
process.

Requirements
At least 1 principal participant of the project team shall be a LEED Accredited Professional (AP). 

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Educate the project team members about green building design and construction, the LEED requirements and 
application process early in the life of the project. Consider assigning integrated design and construction process 
facilitation to the LEED AP.
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RP Credit 1: Regional Priority 

1–4 Points

Intent
To provide an incentive for the achievement of credits that address geographically-specific environmental priorities.

Requirements
Earn 1-4 of the 6 Regional Priority credits identified by the USGBC regional councils and chapters as having 
environmental importance for a project’s region. A database of Regional Priority credits and their geographic 
applicability is available on the USGBC website, http://www.usgbc.org.

One point is awarded for each Regional Priority credit achieved; no more than 4 credits identified as Regional Priority 
credits may be earned. Projects outside of the U.S. are not eligible for Regional Priority credits. 

Potential Technologies & Strategies
Determine and pursue the prioritized credits for the project location.

http://www.usgbc.org/


Appendix B 
Air Quality Data 



Parenthetical URBEMIS2007 (Version 9.2.4) Assumptions
For: Lakeport Courthouse 

Date: July 2010 

LAND USES

Amount Land Use Type Unit Type Trip Rate 
50 Government office building 1,000 square feet 8.06 

CONSTRUCTION SOURCES

Year Duration (months) Development
2012 8 months Grading, Trenching, Paving, Building 
2013 12 months Building, Coating 
2014 1 month Building, Coating 

Phase 1 - Grading:

Year Total Acreage 
Disturbed

Acreage
Disturbed Daily 

Duration-
(days)

Fugitive
Dust

Soil Hauling 
(cubic yards) 

Estimated
Cut/Fill (cubic 

yards)
2012 5.74 2 20 Default   

Grading Equipment (URBEMIS2007 Default):

Quantity Type Hours of Daily Operation 
1 Grader 6 
1 Rubber Tired Dozer 6 
1 Tractor/Loaders/Backhoe 7 
1 Water Trucks 8 

Phase 2 - Trenching: 

Year Duration
2012 10 days 

Trenching Equipment (URBEMIS2007 Default):

Quantity Type Hours of Daily Operation 
2 Excavators 8 
1 Other General Industrial 

Equipment
8

Phase 3 - Paving:

Year Duration
(days) Acres

2012 10 5.74 



Equipment (URBEMIS2007 Default):

Quantity Type Hours of Daily Operation 
4 Cement and Mortar Mixers 6 
1 Paver 7 
2 Paving Equipment 6 
1 Roller 7 

Phase 4 – Building Construction

Duration:

 20 months

Equipment (URBEMIS2007 Default):

Quantity Type Hours of Daily Operation 
1 Crane 4 
2 Forklifts 6 
1 Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 8 

Phase 5 – Architectural Coatings: 

 Duration – 1.5Months 
 Low VOC coatings (Pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 1113) 
 (URBEMIS2007 default all phases) 

Sub- Phase 5 - Worker Commute 

 (URBEMIS2007 default all phases)

Construction Mitigation:

Refer to URBEMIS2007 file output.

YEAR 2013 AREA SOURCES

Natural Gas Fuel Combustion:

(URBEMIS2007 default all phases) 

Hearth Fuel Combustion:

Off

Landscape Fuel Combustion:

Consumer Products:

Year of Completion Summer Days 
2013 180 



(URBEMIS2007 default all phases) 

Architectural Coating: 

 (URBEMIS2007 default all phases) 

Area Source Mitigation:

 Low VOC coatings (Pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 1113) 
 Refer to URBEMIS2007 file output. 

YEAR 2013 OPERATIONAL SOURCES

Vehicle Fleet %:

(URBEMIS2007 default all phases) 

Year:

 Year of Completion – 2013 

Trip Characteristics:

(URBEMIS2007 Default all phases) 

Temperature Data: 

40 to 90 degrees Fahrenheit

Variable Starts:

(URBEMIS2007 default all phases) 

Road Dust: 

Paved – 100% 
Unpaved – 0%

Pass By Trips (On/Off):

Off

Double-Counting(On/Off):

Off

Operational Mitigation Measures:

Refer to URBEMIS2007 file output. 



































































ConstructionCO.txt
                                                                      07/14/10
                                                                      14:37:28
  ***  SCREEN3 MODEL RUN  ***
  *** VERSION DATED 96043 ***

 C:\Documents and Settings\KCHIENE\My Documents\Lakes\Screen View\ConstructionCO

 SIMPLE TERRAIN INPUTS:
    SOURCE TYPE                 =         AREA
    EMISSION RATE (G/(S-M**2))  =     0.281600E-05
    SOURCE HEIGHT (M)           =       3.0000
    LENGTH OF LARGER SIDE (M)   =     152.4100
    LENGTH OF SMALLER SIDE (M)  =     152.4100
    RECEPTOR HEIGHT (M)         =       1.5000
    URBAN/RURAL OPTION          =        URBAN
 THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) MIXING HEIGHT OPTION WAS SELECTED.
 THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) ANEMOMETER HEIGHT OF 10.0 METERS WAS ENTERED.

    MODEL ESTIMATES DIRECTION TO MAX CONCENTRATION

 BUOY. FLUX =    0.000 M**4/S**3;  MOM. FLUX =    0.000 M**4/S**2.

 *** FULL METEOROLOGY ***

 **********************************
 *** SCREEN AUTOMATED DISTANCES ***
 **********************************

 *** TERRAIN HEIGHT OF    0. M ABOVE STACK BASE USED FOR FOLLOWING DISTANCES ***

   DIST     CONC             U10M   USTK  MIX HT   PLUME  MAX DIR
    (M)   (UG/M**3)   STAB  (M/S)  (M/S)    (M)   HT (M)   (DEG)
 -------  ----------  ----  -----  -----  ------  ------  -------
      1.   35.00        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    100.   53.96        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    200.   31.29        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    300.   19.29        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    400.   13.60        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    500.   10.25        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    600.   8.064        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    700.   6.547        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     42.
    800.   5.449        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    900.   4.627        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
   1000.   3.995        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.

 MAXIMUM 1-HR CONCENTRATION AT OR BEYOND     1. M:
    115.   56.05        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.

      ***************************************
      *** SUMMARY OF SCREEN MODEL RESULTS ***
      ***************************************

  CALCULATION        MAX CONC    DIST TO   TERRAIN
   PROCEDURE        (UG/M**3)    MAX (M)    HT (M)
 --------------    -----------   -------   -------
 SIMPLE TERRAIN      56.05          115.        0.

 ***************************************************
 ** REMEMBER TO INCLUDE BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS **
 ***************************************************

Page 1



07/14/10

15:09:59
  ***  SCREEN3 MODEL RUN  ***
  *** VERSION DATED 96043 ***

 C:\Documents and Settings\KCHIENE\My Documents\Lakes\Screen View
\ConstructionCO

 SIMPLE TERRAIN INPUTS:
    SOURCE TYPE                 =         AREA
    EMISSION RATE (G/(S-M**2))  =     0.497210E-05
    SOURCE HEIGHT (M)           =       3.0000
    LENGTH OF LARGER SIDE (M)   =     152.4100
    LENGTH OF SMALLER SIDE (M)  =     152.4100
    RECEPTOR HEIGHT (M)         =       1.5000
    URBAN/RURAL OPTION          =        URBAN
 THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) MIXING HEIGHT OPTION WAS SELECTED.
 THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) ANEMOMETER HEIGHT OF 10.0 METERS WAS ENTERED.

    MODEL ESTIMATES DIRECTION TO MAX CONCENTRATION

 BUOY. FLUX =    0.000 M**4/S**3;  MOM. FLUX =    0.000 M**4/S**2.

 *** FULL METEOROLOGY ***

 **********************************
 *** SCREEN AUTOMATED DISTANCES ***
 **********************************

 *** TERRAIN HEIGHT OF    0. M ABOVE STACK BASE USED FOR FOLLOWING 
DISTANCES ***

   DIST     CONC             U10M   USTK  MIX HT   PLUME  MAX DIR
    (M)   (UG/M**3)   STAB  (M/S)  (M/S)    (M)   HT (M)   (DEG)
 -------  ----------  ----  -----  -----  ------  ------  -------
      1.   61.79        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    100.   95.28        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    200.   55.25        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    300.   34.06        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    400.   24.01        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    500.   18.10        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    600.   14.24        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    700.   11.56        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     42.
    800.   9.622        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    900.   8.170        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
   1000.   7.053        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.

 MAXIMUM 1-HR CONCENTRATION AT OR BEYOND     1. M:
    115.   98.96        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.

      ***************************************
      *** SUMMARY OF SCREEN MODEL RESULTS ***
      ***************************************

  CALCULATION        MAX CONC    DIST TO   TERRAIN
   PROCEDURE        (UG/M**3)    MAX (M)    HT (M)
 --------------    -----------   -------   -------



 SIMPLE TERRAIN      98.96          115.        0.

 ***************************************************
 ** REMEMBER TO INCLUDE BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS **
 ***************************************************



07/14/10

15:14:17
  ***  SCREEN3 MODEL RUN  ***
  *** VERSION DATED 96043 ***

 C:\Documents and Settings\KCHIENE\My Documents\Lakes\Screen View
\ConstructionCO

 SIMPLE TERRAIN INPUTS:
    SOURCE TYPE                 =         AREA
    EMISSION RATE (G/(S-M**2))  =     0.928430E-05
    SOURCE HEIGHT (M)           =       3.0000
    LENGTH OF LARGER SIDE (M)   =     152.4100
    LENGTH OF SMALLER SIDE (M)  =     152.4100
    RECEPTOR HEIGHT (M)         =       1.5000
    URBAN/RURAL OPTION          =        URBAN
 THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) MIXING HEIGHT OPTION WAS SELECTED.
 THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) ANEMOMETER HEIGHT OF 10.0 METERS WAS ENTERED.

    MODEL ESTIMATES DIRECTION TO MAX CONCENTRATION

 BUOY. FLUX =    0.000 M**4/S**3;  MOM. FLUX =    0.000 M**4/S**2.

 *** FULL METEOROLOGY ***

 **********************************
 *** SCREEN AUTOMATED DISTANCES ***
 **********************************

 *** TERRAIN HEIGHT OF    0. M ABOVE STACK BASE USED FOR FOLLOWING 
DISTANCES ***

   DIST     CONC             U10M   USTK  MIX HT   PLUME  MAX DIR
    (M)   (UG/M**3)   STAB  (M/S)  (M/S)    (M)   HT (M)   (DEG)
 -------  ----------  ----  -----  -----  ------  ------  -------
      1.   115.4        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    100.   177.9        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    200.   103.2        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    300.   63.60        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    400.   44.84        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    500.   33.79        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    600.   26.59        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    700.   21.59        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     42.
    800.   17.97        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    900.   15.26        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
   1000.   13.17        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.

 MAXIMUM 1-HR CONCENTRATION AT OR BEYOND     1. M:
    115.   184.8        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.

      ***************************************
      *** SUMMARY OF SCREEN MODEL RESULTS ***
      ***************************************

  CALCULATION        MAX CONC    DIST TO   TERRAIN
   PROCEDURE        (UG/M**3)    MAX (M)    HT (M)
 --------------    -----------   -------   -------



 SIMPLE TERRAIN      184.8          115.        0.

 ***************************************************
 ** REMEMBER TO INCLUDE BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS **
 ***************************************************



07/14/10

15:16:34
  ***  SCREEN3 MODEL RUN  ***
  *** VERSION DATED 96043 ***

 C:\Documents and Settings\KCHIENE\My Documents\Lakes\Screen View
\ConstructionCO

 SIMPLE TERRAIN INPUTS:
    SOURCE TYPE                 =         AREA
    EMISSION RATE (G/(S-M**2))  =     0.211090E-05
    SOURCE HEIGHT (M)           =       3.0000
    LENGTH OF LARGER SIDE (M)   =     152.4100
    LENGTH OF SMALLER SIDE (M)  =     152.4100
    RECEPTOR HEIGHT (M)         =       1.5000
    URBAN/RURAL OPTION          =        URBAN
 THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) MIXING HEIGHT OPTION WAS SELECTED.
 THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) ANEMOMETER HEIGHT OF 10.0 METERS WAS ENTERED.

    MODEL ESTIMATES DIRECTION TO MAX CONCENTRATION

 BUOY. FLUX =    0.000 M**4/S**3;  MOM. FLUX =    0.000 M**4/S**2.

 *** FULL METEOROLOGY ***

 **********************************
 *** SCREEN AUTOMATED DISTANCES ***
 **********************************

 *** TERRAIN HEIGHT OF    0. M ABOVE STACK BASE USED FOR FOLLOWING 
DISTANCES ***

   DIST     CONC             U10M   USTK  MIX HT   PLUME  MAX DIR
    (M)   (UG/M**3)   STAB  (M/S)  (M/S)    (M)   HT (M)   (DEG)
 -------  ----------  ----  -----  -----  ------  ------  -------
      1.   26.23        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    100.   40.45        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    200.   23.46        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    300.   14.46        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    400.   10.20        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    500.   7.683        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    600.   6.045        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    700.   4.908        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     42.
    800.   4.085        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    900.   3.469        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
   1000.   2.994        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.

 MAXIMUM 1-HR CONCENTRATION AT OR BEYOND     1. M:
    115.   42.02        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.

      ***************************************
      *** SUMMARY OF SCREEN MODEL RESULTS ***
      ***************************************

  CALCULATION        MAX CONC    DIST TO   TERRAIN
   PROCEDURE        (UG/M**3)    MAX (M)    HT (M)
 --------------    -----------   -------   -------



 SIMPLE TERRAIN      42.02          115.        0.

 ***************************************************
 ** REMEMBER TO INCLUDE BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS **
 ***************************************************



07/14/10

15:19:22
  ***  SCREEN3 MODEL RUN  ***
  *** VERSION DATED 96043 ***

 C:\Documents and Settings\KCHIENE\My Documents\Lakes\Screen View
\ConstructionCO

 SIMPLE TERRAIN INPUTS:
    SOURCE TYPE                 =         AREA
    EMISSION RATE (G/(S-M**2))  =     0.735650E-05
    SOURCE HEIGHT (M)           =       3.0000
    LENGTH OF LARGER SIDE (M)   =     152.4100
    LENGTH OF SMALLER SIDE (M)  =     152.4100
    RECEPTOR HEIGHT (M)         =       1.5000
    URBAN/RURAL OPTION          =        URBAN
 THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) MIXING HEIGHT OPTION WAS SELECTED.
 THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) ANEMOMETER HEIGHT OF 10.0 METERS WAS ENTERED.

    MODEL ESTIMATES DIRECTION TO MAX CONCENTRATION

 BUOY. FLUX =    0.000 M**4/S**3;  MOM. FLUX =    0.000 M**4/S**2.

 *** FULL METEOROLOGY ***

 **********************************
 *** SCREEN AUTOMATED DISTANCES ***
 **********************************

 *** TERRAIN HEIGHT OF    0. M ABOVE STACK BASE USED FOR FOLLOWING 
DISTANCES ***

   DIST     CONC             U10M   USTK  MIX HT   PLUME  MAX DIR
    (M)   (UG/M**3)   STAB  (M/S)  (M/S)    (M)   HT (M)   (DEG)
 -------  ----------  ----  -----  -----  ------  ------  -------
      1.   91.42        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    100.   141.0        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    200.   81.74        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    300.   50.40        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    400.   35.53        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    500.   26.78        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    600.   21.07        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    700.   17.10        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     42.
    800.   14.24        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    900.   12.09        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
   1000.   10.44        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.

 MAXIMUM 1-HR CONCENTRATION AT OR BEYOND     1. M:
    115.   146.4        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.

      ***************************************
      *** SUMMARY OF SCREEN MODEL RESULTS ***
      ***************************************

  CALCULATION        MAX CONC    DIST TO   TERRAIN
   PROCEDURE        (UG/M**3)    MAX (M)    HT (M)
 --------------    -----------   -------   -------



 SIMPLE TERRAIN      146.4          115.        0.

 ***************************************************
 ** REMEMBER TO INCLUDE BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS **
 ***************************************************



07/14/10

15:29:13
  ***  SCREEN3 MODEL RUN  ***
  *** VERSION DATED 96043 ***

 C:\Documents and Settings\KCHIENE\My Documents\Lakes\Screen View
\ConstructionCO

 SIMPLE TERRAIN INPUTS:
    SOURCE TYPE                 =         AREA
    EMISSION RATE (G/(S-M**2))  =     0.858820E-06
    SOURCE HEIGHT (M)           =       3.0000
    LENGTH OF LARGER SIDE (M)   =     152.4100
    LENGTH OF SMALLER SIDE (M)  =     152.4100
    RECEPTOR HEIGHT (M)         =       1.5000
    URBAN/RURAL OPTION          =        URBAN
 THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) MIXING HEIGHT OPTION WAS SELECTED.
 THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) ANEMOMETER HEIGHT OF 10.0 METERS WAS ENTERED.

    MODEL ESTIMATES DIRECTION TO MAX CONCENTRATION

 BUOY. FLUX =    0.000 M**4/S**3;  MOM. FLUX =    0.000 M**4/S**2.

 *** FULL METEOROLOGY ***

 **********************************
 *** SCREEN AUTOMATED DISTANCES ***
 **********************************

 *** TERRAIN HEIGHT OF    0. M ABOVE STACK BASE USED FOR FOLLOWING 
DISTANCES ***

   DIST     CONC             U10M   USTK  MIX HT   PLUME  MAX DIR
    (M)   (UG/M**3)   STAB  (M/S)  (M/S)    (M)   HT (M)   (DEG)
 -------  ----------  ----  -----  -----  ------  ------  -------
      1.   10.67        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    100.   16.46        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    200.   9.543        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    300.   5.883        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    400.   4.148        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    500.   3.126        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    600.   2.459        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    700.   1.997        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     42.
    800.   1.662        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    900.   1.411        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
   1000.   1.218        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.

 MAXIMUM 1-HR CONCENTRATION AT OR BEYOND     1. M:
    115.   17.09        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.

      ***************************************
      *** SUMMARY OF SCREEN MODEL RESULTS ***
      ***************************************

  CALCULATION        MAX CONC    DIST TO   TERRAIN
   PROCEDURE        (UG/M**3)    MAX (M)    HT (M)
 --------------    -----------   -------   -------



 SIMPLE TERRAIN      17.09          115.        0.

 ***************************************************
 ** REMEMBER TO INCLUDE BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS **
 ***************************************************



07/14/10

15:31:32
  ***  SCREEN3 MODEL RUN  ***
  *** VERSION DATED 96043 ***

 C:\Documents and Settings\KCHIENE\My Documents\Lakes\Screen View
\ConstructionCO

 SIMPLE TERRAIN INPUTS:
    SOURCE TYPE                 =         AREA
    EMISSION RATE (G/(S-M**2))  =     0.119110E-05
    SOURCE HEIGHT (M)           =       3.0000
    LENGTH OF LARGER SIDE (M)   =     152.4100
    LENGTH OF SMALLER SIDE (M)  =     152.4100
    RECEPTOR HEIGHT (M)         =       1.5000
    URBAN/RURAL OPTION          =        URBAN
 THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) MIXING HEIGHT OPTION WAS SELECTED.
 THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) ANEMOMETER HEIGHT OF 10.0 METERS WAS ENTERED.

    MODEL ESTIMATES DIRECTION TO MAX CONCENTRATION

 BUOY. FLUX =    0.000 M**4/S**3;  MOM. FLUX =    0.000 M**4/S**2.

 *** FULL METEOROLOGY ***

 **********************************
 *** SCREEN AUTOMATED DISTANCES ***
 **********************************

 *** TERRAIN HEIGHT OF    0. M ABOVE STACK BASE USED FOR FOLLOWING 
DISTANCES ***

   DIST     CONC             U10M   USTK  MIX HT   PLUME  MAX DIR
    (M)   (UG/M**3)   STAB  (M/S)  (M/S)    (M)   HT (M)   (DEG)
 -------  ----------  ----  -----  -----  ------  ------  -------
      1.   14.80        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    100.   22.82        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    200.   13.24        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    300.   8.160        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    400.   5.753        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    500.   4.335        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    600.   3.411        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    700.   2.769        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     42.
    800.   2.305        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    900.   1.957        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
   1000.   1.690        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.

 MAXIMUM 1-HR CONCENTRATION AT OR BEYOND     1. M:
    115.   23.71        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.

      ***************************************
      *** SUMMARY OF SCREEN MODEL RESULTS ***
      ***************************************

  CALCULATION        MAX CONC    DIST TO   TERRAIN
   PROCEDURE        (UG/M**3)    MAX (M)    HT (M)
 --------------    -----------   -------   -------



 SIMPLE TERRAIN      23.71          115.        0.

 ***************************************************
 ** REMEMBER TO INCLUDE BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS **
 ***************************************************



07/14/10

15:33:37
  ***  SCREEN3 MODEL RUN  ***
  *** VERSION DATED 96043 ***

 C:\Documents and Settings\KCHIENE\My Documents\Lakes\Screen View
\ConstructionCO

 SIMPLE TERRAIN INPUTS:
    SOURCE TYPE                 =         AREA
    EMISSION RATE (G/(S-M**2))  =     0.232790E-06
    SOURCE HEIGHT (M)           =       3.0000
    LENGTH OF LARGER SIDE (M)   =     152.4100
    LENGTH OF SMALLER SIDE (M)  =     152.4100
    RECEPTOR HEIGHT (M)         =       1.5000
    URBAN/RURAL OPTION          =        URBAN
 THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) MIXING HEIGHT OPTION WAS SELECTED.
 THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) ANEMOMETER HEIGHT OF 10.0 METERS WAS ENTERED.

    MODEL ESTIMATES DIRECTION TO MAX CONCENTRATION

 BUOY. FLUX =    0.000 M**4/S**3;  MOM. FLUX =    0.000 M**4/S**2.

 *** FULL METEOROLOGY ***

 **********************************
 *** SCREEN AUTOMATED DISTANCES ***
 **********************************

 *** TERRAIN HEIGHT OF    0. M ABOVE STACK BASE USED FOR FOLLOWING 
DISTANCES ***

   DIST     CONC             U10M   USTK  MIX HT   PLUME  MAX DIR
    (M)   (UG/M**3)   STAB  (M/S)  (M/S)    (M)   HT (M)   (DEG)
 -------  ----------  ----  -----  -----  ------  ------  -------
      1.   2.893        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    100.   4.461        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    200.   2.587        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    300.   1.595        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    400.   1.124        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    500.  0.8473        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    600.  0.6666        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    700.  0.5413        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     42.
    800.  0.4505        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
    900.  0.3825        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.
   1000.  0.3302        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.

 MAXIMUM 1-HR CONCENTRATION AT OR BEYOND     1. M:
    115.   4.633        5     1.0    1.0 10000.0    3.00     45.

      ***************************************
      *** SUMMARY OF SCREEN MODEL RESULTS ***
      ***************************************

  CALCULATION        MAX CONC    DIST TO   TERRAIN
   PROCEDURE        (UG/M**3)    MAX (M)    HT (M)
 --------------    -----------   -------   -------



 SIMPLE TERRAIN      4.633          115.        0.

 ***************************************************
 ** REMEMBER TO INCLUDE BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS **
 ***************************************************



Emfac.rts
Title    : Lake County Air Basin Subarea Winter CYr 2015 Default Title
Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Run Date : 2010/07/13 16:15:33
Scen Year: 2015 -- All model years in the range 1971 to 2015 selected
Season   : Winter
Area     : Lake (LC)
************************************************************************************
*****
     Year: 2015 -- Model Years 1971 to 2015 Inclusive -- Winter
     Emfac2007 Emission Factors: V2.3 Nov 1 2006

     Lake (LC)                           Lake (LC)                      Lake (LC)

                             Table   1:  Running Exhaust Emissions (grams/mile)

     Pollutant Name: Reactive Org Gases        Temperature:  70F  Relative Humidity:
  0%

     Speed
      MPH       LDA      LDT      MDT      HDT      UBUS     MCY      ALL 

        5      0.408    0.646    0.643    3.992    6.115    4.746    0.721
       35      0.073    0.125    0.117    0.481    0.971    1.910    0.141

     Pollutant Name: Carbon Monoxide           Temperature:  70F  Relative Humidity:
  0%

     Speed
      MPH       LDA      LDT      MDT      HDT      UBUS     MCY      ALL 

        5      4.326    8.096    6.273   33.570   36.820   24.989    7.426
       35      2.230    3.827    2.542    6.787    7.088   16.281    3.300

     Pollutant Name: Oxides of Nitrogen        Temperature:  70F  Relative Humidity:
  0%

     Speed
      MPH       LDA      LDT      MDT      HDT      UBUS     MCY      ALL 

        5      0.462    0.967    1.580   12.910   14.236    1.338    1.233
       35      0.266    0.548    0.946    6.434    8.101    1.305    0.686

     Pollutant Name: Carbon Dioxide            Temperature:  70F  Relative Humidity:
  0%

     Speed
      MPH       LDA      LDT      MDT      HDT      UBUS     MCY      ALL 

        5    945.556 1161.349 1682.914 2611.395 2453.472  258.659 1167.527
       35    308.007  384.654  519.841 1282.188 1660.838  134.622  395.307

     Pollutant Name: Sulfur Dioxide            Temperature:  70F  Relative Humidity:
  0%
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     Speed
      MPH       LDA      LDT      MDT      HDT      UBUS     MCY      ALL 

        5      0.009    0.011    0.016    0.025    0.024    0.003    0.011
       35      0.003    0.004    0.005    0.012    0.016    0.002    0.004

     Pollutant Name: PM2.5                     Temperature:  70F  Relative Humidity:
  0%

     Speed
      MPH       LDA      LDT      MDT      HDT      UBUS     MCY      ALL 

        5      0.052    0.093    0.096    0.551    0.226    0.029    0.090
       35      0.009    0.017    0.018    0.150    0.053    0.013    0.018

     Pollutant Name: PM2.5 - Tire Wear         Temperature:  70F  Relative Humidity:
  0%

     Speed
      MPH       LDA      LDT      MDT      HDT      UBUS     MCY      ALL 

        5      0.002    0.002    0.002    0.005    0.002    0.001    0.002
       35      0.002    0.002    0.002    0.005    0.002    0.001    0.002

     Pollutant Name: PM2.5 - Brake Wear        Temperature:  70F  Relative Humidity:
  0%

     Speed
      MPH       LDA      LDT      MDT      HDT      UBUS     MCY      ALL 

        5      0.005    0.005    0.005    0.008    0.005    0.003    0.005
       35      0.005    0.005    0.005    0.008    0.005    0.003    0.005

     Pollutant Name: Gasoline - mi/gal         Temperature:  70F  Relative Humidity:
  0%

     Speed
      MPH       LDA      LDT      MDT      HDT      UBUS     MCY      ALL 

        5      9.286    7.380    4.903    3.339    3.300   28.296    8.219
       35     28.445   22.589   16.900   16.898   16.741   53.231   24.931

     Pollutant Name: Diesel - mi/gal           Temperature:  70F  Relative Humidity:
  0%

     Speed
      MPH       LDA      LDT      MDT      HDT      UBUS     MCY      ALL 

        5     28.298   29.070   19.538    4.688    4.175    0.000   15.502
       35     28.298   29.070   19.538    6.114    4.175    0.000   16.105
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Title    : Lake County Air Basin Subarea Winter CYr 2015 Default Title
Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Run Date : 2010/07/13 16:15:33
Scen Year: 2015 -- All model years in the range 1971 to 2015 selected
Season   : Winter
Area     : Lake (LC)
************************************************************************************
*****
     Year: 2015 -- Model Years 1971 to 2015 Inclusive -- Winter
     Emfac2007 Emission Factors: V2.3 Nov 1 2006

     Lake (LC)                           Lake (LC)                      Lake (LC)

                             Table   2:  Starting Emissions (grams/trip)

     Pollutant Name: Reactive Org Gases        Temperature:  70F  Relative Humidity:
ALL

     Time 
      min       LDA      LDT      MDT      HDT      UBUS     MCY      ALL 

        5      0.070    0.123    0.115    1.057    0.284    0.851    0.164
       10      0.124    0.207    0.207    1.329    0.553    0.968    0.249
       20      0.225    0.362    0.379    1.848    1.049    1.202    0.409
       30      0.316    0.503    0.536    2.335    1.487    1.435    0.555
       40      0.397    0.629    0.679    2.789    1.868    1.667    0.687
       50      0.469    0.739    0.808    3.211    2.191    1.898    0.805
       60      0.529    0.830    0.920    3.523    2.456    2.055    0.901
      120      0.669    1.000    1.232    3.673    2.704    2.234    1.086
      180      0.664    1.008    1.254    3.924    2.869    2.303    1.106
      240      0.703    1.067    1.330    4.170    3.029    2.457    1.172
      300      0.741    1.125    1.404    4.410    3.183    2.609    1.237
      360      0.778    1.181    1.477    4.646    3.333    2.758    1.301
      420      0.814    1.236    1.549    4.876    3.477    2.905    1.363
      480      0.850    1.289    1.619    5.101    3.616    3.049    1.423
      540      0.884    1.341    1.688    5.320    3.750    3.192    1.482
      600      0.917    1.391    1.756    5.535    3.878    3.331    1.540
      660      0.950    1.440    1.822    5.744    4.001    3.469    1.596
      720      0.982    1.487    1.887    5.948    4.119    3.604    1.651

     Pollutant Name: Carbon Monoxide           Temperature:  70F  Relative Humidity:
ALL

     Time 
      min       LDA      LDT      MDT      HDT      UBUS     MCY      ALL 

        5      0.716    1.359    1.256   10.818    4.255    3.756    1.651
       10      1.304    2.372    2.292   14.218    8.338    4.086    2.629
       20      2.419    4.285    4.259   20.667   15.984    4.741    4.484
       30      3.451    6.049    6.087   26.647   22.938    5.392    6.200
       40      4.401    7.664    7.778   32.159   29.201    6.037    7.779
       50      5.268    9.129    9.330   37.204   34.773    6.677    9.220
       60      6.052   10.445   10.744   41.781   39.652    7.312   10.524
      120      8.420   13.774   14.635   48.918   45.483   10.593   13.810
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      180      7.976   13.337   14.422   52.757   46.812   10.954   13.652
      240      8.433   14.039   15.330   56.370   48.186   12.244   14.468
      300      8.856   14.697   16.161   59.757   49.603   13.415   15.227
      360      9.245   15.313   16.913   62.919   51.064   14.468   15.928
      420      9.599   15.886   17.587   65.854   52.569   15.401   16.572
      480      9.919   16.417   18.182   68.563   54.118   16.215   17.159
      540     10.205   16.904   18.700   71.047   55.710   16.911   17.689
      600     10.456   17.349   19.139   73.304   57.347   17.488   18.161
      660     10.672   17.751   19.500   75.336   59.027   17.946   18.576
      720     10.854   18.110   19.782   77.141   60.751   18.285   18.934

     Pollutant Name: Oxides of Nitrogen        Temperature:  70F  Relative Humidity:
ALL

     Time 
      min       LDA      LDT      MDT      HDT      UBUS     MCY      ALL 

        5      0.251    0.391    1.005    0.963    1.261    0.175    0.480
       10      0.288    0.456    1.123    1.412    1.900    0.210    0.565
       20      0.354    0.572    1.332    2.202    3.022    0.271    0.715
       30      0.408    0.667    1.506    2.847    3.936    0.322    0.838
       40      0.451    0.743    1.646    3.346    4.643    0.362    0.936
       50      0.483    0.798    1.751    3.699    5.142    0.393    1.008
       60      0.504    0.834    1.821    3.907    5.433    0.413    1.053
      120      0.529    0.872    1.932    3.936    5.472    0.416    1.099
      180      0.531    0.874    1.932    3.919    5.452    0.410    1.099
      240      0.527    0.868    1.918    3.893    5.421    0.402    1.091
      300      0.522    0.858    1.897    3.858    5.380    0.392    1.080
      360      0.514    0.846    1.868    3.815    5.328    0.380    1.064
      420      0.504    0.830    1.831    3.763    5.266    0.366    1.045
      480      0.493    0.811    1.787    3.703    5.192    0.350    1.022
      540      0.479    0.790    1.735    3.635    5.109    0.331    0.995
      600      0.464    0.765    1.675    3.557    5.014    0.311    0.965
      660      0.446    0.737    1.608    3.472    4.909    0.288    0.930
      720      0.427    0.706    1.533    3.377    4.793    0.264    0.892

     Pollutant Name: Carbon Dioxide            Temperature:  70F  Relative Humidity:
ALL

     Time 
      min       LDA      LDT      MDT      HDT      UBUS     MCY      ALL 

        5     11.158   13.136   19.045   17.345    3.753   17.843   13.809
       10     13.297   16.067   22.635   21.839    7.485   20.201   16.647
       20     17.960   22.319   30.485   30.700   14.887   24.816   22.728
       30     23.135   29.093   39.228   39.394   22.206   29.297   29.348
       40     28.822   36.387   48.865   47.920   29.442   33.644   36.506
       50     35.022   44.203   59.394   56.279   36.595   37.857   44.203
       60     41.734   52.539   70.816   64.470   43.665   41.935   52.438
      120     89.824  108.706  153.282  100.658   74.266   60.475  108.813
      180    102.636  124.412  175.141  112.595   87.740   63.818  124.192
      240    115.241  139.770  196.663  123.830  100.419   66.965  139.259
      300    127.639  154.779  217.849  134.361  112.302   69.917  154.016
      360    139.831  169.440  238.698  144.190  123.390   72.674  168.461
      420    151.816  183.753  259.211  153.315  133.683   75.236  182.595
      480    163.595  197.717  279.387  161.738  143.180   77.602  196.419
      540    175.167  211.334  299.227  169.458  151.883   79.772  209.931
      600    186.532  224.602  318.730  176.475  159.790   81.748  223.132
      660    197.690  237.522  337.896  182.788  166.901   83.528  236.022
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      720    208.642  250.093  356.726  188.399  173.218   85.113  248.601

     Pollutant Name: Sulfur Dioxide            Temperature:  70F  Relative Humidity:
ALL

     Time 
      min       LDA      LDT      MDT      HDT      UBUS     MCY      ALL 

        5      0.000    0.000    0.000    0.000    0.000    0.000    0.000
       10      0.000    0.000    0.000    0.000    0.000    0.000    0.000
       20      0.000    0.000    0.000    0.001    0.000    0.000    0.000
       30      0.000    0.000    0.000    0.001    0.001    0.000    0.000
       40      0.000    0.000    0.001    0.001    0.001    0.000    0.000
       50      0.000    0.001    0.001    0.001    0.001    0.001    0.001
       60      0.001    0.001    0.001    0.001    0.001    0.001    0.001
      120      0.001    0.001    0.002    0.002    0.001    0.001    0.001
      180      0.001    0.001    0.002    0.002    0.002    0.001    0.001
      240      0.001    0.002    0.002    0.002    0.002    0.001    0.002
      300      0.001    0.002    0.002    0.002    0.002    0.001    0.002
      360      0.002    0.002    0.003    0.002    0.002    0.001    0.002
      420      0.002    0.002    0.003    0.003    0.002    0.001    0.002
      480      0.002    0.002    0.003    0.003    0.002    0.001    0.002
      540      0.002    0.002    0.003    0.003    0.002    0.001    0.002
      600      0.002    0.002    0.003    0.003    0.003    0.001    0.002
      660      0.002    0.003    0.004    0.003    0.003    0.001    0.003
      720      0.002    0.003    0.004    0.003    0.003    0.001    0.003

     Pollutant Name: PM2.5                     Temperature:  70F  Relative Humidity:
ALL

     Time 
      min       LDA      LDT      MDT      HDT      UBUS     MCY      ALL 

        5      0.001    0.001    0.001    0.001    0.001    0.007    0.001
       10      0.001    0.002    0.002    0.002    0.001    0.007    0.002
       20      0.003    0.005    0.003    0.002    0.002    0.005    0.003
       30      0.004    0.007    0.004    0.003    0.003    0.004    0.005
       40      0.005    0.009    0.005    0.004    0.004    0.003    0.006
       50      0.006    0.010    0.007    0.004    0.005    0.003    0.008
       60      0.007    0.012    0.008    0.005    0.005    0.003    0.009
      120      0.010    0.018    0.012    0.007    0.007    0.006    0.013
      180      0.011    0.019    0.013    0.007    0.007    0.008    0.014
      240      0.012    0.021    0.013    0.008    0.007    0.011    0.015
      300      0.013    0.022    0.014    0.008    0.008    0.013    0.016
      360      0.013    0.023    0.015    0.009    0.008    0.015    0.017
      420      0.014    0.024    0.015    0.009    0.008    0.016    0.018
      480      0.014    0.025    0.016    0.009    0.008    0.018    0.018
      540      0.015    0.026    0.016    0.010    0.009    0.019    0.019
      600      0.015    0.026    0.017    0.010    0.009    0.019    0.019
      660      0.015    0.027    0.017    0.010    0.009    0.020    0.020
      720      0.015    0.027    0.017    0.010    0.009    0.020    0.020

Title    : Lake County Air Basin Subarea Winter CYr 2015 Default Title
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Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Run Date : 2010/07/13 16:15:33
Scen Year: 2015 -- All model years in the range 1971 to 2015 selected
Season   : Winter
Area     : Lake (LC)
************************************************************************************
*****
     Year: 2015 -- Model Years 1971 to 2015 Inclusive -- Winter
     Emfac2007 Emission Factors: V2.3 Nov 1 2006

     Lake (LC)                           Lake (LC)                      Lake (LC)

                             Table   4:  Hot Soak Emissions (grams/trip)

     Pollutant Name: Reactive Org Gases        Temperature:  70F  Relative Humidity:
ALL

     Time 
      min       LDA      LDT      MDT      HDT      UBUS     MCY      ALL 

        5      0.136    0.183    0.058    0.067    0.088    0.203    0.137
       10      0.252    0.340    0.108    0.123    0.163    0.379    0.254
       20      0.431    0.582    0.185    0.211    0.278    0.662    0.436
       30      0.556    0.753    0.240    0.272    0.359    0.872    0.563
       40      0.603    0.818    0.261    0.295    0.389    0.956    0.612

Hot soak results are scaled to reflect zero emissions for trip lengths of less than 
5 minutes (about 25% of in-use trips).

Title    : Lake County Air Basin Subarea Winter CYr 2015 Default Title
Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Run Date : 2010/07/13 16:15:33
Scen Year: 2015 -- All model years in the range 1971 to 2015 selected
Season   : Winter
Area     : Lake (LC)
************************************************************************************
*****
     Year: 2015 -- Model Years 1971 to 2015 Inclusive -- Winter
     Emfac2007 Emission Factors: V2.3 Nov 1 2006

     Lake (LC)                           Lake (LC)                      Lake (LC)

                             Table  5a:  Partial Day Diurnal Loss Emissions 
(grams/hour)

     Pollutant Name: Reactive Org Gases        Temperature: ALL   Relative Humidity:
ALL

     Temp 
     degF       LDA      LDT      MDT      HDT      UBUS     MCY      ALL 

       70      0.218    0.327    0.113    0.029    0.005    0.452    0.260
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Title    : Lake County Air Basin Subarea Winter CYr 2015 Default Title
Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Run Date : 2010/07/13 16:15:33
Scen Year: 2015 -- All model years in the range 1971 to 2015 selected
Season   : Winter
Area     : Lake (LC)
************************************************************************************
*****
     Year: 2015 -- Model Years 1971 to 2015 Inclusive -- Winter
     Emfac2007 Emission Factors: V2.3 Nov 1 2006

     Lake (LC)                           Lake (LC)                      Lake (LC)

                             Table  5b:  Multi-Day Diurnal Loss Emissions 
(grams/hour)

     Pollutant Name: Reactive Org Gases        Temperature: ALL   Relative Humidity:
ALL

     Temp 
     degF       LDA      LDT      MDT      HDT      UBUS     MCY      ALL 

       70      0.018    0.025    0.009    0.001    0.002    0.041    0.021

Title    : Lake County Air Basin Subarea Winter CYr 2015 Default Title
Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Run Date : 2010/07/13 16:15:33
Scen Year: 2015 -- All model years in the range 1971 to 2015 selected
Season   : Winter
Area     : Lake (LC)
************************************************************************************
*****
     Year: 2015 -- Model Years 1971 to 2015 Inclusive -- Winter
     Emfac2007 Emission Factors: V2.3 Nov 1 2006

     Lake (LC)                           Lake (LC)                      Lake (LC)

                             Table  6a:  Partial Day Resting Loss Emissions 
(grams/hour)

     Pollutant Name: Reactive Org Gases        Temperature: ALL   Relative Humidity:
ALL

     Temp 
     degF       LDA      LDT      MDT      HDT      UBUS     MCY      ALL 

       70      0.083    0.129    0.048    0.013    0.002    0.142    0.100
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Title    : Lake County Air Basin Subarea Winter CYr 2015 Default Title
Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Run Date : 2010/07/13 16:15:33
Scen Year: 2015 -- All model years in the range 1971 to 2015 selected
Season   : Winter
Area     : Lake (LC)
************************************************************************************
*****
     Year: 2015 -- Model Years 1971 to 2015 Inclusive -- Winter
     Emfac2007 Emission Factors: V2.3 Nov 1 2006

     Lake (LC)                           Lake (LC)                      Lake (LC)

                             Table  6b:  Multi-Day Resting Loss Emissions 
(grams/hour)

     Pollutant Name: Reactive Org Gases        Temperature: ALL   Relative Humidity:
ALL

     Temp 
     degF       LDA      LDT      MDT      HDT      UBUS     MCY      ALL 

       70      0.007    0.010    0.004    0.001    0.001    0.014    0.008

Title    : Lake County Air Basin Subarea Winter CYr 2015 Default Title
Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Run Date : 2010/07/13 16:15:33
Scen Year: 2015 -- All model years in the range 1971 to 2015 selected
Season   : Winter
Area     : Lake (LC)
************************************************************************************
*****
     Year: 2015 -- Model Years 1971 to 2015 Inclusive -- Winter
     Emfac2007 Emission Factors: V2.3 Nov 1 2006

     Lake (LC)                           Lake (LC)                      Lake (LC)

                             Table   7:  Estimated Travel Fractions

     Pollutant Name:                           Temperature: ALL   Relative Humidity:
ALL

                LDA      LDT      MDT      HDT      UBUS     MCY      ALL 

    %VMT       0.412    0.424    0.116    0.032    0.001    0.015    1.000
    %TRIP      0.363    0.383    0.184    0.053    0.000    0.017    1.000
    %VEH       0.389    0.423    0.095    0.037    0.000    0.056    1.000
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Emfac.rts

Title    : Lake County Air Basin Subarea Winter CYr 2015 Default Title
Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Run Date : 2010/07/13 16:15:33
Scen Year: 2015 -- All model years in the range 1971 to 2015 selected
Season   : Winter
Area     : Lake (LC)
************************************************************************************
*****
     Year: 2015 -- Model Years 1971 to 2015 Inclusive -- Winter
     Emfac2007 Emission Factors: V2.3 Nov 1 2006

     Lake (LC)                           Lake (LC)                      Lake (LC)

                             Table   8:  Evaporative Running Loss Emissions 
(grams/minute)

     Pollutant Name: Reactive Org Gases        Temperature:  70F  Relative Humidity:
ALL

     Time 
      min       LDA      LDT      MDT      HDT      UBUS     MCY      ALL 

        1      0.030    0.942    0.499    1.233    0.716    0.024    0.510
        2      0.031    0.493    0.262    0.655    0.373    0.062    0.275
        3      0.034    0.347    0.185    0.464    0.260    0.083    0.199
        4      0.038    0.276    0.148    0.369    0.205    0.096    0.163
        5      0.041    0.234    0.127    0.313    0.172    0.105    0.143
       10      0.050    0.156    0.087    0.203    0.109    0.132    0.106
       15      0.056    0.137    0.078    0.170    0.091    0.149    0.098
       20      0.061    0.134    0.077    0.156    0.085    0.163    0.099
       25      0.066    0.138    0.080    0.150    0.084    0.176    0.102
       30      0.069    0.145    0.084    0.156    0.088    0.184    0.107
       35      0.071    0.151    0.087    0.161    0.091    0.193    0.111
       40      0.073    0.157    0.091    0.167    0.095    0.201    0.116
       45      0.075    0.163    0.094    0.172    0.098    0.209    0.120
       50      0.077    0.168    0.097    0.177    0.101    0.215    0.123
       55      0.078    0.174    0.100    0.182    0.104    0.221    0.126
       60      0.079    0.179    0.103    0.187    0.107    0.227    0.130
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Bevins-Lakeport.lst
1                     CALINE4 - (DATED CALINE4x) 

              3.0.0 PC (32 BIT) VERSION 
             (C) COPYRIGHT 2000, TRINITY CONSULTANTS

 Run Began on  7/13/2010 at 16:30:35

            CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL
                     JUNE 1989 VERSION
                     PAGE   1

                JOB: Bevins-Lakeport
                RUN: Hour 1           (WORST CASE ANGLE)
          POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide

    I.  SITE VARIABLES

           U=   0.5 M/S             Z0= 100. CM            ALT=     0. (M) 
         BRG= WORST CASE            VD=  0.0 CM/S
        CLAS=     6 (F)             VS=  0.0 CM/S
        MIXH= 1000. M              AMB=  3.5 PPM
       SIGTH=    5. DEGREES       TEMP= 15.0 DEGREE (C)

   II.  LINK VARIABLES

        LINK      *  LINK COORDINATES (M)   *              EF     H     W
     DESCRIPTION  *   X1    Y1    X2    Y2  * TYPE  VPH  (G/MI)  (M)   (M) 
  ----------------*-------------------------*------------------------------
  1. Y SB1        *   684  1256   711  1201 *  AG    262   3.3    0.0  23.3
  2. Y SB2        *   711  1201   745  1133 *  AG    220   7.4    0.0  23.3
  3. Y SB3        *   745  1133   800  1025 *  AG    226   3.3    0.0  23.3
  4. Y SB4        *   800  1025   858   906 *  AG    226   3.3    0.0  23.3
  5. Y NB1        *   868   911   813  1024 *  AG     30   3.3    0.0  23.3
  6. Y NB2        *   814  1024   761  1138 *  AG     13   3.3    0.0  23.3
  7. Y NB3        *   761  1138   728  1205 *  AG    286   3.3    0.0  23.3
  8. Y NB4        *   728  1205   700  1263 *  AG    286   3.3    0.0  23.3
  9. Y LT1        *   720  1198   753  1134 *  AG     42   7.4    0.0  23.3
 10. Y LT2        *   753  1134   802  1038 *  AG     17   7.4    0.0  23.3
 11. X EB1        *   596  1103   682  1125 *  AG   1013   3.3    0.0  24.1
 12. X EB2        *   682  1125   750  1141 *  AG    740   7.4    0.0  24.1
 13. X EB3        *   750  1141   826  1158 *  AG    782   3.3    0.0  24.1
 14. X EB4        *   826  1158   923  1182 *  AG    782   3.3    0.0  24.1
 15. X WB1        *   924  1170   832  1147 *  AG    385   3.3    0.0  24.1
 16. X WB2        *   832  1147   757  1128 *  AG    379   7.4    0.0  24.1
 17. X WB3        *   757  1128   687  1111 *  AG    396   3.3    0.0  24.1
 18. X WB4        *   687  1111   599  1090 *  AG    396   3.3    0.0  24.1
 19. X LT1        *   674  1115   753  1134 *  AG    273   7.4    0.0  24.1
 20. X LT2        *   753  1134   841  1157 *  AG      6   7.4    0.0  24.1

  III.  RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

              *    COORDINATES (M) 
    RECEPTOR  *    X      Y      Z
  ------------*---------------------
   1. Recpt 1  *    805   1099   1.8
   2. Recpt 2  *    691   1157   1.8
   3. Recpt 3  *    729   1093   1.8
   4. Recpt 4  *    778   1179   1.8
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Bevins-Lakeport.lst

   IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE )

              *       * PRED  *                CONC/LINK
              *  BRG  * CONC  *                  (PPM)
   RECEPTOR   * (DEG) * (PPM) *    1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8
 -------------*-------*-------*----------------------------------------
   1. Recpt 1  *  289. *   3.8 *  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0
   2. Recpt 2  *  110. *   3.9 *  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0
   3. Recpt 3  *  359. *   3.9 *  0.0  0.1  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0
   4. Recpt 4  *  234. *   4.0 *  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0

              *                CONC/LINK
              *                  (PPM)
   RECEPTOR   *   9   10   11   12   13   14   15   16
  ------------*----------------------------------------
   1. Recpt 1  *  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.2  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0
   2. Recpt 2  *  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.2  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.1
   3. Recpt 3  *  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.2  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0
   4. Recpt 4  *  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.2  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0

              *CONC/LINK
              *(PPM)
   RECEPTOR   *  17   18   19   20
  ------------*--------------------------------------------------
   1. Recpt 1  *  0.0  0.0  0.1  0.0
   2. Recpt 2  *  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0
   3. Recpt 3  *  0.0  0.0  0.1  0.0
   4. Recpt 4  *  0.0  0.0  0.1  0.0

1

 Run Ended on  7/13/2010 at 16:30:35
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Main-Lakeport.lst
1                     CALINE4 - (DATED CALINE4x) 

              3.0.0 PC (32 BIT) VERSION 
             (C) COPYRIGHT 2000, TRINITY CONSULTANTS

 Run Began on  7/13/2010 at 16:34:29

            CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL
                     JUNE 1989 VERSION
                     PAGE   1

                JOB: Main-Lakeport
                RUN: Hour 1           (WORST CASE ANGLE)
          POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide

    I.  SITE VARIABLES

           U=   0.5 M/S             Z0= 100. CM            ALT=     0. (M) 
         BRG= WORST CASE            VD=  0.0 CM/S
        CLAS=     6 (F)             VS=  0.0 CM/S
        MIXH= 1000. M              AMB=  3.5 PPM
       SIGTH=    5. DEGREES       TEMP= 15.0 DEGREE (C)

   II.  LINK VARIABLES

        LINK      *  LINK COORDINATES (M)   *              EF     H     W
     DESCRIPTION  *   X1    Y1    X2    Y2  * TYPE  VPH  (G/MI)  (M)   (M) 
  ----------------*-------------------------*------------------------------
  1. Y SB1        *   684  1256   711  1201 *  AG    683   3.3    0.0  20.3
  2. Y SB2        *   711  1201   745  1133 *  AG    647   7.4    0.0  20.3
  3. Y SB3        *   745  1133   800  1025 *  AG    647   3.3    0.0  20.3
  4. Y SB4        *   800  1025   858   906 *  AG    647   3.3    0.0  20.3
  5. Y NB1        *   868   911   813  1024 *  AG    384   3.3    0.0  20.3
  6. Y NB2        *   814  1024   761  1138 *  AG    311   3.3    0.0  20.3
  7. Y NB3        *   761  1138   728  1205 *  AG    714   3.3    0.0  20.3
  8. Y NB4        *   728  1205   700  1263 *  AG    714   3.3    0.0  20.3
  9. Y LT1        *   720  1198   753  1134 *  AG     36   7.4    0.0  20.3
 10. Y LT2        *   753  1134   802  1038 *  AG     73   7.4    0.0  20.3
 11. X EB1        *   596  1103   682  1125 *  AG    521   3.3    0.0  16.2
 12. X EB2        *   682  1125   750  1141 *  AG    118   7.4    0.0  16.2
 13. X EB3        *   750  1141   826  1158 *  AG    154   3.3    0.0  16.2
 14. X EB4        *   826  1158   923  1182 *  AG    154   3.3    0.0  16.2
 15. X WB1        *   924  1170   832  1147 *  AG      3   3.3    0.0  16.2
 16. X WB2        *   832  1147   757  1128 *  AG      3   7.4    0.0  16.2
 17. X WB3        *   757  1128   687  1111 *  AG     76   3.3    0.0  16.2
 18. X WB4        *   687  1111   599  1090 *  AG     76   3.3    0.0  16.2
 19. X LT1        *   674  1115   753  1134 *  AG    403   7.4    0.0  16.2
 20. X LT2        *   753  1134   841  1157 *  AG      0   7.4    0.0  16.2

  III.  RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

              *    COORDINATES (M) 
    RECEPTOR  *    X      Y      Z
  ------------*---------------------
   1. Recpt 1  *    805   1099   1.8
   2. Recpt 2  *    691   1157   1.8
   3. Recpt 3  *    729   1093   1.8
   4. Recpt 4  *    778   1179   1.8
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Main-Lakeport.lst

   IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE )

              *       * PRED  *                CONC/LINK
              *  BRG  * CONC  *                  (PPM)
   RECEPTOR   * (DEG) * (PPM) *    1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8
 -------------*-------*-------*----------------------------------------
   1. Recpt 1  *  314. *   3.8 *  0.0  0.2  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.1  0.0
   2. Recpt 2  *  139. *   3.8 *  0.0  0.0  0.1  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0
   3. Recpt 3  *  357. *   3.9 *  0.0  0.2  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.1
   4. Recpt 4  *  232. *   3.9 *  0.0  0.1  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.1  0.0

              *                CONC/LINK
              *                  (PPM)
   RECEPTOR   *   9   10   11   12   13   14   15   16
  ------------*----------------------------------------
   1. Recpt 1  *  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0
   2. Recpt 2  *  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0
   3. Recpt 3  *  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0
   4. Recpt 4  *  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0

              *CONC/LINK
              *(PPM)
   RECEPTOR   *  17   18   19   20
  ------------*--------------------------------------------------
   1. Recpt 1  *  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0
   2. Recpt 2  *  0.0  0.0  0.1  0.0
   3. Recpt 3  *  0.0  0.0  0.1  0.0
   4. Recpt 4  *  0.0  0.0  0.1  0.0

1

 Run Ended on  7/13/2010 at 16:34:29
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sr29nbramp-lake.lst
1                     CALINE4 - (DATED CALINE4x) 

              3.0.0 PC (32 BIT) VERSION 
             (C) COPYRIGHT 2000, TRINITY CONSULTANTS

 Run Began on  7/13/2010 at 16:27:29

            CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL
                     JUNE 1989 VERSION
                     PAGE   1

                JOB: SR29 NB Ramp-Lakeport Blvd
                RUN: Hour 1           (WORST CASE ANGLE)
          POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide

    I.  SITE VARIABLES

           U=   0.5 M/S             Z0= 100. CM            ALT=     0. (M) 
         BRG= WORST CASE            VD=  0.0 CM/S
        CLAS=     6 (F)             VS=  0.0 CM/S
        MIXH= 1000. M              AMB=  3.5 PPM
       SIGTH=    5. DEGREES       TEMP= 15.0 DEGREE (C)

   II.  LINK VARIABLES

        LINK      *  LINK COORDINATES (M)   *              EF     H     W
     DESCRIPTION  *   X1    Y1    X2    Y2  * TYPE  VPH  (G/MI)  (M)   (M) 
  ----------------*-------------------------*------------------------------
  1. Link A       *  6284  -181  6284  -246 *  AG    388   3.3    0.0  19.1
  2. Link B       *  6284  -246  6284  -300 *  AG    388   7.4    0.0  19.1
  3. Link C       *  6284  -300  6279  -453 *  AG    572   3.3    0.0  19.1
  4. Link D       *  6297  -460  6298  -378 *  AG    769   3.3    0.0  19.1
  5. Link E       *  6298  -378  6298  -319 *  AG    769   3.3    0.0  19.1
  6. Link F       *  6298  -319  6297  -176 *  AG    769   3.3    0.0  19.1
  7. Link G       *  6284  -265  6300  -314 *  AG      0   7.4    0.0  19.1
  8. Link H       *  6300  -314  6462  -325 *  AG      0   3.3    0.0  23.7
  9. Link I       *  6523  -313  6380  -311 *  AG    635   3.3    0.0  23.7
 10. Link J       *  6380  -311  6298  -301 *  AG    451   7.4    0.0  23.7
 11. Link K       *  6370  -310  6284  -326 *  AG    184   7.4    0.0  23.7

  III.  RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

              *    COORDINATES (M) 
    RECEPTOR  *    X      Y      Z
  ------------*---------------------
   1. Recpt 1  *   6325   -280   1.7
   2. Recpt 2  *   6315   -339   1.7
   3. Recpt 3  *   6243   -327   1.7
   4. Recpt 4  *   6246   -277   1.7

   IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE )

              *       * PRED  *                CONC/LINK
              *  BRG  * CONC  *                  (PPM)
   RECEPTOR   * (DEG) * (PPM) *    1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8
 -------------*-------*-------*----------------------------------------
   1. Recpt 1  *  199. *   3.9 *  0.0  0.0  0.1  0.0  0.1  0.0  0.0  0.0
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   2. Recpt 2  *  344. *   4.0 *  0.0  0.1  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.2  0.0  0.0
   3. Recpt 3  *   83. *   3.9 *  0.0  0.0  0.1  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0
   4. Recpt 4  *  105. *   3.9 *  0.0  0.1  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.1  0.0  0.0

              *CONC/LINK
              *(PPM)
   RECEPTOR   *   9   10   11
  ------------*--------------------------------------------------
   1. Recpt 1  *  0.0  0.1  0.0
   2. Recpt 2  *  0.0  0.1  0.1
   3. Recpt 3  *  0.1  0.1  0.1
   4. Recpt 4  *  0.0  0.2  0.0

1

 Run Ended on  7/13/2010 at 16:27:29
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sr29sbramp-lake.lst
1                     CALINE4 - (DATED CALINE4x) 

              3.0.0 PC (32 BIT) VERSION 
             (C) COPYRIGHT 2000, TRINITY CONSULTANTS

 Run Began on  7/13/2010 at 16:25:31

            CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL
                     JUNE 1989 VERSION
                     PAGE   1

                JOB: SR29 SB Ramp-Lakeport Blvd
                RUN: Hour 1           (WORST CASE ANGLE)
          POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide

    I.  SITE VARIABLES

           U=   0.5 M/S             Z0= 100. CM            ALT=     0. (M) 
         BRG= WORST CASE            VD=  0.0 CM/S
        CLAS=     6 (F)             VS=  0.0 CM/S
        MIXH= 1000. M              AMB=  3.5 PPM
       SIGTH=    5. DEGREES       TEMP= 15.0 DEGREE (C)

   II.  LINK VARIABLES

        LINK      *  LINK COORDINATES (M)   *              EF     H     W
     DESCRIPTION  *   X1    Y1    X2    Y2  * TYPE  VPH  (G/MI)  (M)   (M) 
  ----------------*-------------------------*------------------------------
  1. Link A       *  6284  -181  6284  -246 *  AG    572   3.3    0.0  17.0
  2. Link B       *  6284  -246  6284  -300 *  AG    391   7.4    0.0  17.0
  3. Link C       *  6284  -300  6279  -453 *  AG    391   3.3    0.0  17.0
  4. Link D       *  6297  -460  6298  -378 *  AG    456   3.3    0.0  17.0
  5. Link E       *  6298  -378  6298  -319 *  AG    456   3.3    0.0  17.0
  6. Link F       *  6298  -319  6297  -176 *  AG    456   3.3    0.0  17.0
  7. Link G       *  6284  -265  6300  -314 *  AG    181   7.4    0.0  17.0
  8. Link H       *  6300  -314  6462  -325 *  AG    181   3.3    0.0  18.4
  9. Link I       *  6523  -313  6380  -311 *  AG      0   3.3    0.0  18.4
 10. Link J       *  6380  -311  6298  -301 *  AG      0   7.4    0.0  18.4
 11. Link K       *  6370  -310  6284  -326 *  AG      0   7.4    0.0  18.4

  III.  RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

              *    COORDINATES (M) 
    RECEPTOR  *    X      Y      Z
  ------------*---------------------
   1. Recpt 1  *   6325   -280   1.7
   2. Recpt 2  *   6315   -339   1.7
   3. Recpt 3  *   6243   -327   1.7
   4. Recpt 4  *   6246   -277   1.7

   IV.  MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE )

              *       * PRED  *                CONC/LINK
              *  BRG  * CONC  *                  (PPM)
   RECEPTOR   * (DEG) * (PPM) *    1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8
 -------------*-------*-------*----------------------------------------
   1. Recpt 1  *  253. *   3.7 *  0.0  0.1  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.1  0.0  0.0
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   2. Recpt 2  *  338. *   3.9 *  0.0  0.1  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.1  0.1  0.0
   3. Recpt 3  *   40. *   3.7 *  0.0  0.1  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0
   4. Recpt 4  *  108. *   3.7 *  0.0  0.1  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0

              *CONC/LINK
              *(PPM)
   RECEPTOR   *   9   10   11
  ------------*--------------------------------------------------
   1. Recpt 1  *  0.0  0.0  0.0
   2. Recpt 2  *  0.0  0.0  0.0
   3. Recpt 3  *  0.0  0.0  0.0
   4. Recpt 4  *  0.0  0.0  0.0

1

 Run Ended on  7/13/2010 at 16:25:31
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1. INTRODUCTION
The purpose of this biological study report is to identify and characterize sensitive 

natural communities and plant and wildlife resources that are known or expected to 

occur on a ±5.8-acre project site at 675 Lakeport Boulevard, in the City of Lakeport,

Lake County. The site, identified as Lake County -521-

410, is being evaluated for potential construction of a new courthouse.  As shown in 

Figure 1 of Appendix A, the site is located in near the center of Section 25, Township 14

North, Range 10 Lakeport 7.5-minute 

quadrangle.  Photographs of the site are provided in Appendix B.  
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2. METHODOLOGY AND STAFF QUALIFICATIONS
Prior to conducting fieldwork, a biological records search was completed.  This 

consisted of reviewing the California Department of Fish and Game's California Natural 

Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) as well as available local records.  The CNDDB records 

search covered a 10-mile radius around the site. This entailed review of records for 

portions of the following quadrangles: Cow Mountain, Upper Lake, Bartlett Mountain,

Oaks, Hopland, Highland Springs, 

Kelseyville, and Clearlake Highlands. Available local records consisted of a biological 

study report and wetland delineation (Northwest Biosurvey, 2006) prepared for a site 

approximately 0.3 miles to the north of the subject site on Martin Street, and an Initial 

Study for the same site (City of Lakeport, 2010).  The Martin Street site has physical 

and biological characteristics similar to the subject site, supports several of the same 

special-status plant species, and was used as a reference site to check the phenology 

of local special-status plant species.  

Upon completion of the pre-field review, a botanical field survey was undertaken 

in general accordance with Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special 

Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities (DFG, 2009).  Because of the 

potential requirement for frontage improvements on Lakeport Boulevard, lands between 

the subject parcel and the street were included in the biological study area.  The 

botanical survey was conducted on April 9 and 29, May 17, and June 19, 2010. All of 

the special-status plant species potentially occurring in the study area would have been 

evident at the time the fieldwork was conducted.  The survey consisted of an intensive

and systematic evaluation of the site; the field survey effort included four to six hours of 

field time during each of the four site visits.  

The locations and approximate population numbers/densities of the identified 

special-status plant populations were determined by gridding each population into a 

number of small polygons and then estimating the number of plants in each polygon.  

The wildlife evaluation was conducted in three phases.  The first phase consisted 

of the records search described above. Under the second phase, the habitats and 

special habitat elements in the study area were determined through field 

reconnaissance.  A list of wildlife species that could potentially occur in the identified 
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Habitat Relationships (WHR) 

System, Version 8.2 (DFG, 2008).  This is a predictive system based on scientific 

information regarding wildlife species and their known habitat relationships.  It is useful 

as a general pre-field screen and provides a somewhat broader view of special-status 

species potentially occurring in the study area.  

The wildlife survey was conducted on March 17, 2010. Many of the special-

status animal species potentially occurring in the study area would have been evident at 

the time the fieldwork was conducted.  The potential presence of species not readily 

identifiable during the field surveys was determined on the basis of observed habitat 

characteristics.  The initial field effort included approximately three hours of field 

observations; additional wildlife observations were made during the botanical field 

survey visits.  

The botanical field surveys were conducted by Donald Burk.  Mr. Burk has a 

Bachelor of Arts degree in Biological Sciences and a Master of Science degree in 

Botany. He has over 25 years of experience in the design and implementation of 

botanical field studies.  He has previously conducted botanical surveys in Lakeport and 

is familiar with flora of the region as well as state and federal statutes pertaining to 

special-status species.  The wildlife evaluation was conducted by Darrin Doyle.  Mr. 

Doyle has a Bachelor of Science degree in biology, and has 10 years of experience 

conducting biological surveys in California.  He is familiar with wildlife species of the 

region and their habitat requirements.  

California red-legged frog and vernal pool crustaceans.  
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3. RESULTS
Plant Communities/Wildlife Habitats

The study site is situated between approximately 1,340 and 1,400 feet above sea 

level, and is surrounded on three sides by urban development. The site was historically 

an oak woodland, and was used for agriculture and grazing beginning in the late 1930s;

the site was cleared of trees and shrubs in the early 1970s, and was graded prior to 

1988 (URS, 2009).  Soils on the site are identified as Henneke-Montara-rock outcrop 

complex, 15 to 50 percent slopes, with a negligible amount of Still loam, stratified 

substratum, in the extreme northeast corner of the site (USDA, NRCS, 2009).  The 

Henneke-Montara complex consists of very deep, moderately well-drained soils formed 

in alluvium from mixed rock types.  However, grading activities dramatically altered the 

soils and natural contours of the site.  Roughly 20 feet of surface material was removed 

from the upper portion of the site, resulting in two level terraces.  

Small rocks of serpentine origin are exposed on the upper terrace and hillsides,

which support a serpentine herb community. The lower terrace supports a disturbed 

annual grassland. These two communities are described in more detail below; locations 

of the communities are shown on Figure 3 of Appendix A and photographs are provided 

in Appendix B. Two small, shallow seasonal waters with rock substrates are present on 

the upper terrace. Most runoff from the site enters constructed ditches that convey flow

to the east.  Flow enters drain system, which discharges into Clear 

Lake approximately ¼-mile east of the site.

Annual grassland

Annual grasslands are characterized by a sparse to dense cover of annual 

Germination occurs with the onset of the fall rains; growth, flowering, and seed-set 

occur from winter through spring.  With a few exceptions, the plants are dead through 

the summer-fall dry season, persisting as seeds.  On the subject site, the annual

grassland community is best represented on the lower terrace of the site, on the eastern 

edge of the study area.  Common species in this community include wild oats, soft 
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chess, California meadow barley, cream sacs, winter vetch, Spanish lotus, and various 

clovers.  Although several special-status plant species were observed on the fringe of 

the annual grassland community, the community itself is not considered unique or 

sensitive.  

High-quality annual grasslands are inhabited by a variety of wildlife species.  

Common mammals include black-tailed jackrabbit, coyote, gophers, moles, and several 

species of mice and voles. Snakes are often abundant in annual grasslands, feeding on 

small rodents.  Amphibians are relatively uncommon in annual grasslands; however, 

species such as the western toad and Pacific treefrog may be locally abundant near 

aquatic habitats.  Annual grassland also provides nesting and foraging habitat for 

certain migratory birds, including western meadowlarks, various sparrows, western 

kingbirds, and horned larks. The WHR data base predicts that this habitat type may be 

inhabited by 83 species of wildlife (Appendix C).  However, because the onsite 

grassland is a small, fragmented relic of the grassland that historically was interspersed 

among the oak woodland, far fewer animal species are expected to be present. Overall, 

the onsite grassland has low value to wildlife species.

Serpentine herb community

The onsite serpentine herb community generally consists of a sparse, low-

growing cover of annual and perennial forbs and grasses on the upper terrace and 

hillsides.  Serpentine soils have unique chemical properties that prohibit the growth of 

many common plant species.  A number of other plant species have evolved 

mechanisms allowing them to survive on serpentine soils.  The flora of serpentine sites

is thus unique and often supports plants of limited distribution, including a number of 

endemic species.  Plant species observed on the site include naked buckwheat, wicker 

buckwheat, reflexed fescue, serpentine phacelia, fringed checkerbloom, bearded 

. As discussed below, 

four serpentine-adapted special-status plant species were also observed in this 

community.  

With the exception of crevices between boulders, the serpentine herb community 

lacks sufficient cover objects for most animal species.  Accordingly, this habitat type 
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supports relatively few species of wildlife.  Ground squirrels, which are present in small 

numbers on the site, create their own shelter by burrowing into hillsides or under large 

boulders.  A number of birds may forage in this habitat; gulls, ravens, and crows were 

While the serpentine herb community does not provide tree-nesting habitat for birds, 

ground-nesting species such as the killdeer could potentially nest on the site.  Overall, 

this habitat type has low value to wildlife species.  No estimate on the number of 

animals that may potentially utilize the serpentine herb community is available, as there 

is no corresponding WHR habitat type for this community.

Site grading resulted in the creation of two very shallow depressions on the 

western edge of the serpentine herb community.  These depressions pond water to a 

depth of two to three inches.  Because of the underlying bedrock, the water ponds for 

long duration.  These features appear to be subject to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

jurisdiction as non-

and southwest corners of the upper terrace and overflow enters small constructed

essentially unvegetated and provide minimal wildlife value.  However, they do attract 

some species, such as killdeer.  A delineation of wetlands and other waters on the

subject site has been completed by ENPLAN and is presented in a separate report 

(ENPLAN, 2010).  

The serpentine herb community is considered to be a sensitive natural 

community due to its somewhat restricted distribution and the high potential for endemic 

plant species to be present.  The onsite community has been highly disturbed by 

grading.  Although this has reduced the value of the site for some plant species, it has 

r

special-status species.  Loss of the serpentine herb community as a result of project 

development is considered a significant adverse impact.  Mitigation for this loss is best 

considered in conjunction with impacts on the four special-status plant species, and is 

addressed below.  
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Special-Status Plant Species
Review of CNDDB records showed that two special-status plant species, green 

jewel-flower and mayacamas popcorn-flower, have been broadly mapped to include the 

study area.  Twenty-six other special-status plant species are known to occur within a 

10-mile radius: -flowered fiddleneck, 

Boggs Lake hedge-

ic snapdragon, eel-grass pondweed, glandular 

moss, oval-leaved viburnum, Raiche

monardella, serpentine cryptantha, small-flowered calycadenia, small groundcone, 

Sonoma canescent manzanita, two-carpellate western flax, and woolly meadowfoam 

(Appendix D). The potential for each special-status plant species to utilize the study 

area is evaluated in Appendix E.

The botanical survey confirmed the presence of four special-status plant species 

on the project site: Colusa layia, bent-flowered fiddleneck, serpentine cryptantha, and 

a special-status species not reported in the CNDDB records search).

The locations of the plant populations are shown in Figure 3 of Appendix A.  A checklist 

of vascular plant species observed during the botanical field surveys is provided in

Appendix F. Data forms documenting the special-status plant occurrences have been 

submitted to the California Natural Diversity Data Base.  

Colusa layia (Layia septentrionalis)

Colusa layia is an annual herb that occurs in oak woodlands, chaparral, valley 

and foothill grasslands, and in sandy serpentinite.  The species is not state or federally 

listed, but is on CNPS List 1B.2 (Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California 

and Elsewhere; Fairly Threatened in California).  The species occurs between 300 and 

3,600 feet in elevation.  A total of 44 populations are reported in CNDDB records.  

These populations occur in the North Coast Range and Sutter Buttes (Colusa, Glenn, 

Lake, Mendocino, Napa, Sonoma, Sutter, Tehama, and Yolo counties).  Reported 

population sizes (available for only about 25 percent of the records) range mostly from 

100 to 200 plants, with the largest reported population having about 2,000 plants.  With 
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roughly 20,000 to 25,000 plants observed on the subject site, the onsite Colusa layia 

population is by far the largest of those for which data is available.  On the subject site, 

the species is most abundant on hillsides within the serpentine herb community, with a 

small number of plants present on the upper and lower terraces.

Bent-flowered fiddleneck (Amsinckia lunaris)

Bent-flowered fiddleneck occurs in cismontane woodlands, and valley and foothill 

grassland.  The species is not state or federally listed, but is on CNPS List 1B.2 (Plants 

Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and Elsewhere; Fairly Threatened in 

California).  The species is reported between 50 and 1,500 feet in elevation.  A total of 

50 populations are reported in CNDDB records.  Populations are known to occur in 

Lake, Marin, Napa, Colusa, Contra Costa, Alameda, San Benito, Santa Clara, Santa 

Cruz, Yolo, and San Mateo counties.  Reported population sizes (available for only 

about 35 percent of the records) range mostly from 10 to 300 plants. The largest 

quantified population size estimate is 3,650 plants, although the plants are noted to be 

. Approximately 500 bent-flowered fiddleneck plants were 

observed on the subject site, primarily growing on hillsides within the serpentine herb 

community.

Serpentine cryptantha (Cryptantha clevelandii ssp. dissita)

Serpentine cryptantha generally occurs on serpentine rock outcrops in chaparral

communities.  The species is reported between 1,100 and 2,400 feet in elevation.  The 

species is not state or federally listed, but is on CNPS List 1B.1 (Plants Rare, 

Threatened, or Endangered in California and Elsewhere; Seriously Threatened in 

California).  A total of 10 populations are reported in CNDDB records.  Populations are 

known to occur in Lake, Mendocino, Napa, and Sonoma counties.  Six of the ten 

populations were observed between 1902 and 1967, the remaining four populations 

were observed between 1999 and 2003.  No population size data is available.  

Approximately 10,000 serpentine cryptantha plants were observed on the subject site.  

Most of the plants occur within the serpentine herb community, on the upper terrace and 

on the hillside just below the upper terrace. 
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Clarkia gracilis ssp. tracyi)

generally occurs on serpentine soils in chaparral communities.

The species is reported from 200 to 2,200 feet above sea level.  The species is not 

state or federally listed, but is on CNPS List 4.2 (Plants of Limited Distribution (A Watch 

List); Fairly Threatened in California).  Populations are known to occur in Colusa, 

Humboldt, Lake, Mendocino, Napa, Trinity, and Tehama counties.  Because of the 

lower CNPS status, the CNDDB does not offer online data regarding the number of 

recorded populations or population sizes.  Nearly 10,000 

observed on the site.  All of these plants were growing on the periphery of the site, on 

both undisturbed and highly disturbed soils.

As noted above, Colusa layia, serpentine cryptantha, and bent-flowered 

fiddleneck are on the Californi B.  Although not state or 

federally listed, plants with this CNPS listing status are generally considered to qualify 

as rare under Section 15380(d) of the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and thus require consideration during 

CEQA review.  r

state listing, but may be locally significant.  As such, potential impacts to this species 

should also be evaluated during the CEQA process.  

Because detailed site development plans have not yet been prepared, the extent 

of impacts to the serpentine herb community and the four onsite special-status plant 

species cannot be quantified.  However, in general terms, site development has a high 

potential to adversely affect these resources

the least sensitive of the plants, would be least affected because it primarily occurs on 

the periphery of the site.  Serpentine cryptantha, which is the most sensitive of the four 

species on the site, is the most centrally located and would be the most difficult to avoid

during site development. Because all four of the special-status plant species have an 

affinity for serpentine soils, mitigation for the loss of the plants would also provide at 

least some mitigation for the loss of the serpentine herb community.  

Department of Fish and Game staff were contacted following discovery of the 

special-status plant populations.  However, the DFG has not conducted a field review of 
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the site or provided guidance as to potential mitigation strategies. Because full 

avoidance of the special-status plant populations and serpentine herb community does

not appear to be possible, we recommend that the project proponent prepare a 

mitigation plan acceptable to DFG prior to project construction.  Mitigation would likely 

include avoidance of at least some of the onsite serpentine herb community and 

associated special-status plant populations.  Detailed mapping of the extent and 

densities of the special-status plant communities prepared as part of the botanical study 

(Figure 3 of Appendix A) will assist in preparing a site design that minimizes impacts to 

the populations.  We recommend that the mitigation plan be prepared as early as 

possible, in conjunction with preparation of site design and development plans.  Other 

options for mitigation include preservation of other local populations of these special-

status plants, restoration of degraded populations on other sites in the area, and/or 

creation or new populations.  

Special-Status Animal Species
Review of CNDDB records showed that one special-status animal species,

American badger, has been broadly mapped as occurring within the study area. In 

addition, eight other special-status animal species are known to occur within a 10-mile 

radius: Clear Lake hitch, foothill yellow-legged frog, grasshopper sparrow, Pacific fisher, 

-eared bat, tricolored blackbird, and western pond 

turtle (Appendix D). The CNDDB records search also identified seven non-status 

animal species within the search radius: Calasellus californicus sage sparrow, 

blennosperma vernal pool andrenid bee, double-crested cormorant, great blue heron, 

osprey, and silver-haired bat.

The potential for each special-status animal species to utilize the study area is 

evaluated in Appendix E.  No special-status animal species were observed in the study 

area during the wildlife evaluation.  However, as documented in Appendix E, two 

special-status animal species, grasshopper sparrow -eared bat, as 

well as the non-status silver-haired bat could potentially utilize the site as some point 

during their life cycles.  A checklist of wildlife species observed at the site is presented 

in Appendix G.
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The grasshopper sparrow, a migratory bird, has a low potential to nest in the 

onsite annual grassland community.  Potential adverse effects on nesting grasshopper 

sparrows can be avoided through proper timing of vegetation removal (see Nesting 

Migratory Birds below).

-eared bat and silver-haired bat could potentially forage on the 

site. However, they are very unlikely to roost on the site, given the lack of suitable 

roosting sites.  Because suitable roosting habitat is much more available on other local 

sites and similar or higher quality foraging habitat is widely available, site development 

would have a negligible effect on these bat species; no mitigation is warranted.

Nesting Migratory Birds
Although no bird nests were observed in the study area during the field 

inspections, it is possible that migratory birds, particularly ground-nesting species, could 

nest on the study area in future years. The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act requires 

that nesting migratory birds not be adversely affected by human activities.  To ensure 

compliance with the Act, vegetation should be removed from the project area outside of 

the nesting season.  In the local area, most birds nest between March 1 and July 31.  

Accordingly, the potential for adversely affecting nesting birds can be greatly minimized 

by removing vegetation before March 1 or after July 31.  If this is not possible, a nesting 

survey should be conducted within two weeks prior to vegetation removal.  If active 

nests are present, work within 500 feet of the nest(s) should be postponed until the 

young have fledged, unless a smaller nest buffer zone is authorized by the DFG.

Resource-Agency Permit Requirements
If the Corps of Engineers confirms that the small depressions and constructed 

ditches are waters subject to federal jurisdiction, a Department of the Army permit would 

be required prior to fill of the features.  As a condition of the Department of the Army 

permit, issuance of a Water Quality Certification by the Regional Water Quality Control 

Board would also be required.  It is unlikely that a Streambed or Lakebed Alteration 

Agreement would be required by the Department of Fish and Game; however, we 

recommend this be confirmed through consultation with Department staff.  As for any 
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project involving more than one acre of surface disturbance, a General Construction 

Activity Storm Water Permit must be obtained from the State Water Resources Control 

Board; this requires preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution 

Prevention Plan.  Project implementation would also necessitate obtaining other permits 

(e.g., encroachment permits, air quality permits), but these involve issues beyond the 

scope of this document.  
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4. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMENDATIONS
In summary, we find that the study area supports non-

a unique serpentine herb community, and four special-status plant 

species: Colusa layia, serpentine cryptantha, bent-

clarkia. In addition, two special-status animal species (grasshopper sparrow and 

-eared bat), the non-status silver-haired bat, and nesting migratory birds 

could potentially utilize the site at some point during their life cycle.

Mitigation is not warranted for the bat species because they are unlikely to roost 

on the site and foraging habitat is widely available.  Mitigation is not warranted for 

Tra

for the serpentine herb community and other three special-status plants is expected to 

Implementation of the following measures would

reduce the remaining biological impacts to a level below that of significance.

1. Obtain Required Resource-Agency Permits. The project proponent shall obtain all 
necessary resource-agency permits prior to initiating any grading or construction 
activities w The required permits may include a 
Department of the Army Nationwide Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Water Quality Certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and
possibly a Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California Department of Fish 
and Game. 

2. Avoid/Minimize/Offset the Loss of the Serpentine Herb Community and Associated 
Special-Status Plants.  The project proponent shall prepare a mitigation plan 
identifying specific impacts of the proposed courthouse project on the serpentine 
herb community, Colusa layia, serpentine cryptantha, and bent-flowered fiddleneck.
The plan shall include measures to avoid and minimize impacts to these resources 
through careful site design and establishment of onsite avoidance areas.  To the 

If avoidance is not 
possible or does not provide sufficient mitigation, other mitigation measures shall be 
designated in the plan, including preservation of offsite serpentine habitats and 
special-status plant populations, restoration of degraded habitats on other local sites 
capable of supporting the sensitive resources, and/or creation of new habitats 
capable of supporting the sensitive resources. The mitigation plan shall be 
submitted to the California Department of Fish and Game for review, and must be
approved in writing by DFG prior to initiation of site construction activities.
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3. Avoid Disturbance of Nesting Migratory Birds, Including Grasshopper Sparrow. If 
feasible, vegetation removal shall be conducted between August 1 and February 28.  
If vegetation removal must be conducted between March 1 and July 31, a nesting 
bird survey shall be conducted within two weeks prior to initiation of work; if active 
nests are present, work within 500 feet of the nest(s) shall be postponed until the 
young have fledged, unless a smaller nest buffer zone is authorized by the DFG.  
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Figure 1
Project Vicinity Map

Feature and boundary locations depicted are approximate only.  
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Figure 2
Project APE and Area Surveyed

Feature and boundary locations depicted are approximate only.
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Special-Status Plant Population Locations and Density Representation
Figure 3

Feature and boundary locations depicted are approximate only.

X 0 70
Feet

Special Status Plant Occurrences

Bent-Flowered Fiddleneck (Amsinckia lunaris)
! Colusa Layia (Layia septentrionalis)
! Serpentine Cryptantha (Cryptantha clevelandii var. dissita)

!

1 Dot ± 15 Plants

Tracy's Clarkia (Clarkia gracilis ssp. tracyi)

Study Area Boundary

!

Parcel Boundary
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Appendix B
Site Photographs



Site Photographs 

500-01

Annual Grassland (front) and Serpentine Herb (back) Communities  3/17/10  

Annual Grassland Community  6/17/10 



500-01

Serpentine Herb Community on Upper Terrace  3/17/10

  
Serpentine Herb Community on Undisturbed Slope  6/17/10  



500-01

Ponded Water on Upper Terrace  2/8/10  

Constructed Drainage Ditch 4/29/10



500-01

Bent-flowered Fiddleneck  4/9/10 

Colusa Layia  5/19/10 



500-01

Serpentine Cryptantha  6/17/10 

Serpentine Cryptantha on Hillside  6/17/10 



500-01

Tracy's Clarkia  6/17/10

Tracy's Clarkia Habitat  6/17/10 
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Appendix C
Wildlife Habitat Relationships Report Summary



ID SPECIES NAME
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

A007 California newt 7
A043 Foothill yellow-legged frog 7 11 12
A046 Bullfrog 14
A071 California red-legged frog 2 7
R004 Western pond turtle 7 11 12
R036 Western skink 7 11
R048 Ringneck snake 12
R057 Gopher snake 7
R059 California mountain kingsnake 7 12
R061 Common garter snake 1 3 5 7
B051 Great blue heron 13
B052 Great egret 13
B071 Snow goose 14
B075 Canada goose 14
B077 Green-winged teal 14
B079 Mallard 14
B080 Northern pintail 14
B083 Cinnamon teal 14
B084 Northern shoverler 14
B085 Gadwall 14
B086 Eurasian wigeon 14
B087 American widgeon 14
B094 Lesser scaup 14
B110 Osprey 13
B111 White-tailed kite 5
B113 Bald eagle 3 5 13
B114 Northern harrier 7
B124 Ferruginous hawk 11
B126 Golden eagle 5 11 13
B129 Peregrine falcon 3 5 12 13
B133 Ring-necked pheasant 14
B134 Sooty grouse 7 14
B138 Wild turkey 14
B140 California quail 7 14
B141 Mountain quail 14
B149 American coot 14
B255 Mourning dove 14
B269 Burrowing owl 7 11
B272 Long-eared owl 7
B273 Short-eared owl 7
B338 Purple martin 7
B342 Bank swallow 4
B353 American crow 14
B410 Loggerhead shrike 1 7
B461 Common yellowthroat 7
B487 Rufous-crowned sparrow 7
B499 Savannah sparrow 3 7
B501 Grasshopper sparrow 7
B505 Song sparrow 7

WHR SPECIES SUMMARY REPORT (VERSION 8.2)

STATUS

675 Lakeport Boulevard, Lakeport, CA
Lake County Courthouse

S:\01-Jobs Active\500-01 RBF Consulting - Lake County Courthouse\1-Documents\675 Lakeport Blvd\BSR\Appendix C - WHR\WHR report - 
675 Lakeport Blvd.xls



ID SPECIES NAME STATUS

B519 Red-winged blackbird 7
B520 Tricolored blackbird 7
B522 Yellow-headed blackbird 7
M001 Virginia opossum 14
M006 Ornate shrew 1 7
M018 Broad-footed mole 7
M023 Yuma myotis 11
M026 Fringed myotis 11
M033 Western red bat 7 12
M037 Townsend's big-eared bat 7 11 12
M038 Pallid bat 7 11 12
M045 Brush rabbit 1 3 14
M047 Desert cottontail 14
M051 Black-tailed jackrabbit 7 14
M087 San Joaquin pocket mouse 7 11
M105 California kangaroo rat 7 11
M112 American beaver 14
M117 Deer mouse 7
M134 California vole 1 3 7 11
M146 Coyote 14
M147 Red fox 4 12 14
M149 Gray fox 14
M151 Black bear 14
M152 Ringtail 5
M153 Raccoon 14
M157 Long-tailed weasel 14
M160 American badger 7 14
M161 Western spotted skunk 7 14
M162 Striped skunk 14
M165 Mountain lion 7
M166 Bobcat 14
M176 Wild pig 14
M177 Elk 14
M181 Mule deer 14

Total Number of Species: 83
STATUS KEY:

1 = Federal Endangered
Habitats Selected: 2 = Federal Threatened

Annual grassland 3 = California Endangered
4 = Caifornia Threatened
5 = Caifornia Fully Protected
6 = California Protected
7 = California Species of Special Concern
8 = Federally - Proposed Endangered
9 = Federally - Proposed Threatened
10 = Federal Candidate
11 = BLM Sensitive
12 = USFS Sensitive
13 = CDF Sensitive
14 = Harvest

S:\01-Jobs Active\500-01 RBF Consulting - Lake County Courthouse\1-Documents\675 Lakeport Blvd\BSR\Appendix C - WHR\WHR report - 
675 Lakeport Blvd.xls
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Rarefind (CNDDB) Report Summary
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Rarefind (CNDDB) Report Summary (March 2010 Data)
Lake County Courthouse

675 Lakeport Boulevard, Lakeport, CA
Listed Element Quadrangle1

Status2

CM UL BM PG LA LU CO HO HS KE CH
Animals

American badger SSC
Calasellus californicus None

None
Blennosperma vernal pool 
andrenid bee None

Clear Lake hitch SSC
Double-crested cormorant None
Foothill yellow-legged frog SSC
Grasshopper sparrow SSC
Great blue heron None
Osprey None
Pacific fisher FC, SSC
Sacramento perch SSC
Silver-haired bat None

-eared bat SSC
Tricolored blackbird SSC
Western pond turtle SSC

Plants
Anthony Peak lupine 1B.3
Beaked tracyina 1B.2
Bent-flowered fiddleneck 1B.2
Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop SE, 1B.2

1B.2
1B.2

Bristly sedge 2.1
FE, SE, 

1B.1
Colusa layia 1B.2
Dimorphic snapdragon 4.3
Eel-grass pondweed 2.2
Glandular western flax 1B.2
Green jewel-flower 1B.2

1B.3
Konocti manzanita 1B.3
Mayacamas popcorn-
flower 1A

Napa bluecurls 1B.2
2.2

Oval-leaved viburnum 2.3
1B.1

Rincon Ridge ceanothus 1B.1
Robust monardella 1B.2
Serpentine cryptantha 1B.1
Small-flowered 
calycadenia 1B.2

Small groundcone 2.3
Sonoma canescent 1B.2
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Rarefind (CNDDB) Report Summary (March 2010 Data)
Lake County Courthouse

675 Lakeport Boulevard, Lakeport, CA
Listed Element Quadrangle1

Status2

CM UL BM PG LA LU CO HO HS KE CH
manzanita
Two-carpellate western 
flax 1B.2

Woolly meadowfoam 4.2
Natural Communities

Clear Lake Drainage 
Cyprinid /Catostomid 
Stream

None

Clear Lake Drainage 
Resident 
Trout Stream

None

Clear Lake Drainage 
Seasonal Lakefish 
Spawning Stream

None

Coastal and Valley 
Freshwater Marsh None

Northern Interior Cypress 
Forest None

Serpentine Bunchgrass None

Highlighting denotes the quadrangle in which the project site is located.  

1Quadrangle Code
CM = Cow Mountain LA = Lakeport HS = Highland Springs
UL = Upper Lake LU = Lucerne KE = Kelseville
BM = Bartlet Mtn. CO = Clearlake Oaks CH = Clearlake Highlands

HO = Hopland

2Status Codes
Federal/State
FE = Federally Listed Endangered FD  = Federally Delisted SSC = State Species of Concern 
FT = Federally Listed Threatened SE = State Listed Endangered
FC = Federal Candidate Species ST = State Listed Threatened

California Native Plant Society
List 1A = Plants Presumed Extinct in California
List 1B = Plants Rare, Threatened or Endangered in California and Elsewhere
List 2  =  Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California, But More Common Elsewhere
List 3 = Plants  About Which We Need More Information A Review List
List 4 = Plants of Limited Distribution A Watch List

Threat Ranks
0.1 = Seriously Threatened in California
0.2 = Fairly Threatened in California
0.3 = Not Very Threatened in California
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Appendix E
Evaluation of the Potential for Special-Status Species or Other 
Species Identified by the CNDDB to Occur at the Project Site
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Appendix F
Checklist of Vascular Plant Species Observed



Amaranthaceae Amaranth Family
Amaranthus albus Tumbleweed

Apiaceae Carrot Family
Lomatium macrocarpum Large-fruited lomatium
Perideridia sp. Yampah
Torilis arvensis Field hedge-parsley

Asteraceae Sunflower Family
Achyrachaena mollis Blow-wives
Agoseris grandiflora Large-flowered agoseris
Agoseris heterophylla Annual agoseris
Ancistrocarphus filagineus Wooly fishhooks/false neststraw
Anthemis cotula Stinking chamomile
Baccharis pilularis Coyote-brush
Calycadenia pauciflora Smallflower western rosinweed
Carduus pycnocephalus Italian thistle
Centaurea solstitialis Yellow star thistle
Chamomilla suaveolens Pineapple weed
Cirsium cymosum Peregrine thistle
Filago gallica Narrow-leaved filago
Hemizonia congesta ssp. clevelandii Hayfield tarweed
Hypochaeris glabra
Lactuca sp. Prickly lettuce
Lagophylla ramosissima  var. ramosissima Common hareleaf
Lasthenia californica California goldfields
Layia septentrionalis Colusa tidytips
Micropus californicus  var. californicus Slender cottonweed
Microseris douglasii ssp. douglasii Douglas' silverpuffs
Psilocarphus tenellus  var. tenellus Slender woolly marbles
Rigiopappus leptocladus Rigiopappus
Senecio vulgaris Old-man-in-the-Spring
Sonchus asper ssp. asper Prickly sow thistle
Uropappus lindleyi Silverpuffs

Boraginaceae Borage Family
Amsinckia lunaris Bent-flowered fiddleneck
Amsinckia menziesii var. menziesii Menzies'  fiddleneck
Cryptantha clevelandii var. dissita Cleveland's cryptantha
Plagiobothrys nothofulvus Rusty popcorn-flower

Brassicaceae Mustard Family
Athysanus pusillus Petty athysanus
Brassica rapa Field-mustard
Capsella bursa-pastoris
Lepidium  sp. Peppergrass
Lepidium nitidum  var. nitidum Shining peppergrass
Streptanthus barbiger Bearded jewelflower
Thysanocarpus curvipes Lace pod

Lake County Courthouse Site
April 9 and 29, May 17, and June 19, 2010

CHECKLIST OF VASCULAR PLANT SPECIES OBSERVED
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Lake County Courthouse Site
CHECKLIST OF VASCULAR PLANT SPECIES OBSERVED

Campanulaceae Bluebell Family
Githopsis specularioides Common bluecup

Caryophyllaceae Pink Family
Cerastium glomeratum Mouse-eared chickweed
Minuartia douglasii Douglas' sandwort
Petrorhagia dubia Grass pink
Scleranthus annuus ssp. annuus German knotgrass 
Spergularia rubra Ruby sand spurry

Convolvulaceae Morning Glory Family
Convolvulus arvensis Bindweed

Crassulaceae Stonecrop Family
Crassula tillaea Moss pygmy weed

Cucurbitaceae Gourd Family
Marah  sp. Man-root

Cuscutaceae Dodder Family
Cuscuta californica Chaparral dodder

Euphorbiaceae Spurge Family
Eremocarpus setigerus Dove weed

Fabaceae Legume Family
Astragalus gambelianus Gambel's dwarf milkvetch
Lotus sp. Lotus
Lotus denticulatus Riverbar birds-foot trefoil
Lotus humistratus Hairy lotus
Lotus purshianus Spanish lotus
Lupinus bicolor Bicolored lupine
Medicago minima Hairy bur-clover
Medicago polymorpha California bur-clover
Medicago praecox Mediterranean bur-clover
Trifolium albopurpureum  var. dichotomum Branched Indian clover
Trifolium bifidum var. decipiens Deceptive clover
Trifolium dubium Little hop clover
Trifolium hirtum Rose clover
Trifolium willdenovii Tomcat clover
Vicia sativa ssp. nigra Garden vetch
Vicia villosa ssp. villosa Winter vetch

Fagaceae Oak Family
Quercus lobata Valley oak (seedling)

Gentianaceae Gentian Family
Centaurium muehlenbergii Muhlenberg's centaury
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Lake County Courthouse Site
CHECKLIST OF VASCULAR PLANT SPECIES OBSERVED

Geraniaceae Geranium Family
Erodium botrys Long-beaked filaree
Erodium brachycarpum Short-fruited storksbill
Erodium cicutarium Red-stemmed filaree

Hydrophyllaceae Waterleaf Family
Phacelia corymbosa Serpentine phacelia

Iridaceae Iris Family
Sisyrinchium bellum Blue-eyed grass

Juncaceae Rush Family
Juncus bufonius Toad rush

Liliaceae Lily Family
Allium falcifolium Scytheleaf onion
Brodiaea californica  var. californica California brodiaea
Calochortus vestae Coast Range mariposa lily
Chlorogalum sp. Soap plant
Dichelostemma capitatum ssp. capitatum Blue dicks

Malvaceae Mallow Family
Sidalcea diploscypha Fringed checkerbloom

Onagraceae Evening-Primrose Family 
Camissonia graciliflora Hill suncup
Clarkia gracilis ssp. gracilis Slender clarkia
Clarkia gracilis ssp. tracyi Tracy's  clarkia
Clarkia purpurea ssp. quadrivulnera Winecup clarkia
Epilobium minutum Chaparral willowherb

Orobanchaceae Broom-rape Family
Orobanche fasciculata Clustered broom-rape

Papaveraceae Poppy Family
Eschscholzia californica California poppy
Platystemon califonicus Creamcups

Plantaginaceae Plantain Family 
Plantago  sp. Plantain
Plantago erecta

Poaceae Grass Family 
Aegilops triuncialis Barbed goatgrass
Aira caryophyllea Silver hairgrass
Avena barbata Slender wild oats
Avena fatua Wild oats
Bromus carinatus var. carinatus California brome
Bromus diandrus Ripgut grass
Bromus hordeaceus Soft chess
Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens Red brome
Deschampsia danthonioides Annual hairgrass
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Lake County Courthouse Site
CHECKLIST OF VASCULAR PLANT SPECIES OBSERVED

Elymus multisetus Big squirreltail
Hordeum brachyantherum ssp. californicum California barley
Hordeum marinum ssp. gussoneanum Mediterranean barley
Hordeum murinum Foxtail barley
Lolium multiflorum Annual ryegrass
Melica californica California melic
Nasella pulchra Purple needlegrass
Poa annua Annual bluegrass
Poa secunda ssp. secunda One-sided bluegrass
Scribneria bolanderi Scribner grass
Secale cereale Rye
Taeniatherum caput-medusae Medusa head
Vulpia microstachys var. ciliata Fringed fescue
Vulpia microstachys var. microstachys Small fescue
Vulpia microstachys var. pauciflora Few-flowered fescue 
Vulpia myuros  var. myuros Rattail fescue

Polemoniaceae Phlox Family
Gilia capitata ssp. capita Globe gilia
Gilia tricolor
Leptosiphon bolanderi Bolander's linanthus
Linanthus bicolor Bicolored linanthus

Polygonaceae Buckwheat Family
Eriogonum nudum Naked buckwheat
Eriogonum vimineum Wicker buckwheat
Rumex crispus Curly dock

Portulacaceae Purslane Family 
Calandrinia ciliata Red maids
Claytonia exigua ssp. exigua Little miner's-lettuce
Claytonia perfoliata

Primulaceae Primrose Family
Anagallis arvensis Scarlet pimpernel

Pteridaceae Brake Family
Pentagramma triangularis ssp. triangularis Goldback fern

Ranunculaceae Buttercup Family
Delphinium hansenii ssp.  hansenii Eldorado larkspur
Ranunculus sp. Buttercup

Rosaceae Rose Family
Crataegus sp. Hawthorn (horticultural)

Rubiaceae Madder Family
Galium aparine Cleavers
Galium parisiense Wall bedstraw
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Lake County Courthouse Site
CHECKLIST OF VASCULAR PLANT SPECIES OBSERVED

Scrophulariaceae Snapdragon Family 
Castilleja attenuata Valley tassels
Castilleja exserta ssp. exserta Exserted Indian paintbrush
Castilleja rubicundala ssp. lithospermoides Cream sacs
Collinsia sparsiflora var. sparsiflora Spinster's blue eyed Mary
Mimulus guttatus Common monkey-flower
Triphysaria eriantha Johnny tuck
Verbascum blattaria Moth mullein

Taxodiaceae Bald Cypress Family
Sequoia sempervirens Redwood (horticultural)

Valerianaceae Valerian Family
Plectritis macrocera White plectritis
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Checklist of Wildlife Species Observed



500-01 Lake County Courthouse BSR ENPLAN

Checklist of Wildlife Species Observed
Lake County Courthouse

675 Lakeport Boulevard, Lakeport, CA
Common Name Scientific Name Status

BIRDS

American crow Corvus brachyrhynchos None

Black-tailed jackrabbit Lepus californicus None

California gull Larus californicus None

Common raven Corvus corax None

Killdeer Charadrius vociferus None

Red-tailed hawk Buteo jamaicensis None

Western scrub-jay Aphelocoma californica None

MAMMALS

California ground squirrel Otospermophilus beecheyi None

Gopher Thomomys sp. None

REPTILES

Western fence lizard Sceloperus occidentalis None
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Lake County Courthouse Site

Pre-jurisdictional Delineation Report 

Applicant/Land Owner:
Administrative Office of the Courts
2860 Gateway Oaks Drive, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA  95833
Attention: Laura Sainz

Access:
From Lakeport, take Highway 29 to the Lakeport 
Boulevard exit. Travel east on Lakeport Boulevard 
approximately 1000 feet. The site is on the south side 
of Lakeport Boulevard and can be accessed from the 
road margin.

I. INTRODUCTION
The ±6.4-acre study site is located east of the intersection of Lakeport Boulevard 

and Highway 29 in the City of Lakeport, Lake County. The study site encompasses the 

subject ±5.8-acre parcel as well as the southern fill slope along Lakeport Boulevard to 

the north.  As shown in Figure 1, the site is situated near the center of Section 25,

Township 14 North, Range 10 West (Lakeport, CA, 7.5-minute quadrangle). The site is 

identified as Lake County Assessor Parcel Number 025-521-410 and is being 

evaluated for potential construction of a new Lake County courthouse.

The site elevation ranges between 1,340 and 1,400 feet above sea level. The 

site was historically an oak woodland, and was used for agriculture and grazing 

beginning in the late 1930s; the site was cleared of trees and shrubs in the early 1970s, 

and was graded prior to 1988 (URS, 2009).  Grading dramatically altered the natural 

contours of the site.  Roughly 20 feet of surface material was removed from the upper 

portion of the site, resulting in two level terraces.  

Small rocks of serpentine origin are exposed on the upper terrace and hillsides,

which support a serpentine herb community. The serpentine herb community generally 

consists of a sparse, low-growing cover of annual and perennial forbs and grasses 

including naked buckwheat, wicker buckwheat, reflexed fescue, serpentine phacelia, 

milkvetch. The lower terrace, on the eastern edge of the study area, supports an

annual grassland community. Common species in this community include wild oats, 

soft chess, California meadow barley, cream sacs, winter vetch, Spanish lotus, and 

various clovers. All of the above species have an indicator status of FACU or drier.  



05.19.10

Figure 1

Project Vicinity Map

Feature and boundary locations depicted are approximate only.  

X 0 2,000
Feet

Lake County, California

Site

Project Site

USGS Lakeport 7.5-minute Quadrangle
Section 25, Township 14 North, Range 10 West
Centroid:  Lat: 39° 2' 1.56" Long:  -122° 55' 14.54"
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According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources 

Conservation Service (NRCS, 2010), two soil units are present on the study site.

Henneke-Montara-rock outcrop complex, 15-30 percent slopes, covers nearly the 

entirety of the study site.  A very small amount of Still loam, stratified substratum, is 

mapped as occurring in the extreme northeast corner of the site. The Henneke-

Montara-rock outcrop complex is not considered hydric, while the Still soil unit is partly 

hydric, i.e., it may contain inclusions of hydric soils.  It should be noted that past grading 

activities on the site have resulted in removal and/or redistribution of most of the on-site 

soils.  

The climate of the project vicinity is of the Mediterranean type, with cool, moist 

winters and hot, dry summers.  Annual precipitation averages ±28.4 inches in the 

community of Lakeport, which reasonably approximates conditions on the subject site 

(Western Regional Climate Center, 2010).

II. METHODOLOGY
Prior to undertaking the field studies, National Wetlands Inventory maps (U.S.

Fish and Wildlife Service, n.d.) were reviewed to determine if any jurisdictional waters 

had been previously reported on or within one-half mile of the project site. Such data is

not available for the Lakeport quadrangle.  

The primary field investigation was conducted on April 29 and 30, 2010. During 

the field investigation, field conditions were relatively wet.  Average April rainfall for the 

City of Lakeport measures 2.19 inches; actual rainfall totals for April 2010 measured 

6.89 inches (NOAA, 2010).

The wetland investigation was conducted in accordance with technical methods 

outlined in the Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (U.S. Department of 

the Army, Corps of Engineers, 1987) and under the Regional Supplement to the Corps 

of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region (U.S. Department of the 

Army, Corps of Engineers, 2008

this report.  Wetland Determination Data Forms are presented in Appendix A of this 

report. 
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Although no wetlands were identified, several non-wetland waters of the United 

States are present. these features

is represented by the ordinary high water mark.  As described in the Code of Federal 

Regulations Title 33: Navigation and Navigable Waters-Sec. 328.3(e), the ordinary high 

water mark is defined as the line on the shore established by fluctuations of water 

indicated by physical characteristics.  These may include a clear/natural line on the

bank, shelving, changes in soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, presence of litter 

and debris, or other appropriate means that consider the characteristics of the 

surrounding areas.  The limits of on-site ditches and seasonal waters were identified in 

the field using these indicators.  

Scientific nomenclature for plants cited in this report is in accordance with the 

taxonomic treatments presented in A Synonymized Checklist of the Vascular Flora of 

the United States, Canada, and Greenland (Kartesz, 1994).  The wetland indicator 

status of the plants was determined using the National List of Plant Species That Occur 

in Wetlands: California (Region 0) (U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife 

Service, 1988).  Soil colors were identified using Munsell Soil Color Charts (Kollmorgen 

Instruments Corporation, 2000). 

Coordinates along the perimeters of non-linear waters were obtained using a 

global positioning system (GPS) unit capable of sub-meter accuracy.  Coordinates for 

the centerlines of ditches were also recorded with the GPS unit; the aerial extent of the 

ditches was calculated based on cross-sectional measurements taken at roughly 25-

foot intervals.  The GPS coordinates were downloaded into ArcMap for mapping and 

acreage calculations.

III. RESULTS
During the field investigation, ENPLAN mapped eight non-wetland waters of the 

United States within two categories:  seasonal waters and constructed ditches. These 

features are characterized below.  The results of the field delineation effort are 

summarized in Tables 1 and 2 and shown in Figure 2.  Representative photos are 

presented in Appendix B.
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Seasonal Waters: Two seasonal waters, on the western edge of the upper 
terrace, were created when the site was graded and bedrock was exposed.
Water now ponds to a depth of two to three inches in these shallow depressions
underlain by bedrock.  Representative plant species include scribner grass 
(Scribneria bolanderi, UPL), annual hairgrass (Deschampsia danthonioides,
FACW), and rigiopappus (Rigiopappus leptocladus, UPL), but vegetative cover is 
less than five percent. As described in the Arid West Supplement, features with 
an ordinary high water mark and less than five percent vegetative cover are non-
wetland waters.  The extent of ponding was documented through site inspections 
on February 8 and April 9, 29 and 30, 2010, as well as by the presence of water-
stained rock, sediment deposits, and a biotic crust.  

Constructed Ditches: Constructed ditches are excavated features that may be 
located in either wetlands or uplands, and may convey water collected from 
sheet flow or diverted from other water bodies.  The jurisdictional status of 
constructed ditches depends in part on these characteristics. The on-site ditches
are constructed in uplands, and receive sheet-flow runoff and discharge from the
two non-wetland waters on the upper terrace. Most of the ditches have only 
ephemeral flow.  However, 3:CD and 8:CD do not drain well and support wetland 
plant species in their lower ends; species present include annual ryegrass
(Lolium multiflorum = L. perenne, FAC*), Hordeum marinum ssp. gussoneanum
= H. hystrix, FAC), and common monkey-flower (Mimulus guttatus, OBL).  

Table 1
Summary of Waters by Type

Type Area
sq. ft. acres

Constructed Ditches 2,108 0.048
Seasonal Waters 3,793 0.087

Total Waters 5,901 0.135

Table 2
Waters by Map ID

Map 
ID Type Average

Width Length Area
sq. ft. acres

1 Constructed Ditch 1.7 350 595 0.014
2 Constructed Ditch 0.5 20 10 0.000
3 Constructed Ditch 4.6 206 948 0.022
4 Seasonal Water 2,599 0.060
5 Seasonal Water 1,194 0.027
6 Constructed Ditch 1.6 178 285 0.007
7 Constructed Ditch 1.5 10 15 0.000
8 Constructed Ditch 2.3 111 255 0.006

Total Waters 5,901 0.135



?

07.16.10Feature and boundary locations depicted are approximate only.  

X 0 100
Feet

Study Area Boundary

Parcel Boundary

Seasonal Water

Constructed Ditch

Culvert

Flow Direction
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1:CD 2:CD

4:SW
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6:CD
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1:CD

DP1

DP3

Lakeport Boulevard

DP2

sq. f t. acres

1:CD Constructed Ditch 1.7 350 595 0.014
2:CD Constructed Ditch 0.5 20 10 0.000
3:CD Constructed Ditch 4.6 206 948 0.022
4:RW Seasonal Water 2,599 0.060
5:RW Seasonal Water 1,194 0.027
6:CD Constructed Ditch 1.6 178 285 0.007
7:CD Constructed Ditch 1.5 10 15 0.000
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5,901 0.135

Potential Waters by Map ID
Area

Map ID Type
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Total Waters

Project:
Delineator:
Date:
Date Revised:

February 8 & April 9, 29, & 30, 2010

Lake County Courthouse Site
Don Burk

Figure 2
Potential Waters of the U.S. and/or State
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IV. JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION
As described in Regulatory Guidance Letter 08-02, the applicant concurs with the 

Army Corps of Engineers that waters regulated under the Clean Water Act may be 

present on the site.  As such, these waters will be treated as jurisdictional for the 

purpose of calculating fill and satisfying future mitigation requirements.  The applicant 

understands that they can later request and obtain an approved JD if that later becomes 

necessary or appropriate during the permit process or during the administrative appeal 

process.
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Representative Photos



Representative Photos of On-site Waters

500-01

4:SW looking southeast 2/8/10

5:SW looking southeast 2/8/10



500-01

Biotic crust in 5:SW 4/29/10

1:CD looking west  4/29/10



500-01

Lower terminus of 1:CD and 2:CD, with discharge to uplands 4/29/10

3:CD looking north 4/29/10



500-01

6:CD (foreground) looking northeast 4/29/10

8:CD looking west toward culvert  3/17/10



500-01

Storm drain inlet at terminus of 8:CD  4/29/10

Non-jurisdictional drainage near 7:CD with no evidence of OHWM  4/29/10
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1. INTRODUCTION
The purpose of this biological study report is to identify and characterize sensitive 

natural communities and plant and wildlife resources that are known or expected to 

occur on a ±5.8-acre project site at 675 Lakeport Boulevard, in the City of Lakeport,

Lake County. The site, identified as Lake County -521-

410, is being evaluated for potential construction of a new courthouse.  As shown in 

Figure 1 of Appendix A, the site is located in near the center of Section 25, Township 14

North, Range 10 Lakeport 7.5-minute 

quadrangle.  Photographs of the site are provided in Appendix B.  
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2. METHODOLOGY AND STAFF QUALIFICATIONS
Prior to conducting fieldwork, a biological records search was completed.  This 

consisted of reviewing the California Department of Fish and Game's California Natural 

Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) as well as available local records.  The CNDDB records 

search covered a 10-mile radius around the site. This entailed review of records for 

portions of the following quadrangles: Cow Mountain, Upper Lake, Bartlett Mountain,

Oaks, Hopland, Highland Springs, 

Kelseyville, and Clearlake Highlands. Available local records consisted of a biological 

study report and wetland delineation (Northwest Biosurvey, 2006) prepared for a site 

approximately 0.3 miles to the north of the subject site on Martin Street, and an Initial 

Study for the same site (City of Lakeport, 2010).  The Martin Street site has physical 

and biological characteristics similar to the subject site, supports several of the same 

special-status plant species, and was used as a reference site to check the phenology 

of local special-status plant species.  

Upon completion of the pre-field review, a botanical field survey was undertaken 

in general accordance with Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special 

Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities (DFG, 2009).  Because of the 

potential requirement for frontage improvements on Lakeport Boulevard, lands between 

the subject parcel and the street were included in the biological study area.  The 

botanical survey was conducted on April 9 and 29, May 17, and June 19, 2010. All of 

the special-status plant species potentially occurring in the study area would have been 

evident at the time the fieldwork was conducted.  The survey consisted of an intensive

and systematic evaluation of the site; the field survey effort included four to six hours of 

field time during each of the four site visits.  

The locations and approximate population numbers/densities of the identified 

special-status plant populations were determined by gridding each population into a 

number of small polygons and then estimating the number of plants in each polygon.  

The wildlife evaluation was conducted in three phases.  The first phase consisted 

of the records search described above. Under the second phase, the habitats and 

special habitat elements in the study area were determined through field 

reconnaissance.  A list of wildlife species that could potentially occur in the identified 
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Habitat Relationships (WHR) 

System, Version 8.2 (DFG, 2008).  This is a predictive system based on scientific 

information regarding wildlife species and their known habitat relationships.  It is useful 

as a general pre-field screen and provides a somewhat broader view of special-status 

species potentially occurring in the study area.  

The wildlife survey was conducted on March 17, 2010. Many of the special-

status animal species potentially occurring in the study area would have been evident at 

the time the fieldwork was conducted.  The potential presence of species not readily 

identifiable during the field surveys was determined on the basis of observed habitat 

characteristics.  The initial field effort included approximately three hours of field 

observations; additional wildlife observations were made during the botanical field 

survey visits.  

The botanical field surveys were conducted by Donald Burk.  Mr. Burk has a 

Bachelor of Arts degree in Biological Sciences and a Master of Science degree in 

Botany. He has over 25 years of experience in the design and implementation of 

botanical field studies.  He has previously conducted botanical surveys in Lakeport and 

is familiar with flora of the region as well as state and federal statutes pertaining to 

special-status species.  The wildlife evaluation was conducted by Darrin Doyle.  Mr. 

Doyle has a Bachelor of Science degree in biology, and has 10 years of experience 

conducting biological surveys in California.  He is familiar with wildlife species of the 

region and their habitat requirements.  

California red-legged frog and vernal pool crustaceans.  
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3. RESULTS
Plant Communities/Wildlife Habitats

The study site is situated between approximately 1,340 and 1,400 feet above sea 

level, and is surrounded on three sides by urban development. The site was historically 

an oak woodland, and was used for agriculture and grazing beginning in the late 1930s;

the site was cleared of trees and shrubs in the early 1970s, and was graded prior to 

1988 (URS, 2009).  Soils on the site are identified as Henneke-Montara-rock outcrop 

complex, 15 to 50 percent slopes, with a negligible amount of Still loam, stratified 

substratum, in the extreme northeast corner of the site (USDA, NRCS, 2009).  The 

Henneke-Montara complex consists of very deep, moderately well-drained soils formed 

in alluvium from mixed rock types.  However, grading activities dramatically altered the 

soils and natural contours of the site.  Roughly 20 feet of surface material was removed 

from the upper portion of the site, resulting in two level terraces.  

Small rocks of serpentine origin are exposed on the upper terrace and hillsides,

which support a serpentine herb community. The lower terrace supports a disturbed 

annual grassland. These two communities are described in more detail below; locations 

of the communities are shown on Figure 3 of Appendix A and photographs are provided 

in Appendix B. Two small, shallow seasonal waters with rock substrates are present on 

the upper terrace. Most runoff from the site enters constructed ditches that convey flow

to the east.  Flow enters drain system, which discharges into Clear 

Lake approximately ¼-mile east of the site.

Annual grassland

Annual grasslands are characterized by a sparse to dense cover of annual 

Germination occurs with the onset of the fall rains; growth, flowering, and seed-set 

occur from winter through spring.  With a few exceptions, the plants are dead through 

the summer-fall dry season, persisting as seeds.  On the subject site, the annual

grassland community is best represented on the lower terrace of the site, on the eastern 

edge of the study area.  Common species in this community include wild oats, soft 
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chess, California meadow barley, cream sacs, winter vetch, Spanish lotus, and various 

clovers.  Although several special-status plant species were observed on the fringe of 

the annual grassland community, the community itself is not considered unique or 

sensitive.  

High-quality annual grasslands are inhabited by a variety of wildlife species.  

Common mammals include black-tailed jackrabbit, coyote, gophers, moles, and several 

species of mice and voles. Snakes are often abundant in annual grasslands, feeding on 

small rodents.  Amphibians are relatively uncommon in annual grasslands; however, 

species such as the western toad and Pacific treefrog may be locally abundant near 

aquatic habitats.  Annual grassland also provides nesting and foraging habitat for 

certain migratory birds, including western meadowlarks, various sparrows, western 

kingbirds, and horned larks. The WHR data base predicts that this habitat type may be 

inhabited by 83 species of wildlife (Appendix C).  However, because the onsite 

grassland is a small, fragmented relic of the grassland that historically was interspersed 

among the oak woodland, far fewer animal species are expected to be present. Overall, 

the onsite grassland has low value to wildlife species.

Serpentine herb community

The onsite serpentine herb community generally consists of a sparse, low-

growing cover of annual and perennial forbs and grasses on the upper terrace and 

hillsides.  Serpentine soils have unique chemical properties that prohibit the growth of 

many common plant species.  A number of other plant species have evolved 

mechanisms allowing them to survive on serpentine soils.  The flora of serpentine sites

is thus unique and often supports plants of limited distribution, including a number of 

endemic species.  Plant species observed on the site include naked buckwheat, wicker 

buckwheat, reflexed fescue, serpentine phacelia, fringed checkerbloom, bearded 

. As discussed below, 

four serpentine-adapted special-status plant species were also observed in this 

community.  

With the exception of crevices between boulders, the serpentine herb community 

lacks sufficient cover objects for most animal species.  Accordingly, this habitat type 
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supports relatively few species of wildlife.  Ground squirrels, which are present in small 

numbers on the site, create their own shelter by burrowing into hillsides or under large 

boulders.  A number of birds may forage in this habitat; gulls, ravens, and crows were 

While the serpentine herb community does not provide tree-nesting habitat for birds, 

ground-nesting species such as the killdeer could potentially nest on the site.  Overall, 

this habitat type has low value to wildlife species.  No estimate on the number of 

animals that may potentially utilize the serpentine herb community is available, as there 

is no corresponding WHR habitat type for this community.

Site grading resulted in the creation of two very shallow depressions on the 

western edge of the serpentine herb community.  These depressions pond water to a 

depth of two to three inches.  Because of the underlying bedrock, the water ponds for 

long duration.  These features appear to be subject to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

jurisdiction as non-

and southwest corners of the upper terrace and overflow enters small constructed

essentially unvegetated and provide minimal wildlife value.  However, they do attract 

some species, such as killdeer.  A delineation of wetlands and other waters on the

subject site has been completed by ENPLAN and is presented in a separate report 

(ENPLAN, 2010).  

The serpentine herb community is considered to be a sensitive natural 

community due to its somewhat restricted distribution and the high potential for endemic 

plant species to be present.  The onsite community has been highly disturbed by 

grading.  Although this has reduced the value of the site for some plant species, it has 

r

special-status species.  Loss of the serpentine herb community as a result of project 

development is considered a significant adverse impact.  Mitigation for this loss is best 

considered in conjunction with impacts on the four special-status plant species, and is 

addressed below.  
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Special-Status Plant Species
Review of CNDDB records showed that two special-status plant species, green 

jewel-flower and mayacamas popcorn-flower, have been broadly mapped to include the 

study area.  Twenty-six other special-status plant species are known to occur within a 

10-mile radius: -flowered fiddleneck, 

Boggs Lake hedge-

ic snapdragon, eel-grass pondweed, glandular 

moss, oval-leaved viburnum, Raiche

monardella, serpentine cryptantha, small-flowered calycadenia, small groundcone, 

Sonoma canescent manzanita, two-carpellate western flax, and woolly meadowfoam 

(Appendix D). The potential for each special-status plant species to utilize the study 

area is evaluated in Appendix E.

The botanical survey confirmed the presence of four special-status plant species 

on the project site: Colusa layia, bent-flowered fiddleneck, serpentine cryptantha, and 

a special-status species not reported in the CNDDB records search).

The locations of the plant populations are shown in Figure 3 of Appendix A.  A checklist 

of vascular plant species observed during the botanical field surveys is provided in

Appendix F. Data forms documenting the special-status plant occurrences have been 

submitted to the California Natural Diversity Data Base.  

Colusa layia (Layia septentrionalis)

Colusa layia is an annual herb that occurs in oak woodlands, chaparral, valley 

and foothill grasslands, and in sandy serpentinite.  The species is not state or federally 

listed, but is on CNPS List 1B.2 (Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California 

and Elsewhere; Fairly Threatened in California).  The species occurs between 300 and 

3,600 feet in elevation.  A total of 44 populations are reported in CNDDB records.  

These populations occur in the North Coast Range and Sutter Buttes (Colusa, Glenn, 

Lake, Mendocino, Napa, Sonoma, Sutter, Tehama, and Yolo counties).  Reported 

population sizes (available for only about 25 percent of the records) range mostly from 

100 to 200 plants, with the largest reported population having about 2,000 plants.  With 
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roughly 20,000 to 25,000 plants observed on the subject site, the onsite Colusa layia 

population is by far the largest of those for which data is available.  On the subject site, 

the species is most abundant on hillsides within the serpentine herb community, with a 

small number of plants present on the upper and lower terraces.

Bent-flowered fiddleneck (Amsinckia lunaris)

Bent-flowered fiddleneck occurs in cismontane woodlands, and valley and foothill 

grassland.  The species is not state or federally listed, but is on CNPS List 1B.2 (Plants 

Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and Elsewhere; Fairly Threatened in 

California).  The species is reported between 50 and 1,500 feet in elevation.  A total of 

50 populations are reported in CNDDB records.  Populations are known to occur in 

Lake, Marin, Napa, Colusa, Contra Costa, Alameda, San Benito, Santa Clara, Santa 

Cruz, Yolo, and San Mateo counties.  Reported population sizes (available for only 

about 35 percent of the records) range mostly from 10 to 300 plants. The largest 

quantified population size estimate is 3,650 plants, although the plants are noted to be 

. Approximately 500 bent-flowered fiddleneck plants were 

observed on the subject site, primarily growing on hillsides within the serpentine herb 

community.

Serpentine cryptantha (Cryptantha clevelandii ssp. dissita)

Serpentine cryptantha generally occurs on serpentine rock outcrops in chaparral

communities.  The species is reported between 1,100 and 2,400 feet in elevation.  The 

species is not state or federally listed, but is on CNPS List 1B.1 (Plants Rare, 

Threatened, or Endangered in California and Elsewhere; Seriously Threatened in 

California).  A total of 10 populations are reported in CNDDB records.  Populations are 

known to occur in Lake, Mendocino, Napa, and Sonoma counties.  Six of the ten 

populations were observed between 1902 and 1967, the remaining four populations 

were observed between 1999 and 2003.  No population size data is available.  

Approximately 10,000 serpentine cryptantha plants were observed on the subject site.  

Most of the plants occur within the serpentine herb community, on the upper terrace and 

on the hillside just below the upper terrace. 
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Clarkia gracilis ssp. tracyi)

generally occurs on serpentine soils in chaparral communities.

The species is reported from 200 to 2,200 feet above sea level.  The species is not 

state or federally listed, but is on CNPS List 4.2 (Plants of Limited Distribution (A Watch 

List); Fairly Threatened in California).  Populations are known to occur in Colusa, 

Humboldt, Lake, Mendocino, Napa, Trinity, and Tehama counties.  Because of the 

lower CNPS status, the CNDDB does not offer online data regarding the number of 

recorded populations or population sizes.  Nearly 10,000 

observed on the site.  All of these plants were growing on the periphery of the site, on 

both undisturbed and highly disturbed soils.

As noted above, Colusa layia, serpentine cryptantha, and bent-flowered 

fiddleneck are on the Californi B.  Although not state or 

federally listed, plants with this CNPS listing status are generally considered to qualify 

as rare under Section 15380(d) of the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and thus require consideration during 

CEQA review.  r

state listing, but may be locally significant.  As such, potential impacts to this species 

should also be evaluated during the CEQA process.  

Because detailed site development plans have not yet been prepared, the extent 

of impacts to the serpentine herb community and the four onsite special-status plant 

species cannot be quantified.  However, in general terms, site development has a high 

potential to adversely affect these resources

the least sensitive of the plants, would be least affected because it primarily occurs on 

the periphery of the site.  Serpentine cryptantha, which is the most sensitive of the four 

species on the site, is the most centrally located and would be the most difficult to avoid

during site development. Because all four of the special-status plant species have an 

affinity for serpentine soils, mitigation for the loss of the plants would also provide at 

least some mitigation for the loss of the serpentine herb community.  

Department of Fish and Game staff were contacted following discovery of the 

special-status plant populations.  However, the DFG has not conducted a field review of 
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the site or provided guidance as to potential mitigation strategies. Because full 

avoidance of the special-status plant populations and serpentine herb community does

not appear to be possible, we recommend that the project proponent prepare a 

mitigation plan acceptable to DFG prior to project construction.  Mitigation would likely 

include avoidance of at least some of the onsite serpentine herb community and 

associated special-status plant populations.  Detailed mapping of the extent and 

densities of the special-status plant communities prepared as part of the botanical study 

(Figure 3 of Appendix A) will assist in preparing a site design that minimizes impacts to 

the populations.  We recommend that the mitigation plan be prepared as early as 

possible, in conjunction with preparation of site design and development plans.  Other 

options for mitigation include preservation of other local populations of these special-

status plants, restoration of degraded populations on other sites in the area, and/or 

creation or new populations.  

Special-Status Animal Species
Review of CNDDB records showed that one special-status animal species,

American badger, has been broadly mapped as occurring within the study area. In 

addition, eight other special-status animal species are known to occur within a 10-mile 

radius: Clear Lake hitch, foothill yellow-legged frog, grasshopper sparrow, Pacific fisher, 

-eared bat, tricolored blackbird, and western pond 

turtle (Appendix D). The CNDDB records search also identified seven non-status 

animal species within the search radius: Calasellus californicus sage sparrow, 

blennosperma vernal pool andrenid bee, double-crested cormorant, great blue heron, 

osprey, and silver-haired bat.

The potential for each special-status animal species to utilize the study area is 

evaluated in Appendix E.  No special-status animal species were observed in the study 

area during the wildlife evaluation.  However, as documented in Appendix E, two 

special-status animal species, grasshopper sparrow -eared bat, as 

well as the non-status silver-haired bat could potentially utilize the site as some point 

during their life cycles.  A checklist of wildlife species observed at the site is presented 

in Appendix G.
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The grasshopper sparrow, a migratory bird, has a low potential to nest in the 

onsite annual grassland community.  Potential adverse effects on nesting grasshopper 

sparrows can be avoided through proper timing of vegetation removal (see Nesting 

Migratory Birds below).

-eared bat and silver-haired bat could potentially forage on the 

site. However, they are very unlikely to roost on the site, given the lack of suitable 

roosting sites.  Because suitable roosting habitat is much more available on other local 

sites and similar or higher quality foraging habitat is widely available, site development 

would have a negligible effect on these bat species; no mitigation is warranted.

Nesting Migratory Birds
Although no bird nests were observed in the study area during the field 

inspections, it is possible that migratory birds, particularly ground-nesting species, could 

nest on the study area in future years. The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act requires 

that nesting migratory birds not be adversely affected by human activities.  To ensure 

compliance with the Act, vegetation should be removed from the project area outside of 

the nesting season.  In the local area, most birds nest between March 1 and July 31.  

Accordingly, the potential for adversely affecting nesting birds can be greatly minimized 

by removing vegetation before March 1 or after July 31.  If this is not possible, a nesting 

survey should be conducted within two weeks prior to vegetation removal.  If active 

nests are present, work within 500 feet of the nest(s) should be postponed until the 

young have fledged, unless a smaller nest buffer zone is authorized by the DFG.

Resource-Agency Permit Requirements
If the Corps of Engineers confirms that the small depressions and constructed 

ditches are waters subject to federal jurisdiction, a Department of the Army permit would 

be required prior to fill of the features.  As a condition of the Department of the Army 

permit, issuance of a Water Quality Certification by the Regional Water Quality Control 

Board would also be required.  It is unlikely that a Streambed or Lakebed Alteration 

Agreement would be required by the Department of Fish and Game; however, we 

recommend this be confirmed through consultation with Department staff.  As for any 
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project involving more than one acre of surface disturbance, a General Construction 

Activity Storm Water Permit must be obtained from the State Water Resources Control 

Board; this requires preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution 

Prevention Plan.  Project implementation would also necessitate obtaining other permits 

(e.g., encroachment permits, air quality permits), but these involve issues beyond the 

scope of this document.  
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4. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMENDATIONS
In summary, we find that the study area supports non-

a unique serpentine herb community, and four special-status plant 

species: Colusa layia, serpentine cryptantha, bent-

clarkia. In addition, two special-status animal species (grasshopper sparrow and 

-eared bat), the non-status silver-haired bat, and nesting migratory birds 

could potentially utilize the site at some point during their life cycle.

Mitigation is not warranted for the bat species because they are unlikely to roost 

on the site and foraging habitat is widely available.  Mitigation is not warranted for 

Tra

for the serpentine herb community and other three special-status plants is expected to 

Implementation of the following measures would

reduce the remaining biological impacts to a level below that of significance.

1. Obtain Required Resource-Agency Permits. The project proponent shall obtain all 
necessary resource-agency permits prior to initiating any grading or construction 
activities w The required permits may include a 
Department of the Army Nationwide Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Water Quality Certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and
possibly a Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California Department of Fish 
and Game. 

2. Avoid/Minimize/Offset the Loss of the Serpentine Herb Community and Associated 
Special-Status Plants.  The project proponent shall prepare a mitigation plan 
identifying specific impacts of the proposed courthouse project on the serpentine 
herb community, Colusa layia, serpentine cryptantha, and bent-flowered fiddleneck.
The plan shall include measures to avoid and minimize impacts to these resources 
through careful site design and establishment of onsite avoidance areas.  To the 

If avoidance is not 
possible or does not provide sufficient mitigation, other mitigation measures shall be 
designated in the plan, including preservation of offsite serpentine habitats and 
special-status plant populations, restoration of degraded habitats on other local sites 
capable of supporting the sensitive resources, and/or creation of new habitats 
capable of supporting the sensitive resources. The mitigation plan shall be 
submitted to the California Department of Fish and Game for review, and must be
approved in writing by DFG prior to initiation of site construction activities.
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3. Avoid Disturbance of Nesting Migratory Birds, Including Grasshopper Sparrow. If 
feasible, vegetation removal shall be conducted between August 1 and February 28.  
If vegetation removal must be conducted between March 1 and July 31, a nesting 
bird survey shall be conducted within two weeks prior to initiation of work; if active 
nests are present, work within 500 feet of the nest(s) shall be postponed until the 
young have fledged, unless a smaller nest buffer zone is authorized by the DFG.  
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Figure 1
Project Vicinity Map

Feature and boundary locations depicted are approximate only.  
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Figure 2
Project APE and Area Surveyed

Feature and boundary locations depicted are approximate only.
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Special-Status Plant Population Locations and Density Representation
Figure 3

Feature and boundary locations depicted are approximate only.

X 0 70
Feet

Special Status Plant Occurrences

Bent-Flowered Fiddleneck (Amsinckia lunaris)
! Colusa Layia (Layia septentrionalis)
! Serpentine Cryptantha (Cryptantha clevelandii var. dissita)

!

1 Dot ± 15 Plants

Tracy's Clarkia (Clarkia gracilis ssp. tracyi)

Study Area Boundary

!

Parcel Boundary
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Appendix B
Site Photographs



Site Photographs 

500-01

Annual Grassland (front) and Serpentine Herb (back) Communities  3/17/10  

Annual Grassland Community  6/17/10 



500-01

Serpentine Herb Community on Upper Terrace  3/17/10

  
Serpentine Herb Community on Undisturbed Slope  6/17/10  



500-01

Ponded Water on Upper Terrace  2/8/10  

Constructed Drainage Ditch 4/29/10



500-01

Bent-flowered Fiddleneck  4/9/10 

Colusa Layia  5/19/10 



500-01

Serpentine Cryptantha  6/17/10 

Serpentine Cryptantha on Hillside  6/17/10 



500-01

Tracy's Clarkia  6/17/10

Tracy's Clarkia Habitat  6/17/10 
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Appendix C
Wildlife Habitat Relationships Report Summary



ID SPECIES NAME
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

A007 California newt 7
A043 Foothill yellow-legged frog 7 11 12
A046 Bullfrog 14
A071 California red-legged frog 2 7
R004 Western pond turtle 7 11 12
R036 Western skink 7 11
R048 Ringneck snake 12
R057 Gopher snake 7
R059 California mountain kingsnake 7 12
R061 Common garter snake 1 3 5 7
B051 Great blue heron 13
B052 Great egret 13
B071 Snow goose 14
B075 Canada goose 14
B077 Green-winged teal 14
B079 Mallard 14
B080 Northern pintail 14
B083 Cinnamon teal 14
B084 Northern shoverler 14
B085 Gadwall 14
B086 Eurasian wigeon 14
B087 American widgeon 14
B094 Lesser scaup 14
B110 Osprey 13
B111 White-tailed kite 5
B113 Bald eagle 3 5 13
B114 Northern harrier 7
B124 Ferruginous hawk 11
B126 Golden eagle 5 11 13
B129 Peregrine falcon 3 5 12 13
B133 Ring-necked pheasant 14
B134 Sooty grouse 7 14
B138 Wild turkey 14
B140 California quail 7 14
B141 Mountain quail 14
B149 American coot 14
B255 Mourning dove 14
B269 Burrowing owl 7 11
B272 Long-eared owl 7
B273 Short-eared owl 7
B338 Purple martin 7
B342 Bank swallow 4
B353 American crow 14
B410 Loggerhead shrike 1 7
B461 Common yellowthroat 7
B487 Rufous-crowned sparrow 7
B499 Savannah sparrow 3 7
B501 Grasshopper sparrow 7
B505 Song sparrow 7

WHR SPECIES SUMMARY REPORT (VERSION 8.2)

STATUS

675 Lakeport Boulevard, Lakeport, CA
Lake County Courthouse

S:\01-Jobs Active\500-01 RBF Consulting - Lake County Courthouse\1-Documents\675 Lakeport Blvd\BSR\Appendix C - WHR\WHR report - 
675 Lakeport Blvd.xls



ID SPECIES NAME STATUS

B519 Red-winged blackbird 7
B520 Tricolored blackbird 7
B522 Yellow-headed blackbird 7
M001 Virginia opossum 14
M006 Ornate shrew 1 7
M018 Broad-footed mole 7
M023 Yuma myotis 11
M026 Fringed myotis 11
M033 Western red bat 7 12
M037 Townsend's big-eared bat 7 11 12
M038 Pallid bat 7 11 12
M045 Brush rabbit 1 3 14
M047 Desert cottontail 14
M051 Black-tailed jackrabbit 7 14
M087 San Joaquin pocket mouse 7 11
M105 California kangaroo rat 7 11
M112 American beaver 14
M117 Deer mouse 7
M134 California vole 1 3 7 11
M146 Coyote 14
M147 Red fox 4 12 14
M149 Gray fox 14
M151 Black bear 14
M152 Ringtail 5
M153 Raccoon 14
M157 Long-tailed weasel 14
M160 American badger 7 14
M161 Western spotted skunk 7 14
M162 Striped skunk 14
M165 Mountain lion 7
M166 Bobcat 14
M176 Wild pig 14
M177 Elk 14
M181 Mule deer 14

Total Number of Species: 83
STATUS KEY:

1 = Federal Endangered
Habitats Selected: 2 = Federal Threatened

Annual grassland 3 = California Endangered
4 = Caifornia Threatened
5 = Caifornia Fully Protected
6 = California Protected
7 = California Species of Special Concern
8 = Federally - Proposed Endangered
9 = Federally - Proposed Threatened
10 = Federal Candidate
11 = BLM Sensitive
12 = USFS Sensitive
13 = CDF Sensitive
14 = Harvest

S:\01-Jobs Active\500-01 RBF Consulting - Lake County Courthouse\1-Documents\675 Lakeport Blvd\BSR\Appendix C - WHR\WHR report - 
675 Lakeport Blvd.xls
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Rarefind (CNDDB) Report Summary



500-01 Lake County Courthouse BSR ENPLAN

Rarefind (CNDDB) Report Summary (March 2010 Data)
Lake County Courthouse

675 Lakeport Boulevard, Lakeport, CA
Listed Element Quadrangle1

Status2

CM UL BM PG LA LU CO HO HS KE CH
Animals

American badger SSC
Calasellus californicus None

None
Blennosperma vernal pool 
andrenid bee None

Clear Lake hitch SSC
Double-crested cormorant None
Foothill yellow-legged frog SSC
Grasshopper sparrow SSC
Great blue heron None
Osprey None
Pacific fisher FC, SSC
Sacramento perch SSC
Silver-haired bat None

-eared bat SSC
Tricolored blackbird SSC
Western pond turtle SSC

Plants
Anthony Peak lupine 1B.3
Beaked tracyina 1B.2
Bent-flowered fiddleneck 1B.2
Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop SE, 1B.2

1B.2
1B.2

Bristly sedge 2.1
FE, SE, 

1B.1
Colusa layia 1B.2
Dimorphic snapdragon 4.3
Eel-grass pondweed 2.2
Glandular western flax 1B.2
Green jewel-flower 1B.2

1B.3
Konocti manzanita 1B.3
Mayacamas popcorn-
flower 1A

Napa bluecurls 1B.2
2.2

Oval-leaved viburnum 2.3
1B.1

Rincon Ridge ceanothus 1B.1
Robust monardella 1B.2
Serpentine cryptantha 1B.1
Small-flowered 
calycadenia 1B.2

Small groundcone 2.3
Sonoma canescent 1B.2



500-01 Lake County Courthouse BSR ENPLAN

Rarefind (CNDDB) Report Summary (March 2010 Data)
Lake County Courthouse

675 Lakeport Boulevard, Lakeport, CA
Listed Element Quadrangle1

Status2

CM UL BM PG LA LU CO HO HS KE CH
manzanita
Two-carpellate western 
flax 1B.2

Woolly meadowfoam 4.2
Natural Communities

Clear Lake Drainage 
Cyprinid /Catostomid 
Stream

None

Clear Lake Drainage 
Resident 
Trout Stream

None

Clear Lake Drainage 
Seasonal Lakefish 
Spawning Stream

None

Coastal and Valley 
Freshwater Marsh None

Northern Interior Cypress 
Forest None

Serpentine Bunchgrass None

Highlighting denotes the quadrangle in which the project site is located.  

1Quadrangle Code
CM = Cow Mountain LA = Lakeport HS = Highland Springs
UL = Upper Lake LU = Lucerne KE = Kelseville
BM = Bartlet Mtn. CO = Clearlake Oaks CH = Clearlake Highlands

HO = Hopland

2Status Codes
Federal/State
FE = Federally Listed Endangered FD  = Federally Delisted SSC = State Species of Concern 
FT = Federally Listed Threatened SE = State Listed Endangered
FC = Federal Candidate Species ST = State Listed Threatened

California Native Plant Society
List 1A = Plants Presumed Extinct in California
List 1B = Plants Rare, Threatened or Endangered in California and Elsewhere
List 2  =  Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California, But More Common Elsewhere
List 3 = Plants  About Which We Need More Information A Review List
List 4 = Plants of Limited Distribution A Watch List

Threat Ranks
0.1 = Seriously Threatened in California
0.2 = Fairly Threatened in California
0.3 = Not Very Threatened in California
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Appendix E
Evaluation of the Potential for Special-Status Species or Other 
Species Identified by the CNDDB to Occur at the Project Site
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Appendix F
Checklist of Vascular Plant Species Observed



Amaranthaceae Amaranth Family
Amaranthus albus Tumbleweed

Apiaceae Carrot Family
Lomatium macrocarpum Large-fruited lomatium
Perideridia sp. Yampah
Torilis arvensis Field hedge-parsley

Asteraceae Sunflower Family
Achyrachaena mollis Blow-wives
Agoseris grandiflora Large-flowered agoseris
Agoseris heterophylla Annual agoseris
Ancistrocarphus filagineus Wooly fishhooks/false neststraw
Anthemis cotula Stinking chamomile
Baccharis pilularis Coyote-brush
Calycadenia pauciflora Smallflower western rosinweed
Carduus pycnocephalus Italian thistle
Centaurea solstitialis Yellow star thistle
Chamomilla suaveolens Pineapple weed
Cirsium cymosum Peregrine thistle
Filago gallica Narrow-leaved filago
Hemizonia congesta ssp. clevelandii Hayfield tarweed
Hypochaeris glabra
Lactuca sp. Prickly lettuce
Lagophylla ramosissima  var. ramosissima Common hareleaf
Lasthenia californica California goldfields
Layia septentrionalis Colusa tidytips
Micropus californicus  var. californicus Slender cottonweed
Microseris douglasii ssp. douglasii Douglas' silverpuffs
Psilocarphus tenellus  var. tenellus Slender woolly marbles
Rigiopappus leptocladus Rigiopappus
Senecio vulgaris Old-man-in-the-Spring
Sonchus asper ssp. asper Prickly sow thistle
Uropappus lindleyi Silverpuffs

Boraginaceae Borage Family
Amsinckia lunaris Bent-flowered fiddleneck
Amsinckia menziesii var. menziesii Menzies'  fiddleneck
Cryptantha clevelandii var. dissita Cleveland's cryptantha
Plagiobothrys nothofulvus Rusty popcorn-flower

Brassicaceae Mustard Family
Athysanus pusillus Petty athysanus
Brassica rapa Field-mustard
Capsella bursa-pastoris
Lepidium  sp. Peppergrass
Lepidium nitidum  var. nitidum Shining peppergrass
Streptanthus barbiger Bearded jewelflower
Thysanocarpus curvipes Lace pod

Lake County Courthouse Site
April 9 and 29, May 17, and June 19, 2010

CHECKLIST OF VASCULAR PLANT SPECIES OBSERVED
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Lake County Courthouse Site
CHECKLIST OF VASCULAR PLANT SPECIES OBSERVED

Campanulaceae Bluebell Family
Githopsis specularioides Common bluecup

Caryophyllaceae Pink Family
Cerastium glomeratum Mouse-eared chickweed
Minuartia douglasii Douglas' sandwort
Petrorhagia dubia Grass pink
Scleranthus annuus ssp. annuus German knotgrass 
Spergularia rubra Ruby sand spurry

Convolvulaceae Morning Glory Family
Convolvulus arvensis Bindweed

Crassulaceae Stonecrop Family
Crassula tillaea Moss pygmy weed

Cucurbitaceae Gourd Family
Marah  sp. Man-root

Cuscutaceae Dodder Family
Cuscuta californica Chaparral dodder

Euphorbiaceae Spurge Family
Eremocarpus setigerus Dove weed

Fabaceae Legume Family
Astragalus gambelianus Gambel's dwarf milkvetch
Lotus sp. Lotus
Lotus denticulatus Riverbar birds-foot trefoil
Lotus humistratus Hairy lotus
Lotus purshianus Spanish lotus
Lupinus bicolor Bicolored lupine
Medicago minima Hairy bur-clover
Medicago polymorpha California bur-clover
Medicago praecox Mediterranean bur-clover
Trifolium albopurpureum  var. dichotomum Branched Indian clover
Trifolium bifidum var. decipiens Deceptive clover
Trifolium dubium Little hop clover
Trifolium hirtum Rose clover
Trifolium willdenovii Tomcat clover
Vicia sativa ssp. nigra Garden vetch
Vicia villosa ssp. villosa Winter vetch

Fagaceae Oak Family
Quercus lobata Valley oak (seedling)

Gentianaceae Gentian Family
Centaurium muehlenbergii Muhlenberg's centaury
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Lake County Courthouse Site
CHECKLIST OF VASCULAR PLANT SPECIES OBSERVED

Geraniaceae Geranium Family
Erodium botrys Long-beaked filaree
Erodium brachycarpum Short-fruited storksbill
Erodium cicutarium Red-stemmed filaree

Hydrophyllaceae Waterleaf Family
Phacelia corymbosa Serpentine phacelia

Iridaceae Iris Family
Sisyrinchium bellum Blue-eyed grass

Juncaceae Rush Family
Juncus bufonius Toad rush

Liliaceae Lily Family
Allium falcifolium Scytheleaf onion
Brodiaea californica  var. californica California brodiaea
Calochortus vestae Coast Range mariposa lily
Chlorogalum sp. Soap plant
Dichelostemma capitatum ssp. capitatum Blue dicks

Malvaceae Mallow Family
Sidalcea diploscypha Fringed checkerbloom

Onagraceae Evening-Primrose Family 
Camissonia graciliflora Hill suncup
Clarkia gracilis ssp. gracilis Slender clarkia
Clarkia gracilis ssp. tracyi Tracy's  clarkia
Clarkia purpurea ssp. quadrivulnera Winecup clarkia
Epilobium minutum Chaparral willowherb

Orobanchaceae Broom-rape Family
Orobanche fasciculata Clustered broom-rape

Papaveraceae Poppy Family
Eschscholzia californica California poppy
Platystemon califonicus Creamcups

Plantaginaceae Plantain Family 
Plantago  sp. Plantain
Plantago erecta

Poaceae Grass Family 
Aegilops triuncialis Barbed goatgrass
Aira caryophyllea Silver hairgrass
Avena barbata Slender wild oats
Avena fatua Wild oats
Bromus carinatus var. carinatus California brome
Bromus diandrus Ripgut grass
Bromus hordeaceus Soft chess
Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens Red brome
Deschampsia danthonioides Annual hairgrass
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Lake County Courthouse Site
CHECKLIST OF VASCULAR PLANT SPECIES OBSERVED

Elymus multisetus Big squirreltail
Hordeum brachyantherum ssp. californicum California barley
Hordeum marinum ssp. gussoneanum Mediterranean barley
Hordeum murinum Foxtail barley
Lolium multiflorum Annual ryegrass
Melica californica California melic
Nasella pulchra Purple needlegrass
Poa annua Annual bluegrass
Poa secunda ssp. secunda One-sided bluegrass
Scribneria bolanderi Scribner grass
Secale cereale Rye
Taeniatherum caput-medusae Medusa head
Vulpia microstachys var. ciliata Fringed fescue
Vulpia microstachys var. microstachys Small fescue
Vulpia microstachys var. pauciflora Few-flowered fescue 
Vulpia myuros  var. myuros Rattail fescue

Polemoniaceae Phlox Family
Gilia capitata ssp. capita Globe gilia
Gilia tricolor
Leptosiphon bolanderi Bolander's linanthus
Linanthus bicolor Bicolored linanthus

Polygonaceae Buckwheat Family
Eriogonum nudum Naked buckwheat
Eriogonum vimineum Wicker buckwheat
Rumex crispus Curly dock

Portulacaceae Purslane Family 
Calandrinia ciliata Red maids
Claytonia exigua ssp. exigua Little miner's-lettuce
Claytonia perfoliata

Primulaceae Primrose Family
Anagallis arvensis Scarlet pimpernel

Pteridaceae Brake Family
Pentagramma triangularis ssp. triangularis Goldback fern

Ranunculaceae Buttercup Family
Delphinium hansenii ssp.  hansenii Eldorado larkspur
Ranunculus sp. Buttercup

Rosaceae Rose Family
Crataegus sp. Hawthorn (horticultural)

Rubiaceae Madder Family
Galium aparine Cleavers
Galium parisiense Wall bedstraw
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Lake County Courthouse Site
CHECKLIST OF VASCULAR PLANT SPECIES OBSERVED

Scrophulariaceae Snapdragon Family 
Castilleja attenuata Valley tassels
Castilleja exserta ssp. exserta Exserted Indian paintbrush
Castilleja rubicundala ssp. lithospermoides Cream sacs
Collinsia sparsiflora var. sparsiflora Spinster's blue eyed Mary
Mimulus guttatus Common monkey-flower
Triphysaria eriantha Johnny tuck
Verbascum blattaria Moth mullein

Taxodiaceae Bald Cypress Family
Sequoia sempervirens Redwood (horticultural)

Valerianaceae Valerian Family
Plectritis macrocera White plectritis

 500-01 Lake Co. Courthouse Site Plant List 4-9, 4-29, 5-17, & 6-19-10.xlsx 5 of 5
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Checklist of Wildlife Species Observed



500-01 Lake County Courthouse BSR ENPLAN

Checklist of Wildlife Species Observed
Lake County Courthouse

675 Lakeport Boulevard, Lakeport, CA
Common Name Scientific Name Status

BIRDS

American crow Corvus brachyrhynchos None

Black-tailed jackrabbit Lepus californicus None

California gull Larus californicus None

Common raven Corvus corax None

Killdeer Charadrius vociferus None

Red-tailed hawk Buteo jamaicensis None

Western scrub-jay Aphelocoma californica None

MAMMALS

California ground squirrel Otospermophilus beecheyi None

Gopher Thomomys sp. None

REPTILES

Western fence lizard Sceloperus occidentalis None
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Lake County Courthouse Site

Pre-jurisdictional Delineation Report 

Applicant/Land Owner:
Administrative Office of the Courts
2860 Gateway Oaks Drive, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA  95833
Attention: Laura Sainz

Access:
From Lakeport, take Highway 29 to the Lakeport 
Boulevard exit. Travel east on Lakeport Boulevard 
approximately 1000 feet. The site is on the south side 
of Lakeport Boulevard and can be accessed from the 
road margin.

I. INTRODUCTION
The ±6.4-acre study site is located east of the intersection of Lakeport Boulevard 

and Highway 29 in the City of Lakeport, Lake County. The study site encompasses the 

subject ±5.8-acre parcel as well as the southern fill slope along Lakeport Boulevard to 

the north.  As shown in Figure 1, the site is situated near the center of Section 25,

Township 14 North, Range 10 West (Lakeport, CA, 7.5-minute quadrangle). The site is 

identified as Lake County Assessor Parcel Number 025-521-410 and is being 

evaluated for potential construction of a new Lake County courthouse.

The site elevation ranges between 1,340 and 1,400 feet above sea level. The 

site was historically an oak woodland, and was used for agriculture and grazing 

beginning in the late 1930s; the site was cleared of trees and shrubs in the early 1970s, 

and was graded prior to 1988 (URS, 2009).  Grading dramatically altered the natural 

contours of the site.  Roughly 20 feet of surface material was removed from the upper 

portion of the site, resulting in two level terraces.  

Small rocks of serpentine origin are exposed on the upper terrace and hillsides,

which support a serpentine herb community. The serpentine herb community generally 

consists of a sparse, low-growing cover of annual and perennial forbs and grasses 

including naked buckwheat, wicker buckwheat, reflexed fescue, serpentine phacelia, 

milkvetch. The lower terrace, on the eastern edge of the study area, supports an

annual grassland community. Common species in this community include wild oats, 

soft chess, California meadow barley, cream sacs, winter vetch, Spanish lotus, and 

various clovers. All of the above species have an indicator status of FACU or drier.  



05.19.10

Figure 1

Project Vicinity Map

Feature and boundary locations depicted are approximate only.  

X 0 2,000
Feet

Lake County, California

Site

Project Site

USGS Lakeport 7.5-minute Quadrangle
Section 25, Township 14 North, Range 10 West
Centroid:  Lat: 39° 2' 1.56" Long:  -122° 55' 14.54"
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According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources 

Conservation Service (NRCS, 2010), two soil units are present on the study site.

Henneke-Montara-rock outcrop complex, 15-30 percent slopes, covers nearly the 

entirety of the study site.  A very small amount of Still loam, stratified substratum, is 

mapped as occurring in the extreme northeast corner of the site. The Henneke-

Montara-rock outcrop complex is not considered hydric, while the Still soil unit is partly 

hydric, i.e., it may contain inclusions of hydric soils.  It should be noted that past grading 

activities on the site have resulted in removal and/or redistribution of most of the on-site 

soils.  

The climate of the project vicinity is of the Mediterranean type, with cool, moist 

winters and hot, dry summers.  Annual precipitation averages ±28.4 inches in the 

community of Lakeport, which reasonably approximates conditions on the subject site 

(Western Regional Climate Center, 2010).

II. METHODOLOGY
Prior to undertaking the field studies, National Wetlands Inventory maps (U.S.

Fish and Wildlife Service, n.d.) were reviewed to determine if any jurisdictional waters 

had been previously reported on or within one-half mile of the project site. Such data is

not available for the Lakeport quadrangle.  

The primary field investigation was conducted on April 29 and 30, 2010. During 

the field investigation, field conditions were relatively wet.  Average April rainfall for the 

City of Lakeport measures 2.19 inches; actual rainfall totals for April 2010 measured 

6.89 inches (NOAA, 2010).

The wetland investigation was conducted in accordance with technical methods 

outlined in the Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (U.S. Department of 

the Army, Corps of Engineers, 1987) and under the Regional Supplement to the Corps 

of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region (U.S. Department of the 

Army, Corps of Engineers, 2008

this report.  Wetland Determination Data Forms are presented in Appendix A of this 

report. 
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Although no wetlands were identified, several non-wetland waters of the United 

States are present. these features

is represented by the ordinary high water mark.  As described in the Code of Federal 

Regulations Title 33: Navigation and Navigable Waters-Sec. 328.3(e), the ordinary high 

water mark is defined as the line on the shore established by fluctuations of water 

indicated by physical characteristics.  These may include a clear/natural line on the

bank, shelving, changes in soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, presence of litter 

and debris, or other appropriate means that consider the characteristics of the 

surrounding areas.  The limits of on-site ditches and seasonal waters were identified in 

the field using these indicators.  

Scientific nomenclature for plants cited in this report is in accordance with the 

taxonomic treatments presented in A Synonymized Checklist of the Vascular Flora of 

the United States, Canada, and Greenland (Kartesz, 1994).  The wetland indicator 

status of the plants was determined using the National List of Plant Species That Occur 

in Wetlands: California (Region 0) (U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife 

Service, 1988).  Soil colors were identified using Munsell Soil Color Charts (Kollmorgen 

Instruments Corporation, 2000). 

Coordinates along the perimeters of non-linear waters were obtained using a 

global positioning system (GPS) unit capable of sub-meter accuracy.  Coordinates for 

the centerlines of ditches were also recorded with the GPS unit; the aerial extent of the 

ditches was calculated based on cross-sectional measurements taken at roughly 25-

foot intervals.  The GPS coordinates were downloaded into ArcMap for mapping and 

acreage calculations.

III. RESULTS
During the field investigation, ENPLAN mapped eight non-wetland waters of the 

United States within two categories:  seasonal waters and constructed ditches. These 

features are characterized below.  The results of the field delineation effort are 

summarized in Tables 1 and 2 and shown in Figure 2.  Representative photos are 

presented in Appendix B.
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Seasonal Waters: Two seasonal waters, on the western edge of the upper 
terrace, were created when the site was graded and bedrock was exposed.
Water now ponds to a depth of two to three inches in these shallow depressions
underlain by bedrock.  Representative plant species include scribner grass 
(Scribneria bolanderi, UPL), annual hairgrass (Deschampsia danthonioides,
FACW), and rigiopappus (Rigiopappus leptocladus, UPL), but vegetative cover is 
less than five percent. As described in the Arid West Supplement, features with 
an ordinary high water mark and less than five percent vegetative cover are non-
wetland waters.  The extent of ponding was documented through site inspections 
on February 8 and April 9, 29 and 30, 2010, as well as by the presence of water-
stained rock, sediment deposits, and a biotic crust.  

Constructed Ditches: Constructed ditches are excavated features that may be 
located in either wetlands or uplands, and may convey water collected from 
sheet flow or diverted from other water bodies.  The jurisdictional status of 
constructed ditches depends in part on these characteristics. The on-site ditches
are constructed in uplands, and receive sheet-flow runoff and discharge from the
two non-wetland waters on the upper terrace. Most of the ditches have only 
ephemeral flow.  However, 3:CD and 8:CD do not drain well and support wetland 
plant species in their lower ends; species present include annual ryegrass
(Lolium multiflorum = L. perenne, FAC*), Hordeum marinum ssp. gussoneanum
= H. hystrix, FAC), and common monkey-flower (Mimulus guttatus, OBL).  

Table 1
Summary of Waters by Type

Type Area
sq. ft. acres

Constructed Ditches 2,108 0.048
Seasonal Waters 3,793 0.087

Total Waters 5,901 0.135

Table 2
Waters by Map ID

Map 
ID Type Average

Width Length Area
sq. ft. acres

1 Constructed Ditch 1.7 350 595 0.014
2 Constructed Ditch 0.5 20 10 0.000
3 Constructed Ditch 4.6 206 948 0.022
4 Seasonal Water 2,599 0.060
5 Seasonal Water 1,194 0.027
6 Constructed Ditch 1.6 178 285 0.007
7 Constructed Ditch 1.5 10 15 0.000
8 Constructed Ditch 2.3 111 255 0.006

Total Waters 5,901 0.135



?

07.16.10Feature and boundary locations depicted are approximate only.  
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1:CD Constructed Ditch 1.7 350 595 0.014
2:CD Constructed Ditch 0.5 20 10 0.000
3:CD Constructed Ditch 4.6 206 948 0.022
4:RW Seasonal Water 2,599 0.060
5:RW Seasonal Water 1,194 0.027
6:CD Constructed Ditch 1.6 178 285 0.007
7:CD Constructed Ditch 1.5 10 15 0.000
8:CD Constructed Ditch 2.3 111 255 0.006
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Potential Waters by Map ID
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Map ID Type
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Total Waters

Project:
Delineator:
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Date Revised:

February 8 & April 9, 29, & 30, 2010

Lake County Courthouse Site
Don Burk

Figure 2
Potential Waters of the U.S. and/or State
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IV. JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION
As described in Regulatory Guidance Letter 08-02, the applicant concurs with the 

Army Corps of Engineers that waters regulated under the Clean Water Act may be 

present on the site.  As such, these waters will be treated as jurisdictional for the 

purpose of calculating fill and satisfying future mitigation requirements.  The applicant 

understands that they can later request and obtain an approved JD if that later becomes 

necessary or appropriate during the permit process or during the administrative appeal 

process.
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Wetland Determination Forms
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Representative Photos of On-site Waters
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4:SW looking southeast 2/8/10
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Biotic crust in 5:SW 4/29/10

1:CD looking west  4/29/10
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Lower terminus of 1:CD and 2:CD, with discharge to uplands 4/29/10

3:CD looking north 4/29/10
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6:CD (foreground) looking northeast 4/29/10

8:CD looking west toward culvert  3/17/10
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Storm drain inlet at terminus of 8:CD  4/29/10

Non-jurisdictional drainage near 7:CD with no evidence of OHWM  4/29/10
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INTRODUCTION
ENPLAN was contracted by the RBF Consulting to conduct a cultural resources 

inventory for construction of a new courthouse in Lake County, California, by the State 
of California Administrative Office of the Courts, Office of Court Construction and 
Management. The project site located on Lakeport Boulevard, in the City of Lakeport.
The proposed project consists of the construction of a four-room courthouse for the 
Superior Court of California. As shown in Figure 1, the site is located in Township 14
North, Range 10 West, Section 25 (U.S.G.S. Lakeport California 7.5-minute 
quadrangle).

This project has the potential to adversely affect cultural resources that may be 
located within the project area.  A good faith effort was therefore made to identify any 
cultural resources within and immediately adjacent to the Area of Potential Effects 
(APE).  All work associated with the project was conducted in compliance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and its implementing regulations.  

would be considered by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) as a federal 
irements of Section 404 of the Clean Water 

Act.  Because the State of California Administrative Office of the Courts, Office of Court 
Construction and Management, may need a permit from the ACOE, Sacramento 
District, the cultural resources study was conducted in compliance with Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and its implementing regulations (36 CFR 
Part 800).

An archaeological survey of the project area was conducted by ENPLAN on April 
29, 2010.  ENPLAN is an environmental consulting firm with over 30 years of 

compliance with all applicable state and federal codes, acts, regulations, and orders 
relating to cultural resources, where applicable.  

The survey was conducted and survey report prepared by Wayne Wiant, Senior 
Archaeologist, ENPLAN.  Mr. Wiant holds an M.A. in Anthropology and has over 40 
years of experience in California and Great Basin Archaeology.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The proposed project consists of the construction of a four-room courthouse for 

the Superior Court of California at 675 Lakeport Boulevard, adjacent to the Lakeport 
Visitors Center. The courthouse will be two stories high and will include space for 
associated support and records storage.  Approximately 120 parking spaces will be 
associated with the new courthouse. The project site is a 5.74-acre vacant lot, and is
large enough to accommodate the proposed facility. The project area is shown in 
Figure 2.
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AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS (APE)
The APE for both CEQA and the National Historic Preservation Act and its 

implementing regulations (36 CFR Part 800) has both a horizontal and vertical 
component.  The APE consists of all areas needed for the construction of the 
courthouse including access, equipment storage, utility placement, and any other 

The horizontal component encompasses 
all surface area required to construct the new facility. For the purposes of this project,
the horizontal APE would encompass the entire proposed project site. The vertical 
component of the APE is based on the depth of excavation associated with the project.
Although the scope of these excavations is unknown at this time, there is little chance of 
the project affecting subsurface cultural deposits since the majority of the project site 
has been previously leveled with up to 20 feet of the original hilltop having been 
removed.  Little original ground remains .
Area of Potential Effects (APE) is shown on Figure 2.

SOURCES CONSULTED
The following sources were consulted to obtain information concerning known 

archaeological sites, historic properties, and historic activities within and/or adjacent to 
the study area: the Northwestern Center of the California Historical Resources 
Information System at California State University, Sonoma (NW/CHRIS); the Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC); the Lakeport Historical Society; and members 
of the local Native American community.

A request for a records search was sent to the NW/CHRIS by ENPLAN on
May 26, 2010, and covered an approximate one-half-mile radius around the APE for 
previously recorded archaeological sites and for previous surveys.  The size and scope 
of the search area was determined to be sufficient based on the results. Results of the 
records search were received on June 29, 2010. Research included reviewing maps 
and records for archaeological surveys, sites, and other cultural resources in this portion 
of Lake County and the following documents:  National Register of Historic Places 
(1979-2002 and supplements); the California Register of Historical Resources (1992 
and supplemental information to date); California Inventory of Historic Resources 
(1976); California Historical Landmarks (1996 and supplemental information to date); 
California Points of Historical Interest (1992 and supplemental information to date);
Office of Historic Preservation Directory of Properties in the Historic Property Data File 
(2010) for Lakeport; and Historic Spots in California (Hoover et al. 1990). General Land 
Office Maps from 1868 and 1876 were also reviewed. Results of this research are
outlined below.

Records indicated that there are no recorded historic or archaeological sites
within the APE. ighteen previous
surveys have been conducted within a half-mile radius of the project site.  No sites were 
found during these surveys.  The records, however, do show that three prehistoric sites 
have been recorded within one-half mile of the project. One, P-17-000492 known as 
Prayer Hill is located 1,000 feet southeast of the proposed courthouse site.  There is 
no site record for this feature, but an article published by the Lake County Chamber of 
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Commerce (Geoble ND), suggests that it was used by the local Native Americans for
ceremonies prior to the historic period.  This feature has been substantially altered by a 
road cut and quarrying, with much of the hills top removed.  

Historic features were also noted by the NW/CHRIS. According to their records,
there are numerous historic structures documented throughout Lakeport, although none 
are within or adjacent to the project area.

A letter was sent to the NAHC requesting a sacred lands search on March 16,
2010.  The commission responded on March 25, 2010, and indicted that their files did 
not show the presence of any Native American cultural resources within the project 
area.  They enclosed a list of other Native American organizations and individuals that 
might have additional information. Letters were sent to these organizations and to the 
Lakeport Historical Society on April 2, 2010.  An email response was received from Mr. 
Shannon Ford of the Scotts Valley Band of the Pomo Indians on April 15, 2010. Mr. 
Ford requested that a member of his tribe monitor the area during ground disturbing 
activities. The Lakeport Historical Society contacted ENPLAN by phone on April 20, 
2010.  The society indicated that they had no concerns with the project. (Copies of 
project correspondence are attached in Appendix B.)

BACKGROUND
Environmental

The project area lies in a relatively low part of the Northern Coast Ranges that is 
surrounded by mountains. The elevation for Lakeport is 1,343 feet above mean sea 
level.  Clear Lake, the largest natural lake in the Coast Ranges, lies just to the east of 
the project site (Figure 1). Lake County is characterized by warm, dry summers and 
cool, wet winters. The mean annual precipitation is about 20 to 40 inches. Most of the 
precipitation is rain, but some is snow. Mean annual temperature is about 50° to 56° F
(Western Regional Climate Center 2009)

The site is surrounded by urban development.  The site was historically an oak 
woodland, and was used for agriculture and grazing beginning in the late 1930s.  The 
site was cleared of trees and shrubs in the early 1970s, and was graded prior to 1988.  
Grading activities dramatically altered the natural contours of the site, resulting in two 
level terraces (Figure 2).  Small, weathered rocks of serpentine origin are exposed on 
the upper terrace and hillsides.  The lower terrace supports a disturbed grassland while 
the upper terrace and hillsides support a serpentine herb community.  Two small, 
shallow seasonal wetlands with rock substrates are present on the upper terrace.  Soils 
on the site are identified as Henneke-Montara-rock outcrop complex.  The complex 
consists of very deep, moderately well-drained soils, formed in alluvium from mixed rock 
types.  Most runoff from the site enters constructed ditches that convey flow east.  Flow 
enters drain system, which discharges into Clear Lake (approximately 
¼-mile east of the site).  The nearest named stream is Forbes Creek, a seasonal 
stream approximately 500 feet north of the site (ENPLAN 2010).
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Ethnographic 
The project area was inhabited by the Eastern Pomo at the time of Euro-

American contact.  Ethnographic sources for the Eastern Pomo include Loeb (1926), 
Kroeber (1925), Gifford (1923, 1926) and McLendon and Lowy (1978). The following 
summary is taken from the latter source. The Pomo, identified as part of the Hokan 
language family, consisted of twelve groups who spoke seven separate, distinct 
dialects.

The Eastern Pomo followed a seasonal round that was based upon the 
environment of the Clear Lake area. Heavy winter rains led to rushing streams in the 
spring and a full lake at the beginning of summer.  Dry summers led to a lower lake 
level and access to lakeside marshlands. Subsistence activities were tied to this 
weather pattern. Fish, which were dried for year-round use, were caught in streams in 
the spring while waterfowl were obtained in the fall.  Acorns, a dietary staple, were 
gathered during the autumn. Roots were dug and tules were harvested in early summer;
lake fishing and clam collection took place in early summer as well.

Villages were along the lake or permanent streams.  They were occupied for 
much of the year; however, many of the inhabitants left the village at certain times of the 
year in order to obtain specific resources (e.g., acorns). 

Tules were a key raw material used by the Eastern Pomo for housing, boats, and 
clothing, as well as household items and food. Clam shell beads were used as the 
medium of exchange for the Eastern Pomo.  The shells were brought back from the 
coast, broken, shaped and drilled into beads.  Although bartering sometimes took place, 
beads were principally used to trade for salt, obsidian blades, and a number of other 
items.

Archaeological 
The first archaeological work in the Clear Lake region was that of Harrington 

(1948) at the Borax Lake site (CA-LAK-36).  The site was estimated to date to 10000 
B.P., a date that was later validated through obsidian hydration.  Although no further
large scale archaeological investigations took place in the area until work was 
conducted at Anderson Flat (White and Frederickson 1992, White et al. 1995, 2002),
several broad chronological schemes were developed to interpret the prehistory of the 
area. White and Frederickson (1992) present a more specific framework for the Clear 
Lake Basin based upon six sites. The earliest human activity in the area is identified at
the Borax Lake site. This pattern (10000-7500 B.P.) is associated with large points, 
crescents, scrapers, and choppers and assumed to be related to big game hunting. 
However, the location of the site near the lake may indicate lacustrine use.  The
sequence continues through the Houx Aspect of the Berkeley Pattern (7500-1200 B.P.),
with a drier climate, a shift away from hunting to a more diversified subsistence strategy 
and increasing populations. The chronology ends with the late prehistoric to early 
historic Clear Lake Aspect (1200 B.P. historic contact). Interestingly, two distinct 
populations are identified occupying the area simultaneously between 4000- 1200 B.P.  
The intrusive Mendocino Pattern people exhibit similarities to cultures associated with 
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the surrounding mountains while the pre-existing Houx Aspect peoples had ties to Clear 
Lake.

Historic 
The area now known as Lake County may have first been visited by Euro-

Americans in 1821 when Captain Luis Arguello led a military expedition north from San 
Francisco.  Fur trappers, explorers and settlers soon followed.  Miners travelling to and 
from the gold fields traversed the area beginning in the 1840s and many returned after 
the gold rush to settle here. 

Lake County was formed from a part of Napa County. Lakeport was originally 
named Forbestown after an early settler. Forbes donated land to the local government 
in exchange for making the town the County Seat in1861.  At the same time, a decision 
was made to change the name of the town to Lakeport to advertise its natural port.

Important industries in Lake County have included mining, agriculture, and 
ranching.  Today, the economy is boosted by tourism, wineries, and agricultural 
products including nuts, fruit, and grapes
(http://www.cityoflakeport.com/visitors/history.aspx).

Sensitivity
The results of archival research, comment solicitation, previous surveys adjacent 

to the study area, and the environmental context all contribute to an assessment of the 
sensitivity level for a given project area.  Three prehistoric sites were noted near the
project area, and Clear Lake, a-half mile to the east, was a very important resource to 
the Pomo.  Therefore, there is a likelihood of finding prehistoric sites near the project 

Lakeport also suggests a moderate to high chance 
of historic use.  However, the extensive amount of ground disturbance evident within the 
project greatly reduces the likelihood of finding intact evidence of prehistoric or 
historic cultural resources within or adjacent to the APE (Figure 2).

FIELD METHODS
Wayne Wiant, ENPLAN Staff Archaeologist, conducted the pedestrian survey of

the entire project APE on April 29, 2010. The survey focused on the exposed soil in
road cuts, cleared areas, and animal burrows.  To address the possibility of buried 
cultural soils, the exposed cutbank on the parcel
the parcel were examined. The northern bank was visible to a depth of approximately
20+ feet. Ground visibility varied from good (approximately 80% exposed ground on top 
of the hill) to fair (20% 30% visibility near the base) for the survey area. This survey is 
considered to have been adequate in locating any cultural resources present within the 
project APE.

http://www.cityoflakeport.com/visitors/history.aspx
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SURVEY RESULTS
No historic or prehistoric sites were noted during the cultural resources survey,

however, it should be noted that the entire top 20 feet of the project area was previously 
removed to create a building pad.  This action would have destroyed any cultural 
resources which might have been present.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
No historic resources were identified during the cultural resource survey of the 

Lake County Courthouse Project. Therefore, the proposed project will not affect any 
sites or structures eligible for inclusion on the California Register of Historical 
Resources or the National Register of Historic Places.

This report satisfies the requirements for CEQA, and, if the ACOE forwards this 

concurs with this determination, then the ACOE will be in compliance with 36 CFR 800 
regulations.  ENPLAN recommends, however, that strict adherence to California Health 
and Safety Codes Section 7050.5 and 5097.98 (as amended by AB 2641) of the Public 
Resources Code be followed in the event that human remains are encountered as a 
result of project developments.  We also recommend that the following stipulations be 
included as a condition of project approval by State of California Administrative Office of 
the Courts, and the ACOE, and that these stipulations be included on all project 
construction/design plans:

A. If any human remains are encountered during any phase of 
construction, all earth-disturbing work shall stop within 50 feet of the 
find until a qualified archaeologist can make an assessment of the 
discovery and recommend/implement mitigation measures as 
necessary. 

B. If any previously unevaluated cultural resources (i.e., burnt animal 
bone, midden soils, projectile points or other humanly-modified lithics, 
historic artifacts, etc.) are encountered, all earth-disturbing work shall 
stop within 50 feet of the find until a qualified archaeologist can make 
an assessment of the discovery and recommend/implement mitigation 
measures as necessary.  This stipulation does not apply to those 
cultural resources evaluated and determined not Historical 
Resources/Historic Properties in this report.  

C. In the event that project plans change to include areas not surveyed, 
additional archaeological reconnaissance may be required.
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500-01
March 16, 2010

REQUEST FOR SACRED LANDS SEARCH

TO: Native American Heritage Commission

FROM: Wayne Wiant, Archaeologist (530) 221-0440 Ext. 105

EMAIL: wwiant@enplan.com

PROPOSED 
PROJECT: Lakeport Courthouse, Lake County, CA

SITE LOCATION: T14N, R10W, Section 25, USGS Lakeport 7.5-minute quadrangle

SITE SIZE: ±5 acres

ENPLAN is conducting the necessary records search and comment solicitation pursuant 
to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  

The proposed project is to construct a new courthouse on a city lot within the City of 
Lakeport, Lake County, California.

We would appreciate any information you could provide regarding cultural resources in 
the area or Native American groups that we might contact for more information.  You 
may respond by phone, letter, fax, or e-mail.  

Thank you for your assistance.

Enclosure

www.enplan.com
mailto:wwiant@enplan.com
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500-01
April 2, 2010

REQUEST FOR COMMENT

TO: Native American Heritage Commission
Valentino Jack, Chairperson, Big Valley Rancheria of Pomo Indians
Sara Ryan, EPA Director, Big Valley Rancheria of Pomo Indians
Donald Arnold, Chairperson, Scott Valley Band of Pomo
Shannon Ford, Cultural Resources/Environment, Scott Valley Band 

of Pomo
Nelson Hopper
Lake County Historical Society

FROM: Wayne Wiant Archaeologist ((530) 221-0440 x105)

EMAIL: wwiant@enplan.com

PROPOSED 
PROJECT: Lakeport Courthouse, Lake County, CA

SITE LOCATION: In the town of Lakeport, Township 14 North, Range 10 West,
Section 25, USGS Lakeport 7.5-minute quadrangle

SITE SIZE: ± 5 acres

ENPLAN is conducting the necessary records search and comment solicitation pursuant 
to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The proposed project is to construct a new courthouse on a city lot within the City of 
Lakeport, Lake County, California.

We would appreciate any information you could provide regarding known cultural 
resources in the project vicinity.  You may respond by phone, letter, fax, or e-mail.  We 
will attempt to reach you by phone to confirm your receipt of this letter.  If we have not 
received a response within 30 days from the date of this letter, we will assume you have 
no concerns or relevant information to provide.

Thank you for your assistance.

Enclosure

www.enplan.com
mailto:wwiant@enplan.com
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500-01
May 25, 2010

RECORDS SEARCH REQUEST 

TO: NW/CHRIS

FROM: Wayne Wiant, Archaeologist ((530) 221-0440 x105)

EMAIL: wwiant@enplan.com

PROPOSED 
PROJECT: Lakeport Courthouse, Lake County, CA

SITE LOCATION: T14N, R10W, Section 25, USGS Lakeport 7.5-minute quadrangle
(See attached Map)

SITE SIZE: ±5 acres

SEARCH RADIUS: 0.5 miles

PLEASE PROVIDE:

X Your standard informational abstract, without ethnographic information, 
unless related to specific villages in the locale.

X All site recordation forms for all sites/features located in the half-mile records 
search area.

X Report covers, results, and maps for all surveys within the half-mile records 
search area.

Full reports of any surveys conducted within or immediately adjacent to the 
project area.

Please feel free to call with any questions.

Thank you for your assistance.

Enclosure

www.enplan.com
mailto:wwiant@enplan.com




Appendix E 
Greenhouse Gas Data 



Building
Duration (days): 120

CO2 CH4 N2O CO2 CH4 N2O CO2 CH4 N2O
Forklifts 54.4 0.0062 0.0014 6 2 108.8 0.0124 0.0028 39.1680 0.0045 0.0010
Cranes 128.7 0.0144 0.0033 4 1 128.7 0.0144 0.0033 30.8880 0.0035 0.0008
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 66.8 0.0092 0.0017 8 1 66.8 0.0092 0.0017 32.0640 0.0044 0.0008

102.1200 0.0123 0.0026

Trenching
Duration (days): 10

CO2 CH4 N2O CO2 CH4 N2O CO2 CH4 N2O
Excavators 119.6 0.0134 0.0031 8 2 239.2 0.0268 0.0062 9.5680 0.0011 0.0002
Other General Industrial Equipment 152.2 0.0166 0.004 8 1 152.2 0.0166 0.0040 6.0880 0.0007 0.0002

15.6560 0.0017 0.0004

Paving
Duration (days): 10

CO2 CH4 N2O CO2 CH4 N2O CO2 CH4 N2O
Cement and Mortar Mixers 7.2 0.0009 0.0002 6 4 28.8 0.0036 0.0008 0.8640 0.0001 0.0000
Pavers 77.9 0.016 0.002 7 1 77.9 0.0160 0.0020 2.7265 0.0006 0.0001
Paving Equipment 68.9 0.012 0.0018 6 2 137.8 0.0240 0.0036 4.1340 0.0007 0.0001
Rollers 67.1 0.0106 0.0018 7 1 67.1 0.0106 0.0018 2.3485 0.0004 0.0001

10.0730 0.0018 0.0003
 Grading

Duration (days): 20

CO2 CH4 N2O CO2 CH4 N2O CO2 CH4 N2O
Graders 132.7 0.0155 0.0035 6 1 132.7 0.0155 0.0035 7.9620 0.0009 0.0002
Rubber Tired Dozers 239.1 0.0305 0.0062 6 1 239.1 0.0305 0.0062 14.3460 0.0018 0.0004
Off-Highway Trucks 260.1 0.0224 0.0067 8 1 260.1 0.0224 0.0067 20.8080 0.0018 0.0005
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 66.8 0.0092 0.0017 7 1 66.8 0.0092 0.0017 4.6760 0.0006 0.0001

47.7920 0.0052 0.0012
Total Construction Emissions - Year 2012

175.64 0.02 0.00
159.34 0.02 0.00
159.34 5.91 0.09 165.34

Building
Duration (days): 240

CO2 CH4 N2O CO2 CH4 N2O CO2 CH4 N2O
Forklifts 54.4 0.0062 0.0014 6 2 108.8 0.0124 0.0028 78.3360 0.0089 0.0020
Cranes 128.7 0.0144 0.0033 4 1 128.7 0.0144 0.0033 61.7760 0.0069 0.0016
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 66.8 0.0092 0.0017 8 1 66.8 0.0092 0.0017 64.1280 0.0088 0.0016

204.2400 0.0157 0.0032

Total Construction Emissions - Year 2013
204.24 0.02 0.00
185.28 0.01 0.00
185.28 4.43 0.06 189.77

Building
Duration (days): 20

CO2 CH4 N2O CO2 CH4 N2O CO2 CH4 N2O
Forklifts 54.4 0.0062 0.0014 6 2 108.8 0.0124 0.0028 6.5280 0.0007 0.0002
Cranes 128.7 0.0144 0.0033 4 1 128.7 0.0144 0.0033 61.7760 0.0006 0.0001
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 66.8 0.0092 0.0017 8 1 66.8 0.0092 0.0017 64.1280 0.0007 0.0001

132.4320 0.0013 0.0003

Total Construction Emissions - Year 2014
132.43 0.00 0.00
120.14 0.00 0.00
120.14 0.37 0.01 120.51

ANNUALIZED (30 years)
512.31 0.04 0.01
464.76 0.03 0.01 464.80

15.49 0.36 0.01 15.85

Notes:

metric tons CO 2 eq/year

Emissions (tons/year)

Total Emissions

tons/year
metric tons/year

Emission Factors
Hours/day Quantity

Emissions (pounds/hour)

Quantity

Year 2014

Total Emissions 

Equipment
Emission Factors

Hours/day Quantity

Emissions (tons/year)

Total Emissions

Emissions (pounds/hour) Emissions (tons/year)

Emissions (pounds/hour) Emissions (tons/year)

Total Emissions

Equipment
Emission Factors

Hours/day

Emission Factors
Hours/dayEquipment

Equipment
Emission Factors

Hours/day

Total Emissions

Quantity
Emissions (pounds/hour)

Refer to the URBEMIS 2007 assumptions and model output for construction equipment assumptions
Construction Equipment Emission Factor Source: Provided by SCAQMD.

Emissions (pounds/hour)Emission Factors

Construction Emissions

tons/year
metric tons/year

metric tons CO 2 eq/year

Year 2012

Quantity
Emissions (pounds/hour) Emissions (tons/year)

Emissions (tons/year)

Total Emissions

Hours/day Quantity

metric tons CO 2 eq/year

Equipment

metric tons/year
tons/year

Equipment

tons/year
metric tons/year

Year 2013

metric tons CO 2 eq/year
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FIGURES 



SITE LOCATION MAP

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment
Vacant Parcel

November, 2009 675 Lakeport Blvd.
17326303.01001 Lakeport, California

FIGURE 1

Mapquest.com, Inc., November, 2009

Subject Property



Not to Scale SITE MAP

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment
Vacant Parcel

November, 2009 675 Lakeport Blvd
17326303.01001 Lakeport, California

FIGURE 2
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APPENDIX A 
SITE PHOTOGRAPHS 



 PHOTOGRAPHIC LOG 

Administrative Office 
of the Court 

Phase I ESA – Vacant Parcel 
675 Lakeport Boulevard 

Lakeport, California 95453 

URS Project No. 
17326303.01001 

Date: 10/28/09 

 

 
Photo No. 

2 
 

Direction Photo 
Taken: 
 
Looking west 

Description: 
 
North side of the Subject 
Property along Lakeport 
Boulevard. 

Photo No. 
1 

 

Direction Photo 
Taken: 
 
Looking southwest 

Description: 
 
Entrance to the Subject 
Property from Lakeport 
Boulevard at the 
northeast corner of the 
parcel. 
 



 PHOTOGRAPHIC LOG 

Administrative Office 
of the Court 

Phase I ESA – Vacant Parcel 
675 Lakeport Boulevard 

Lakeport, California 95453 

URS Project No. 
17326303.01001 

Date: 10/28/09 

 

 
Photo No. 

4 
 

Direction Photo 
Taken: 
 
Looking southwest 

Description: 
  
View of the upper terrace 
of the Subject Property 
from the northeast corner. 

Photo No. 
3 

 

Direction Photo 
Taken: 
 
Looking east 

Description: 
 
Northern approach to the 
upper terrace of the 
Subject Property. 
Lakeport Boulevard is on 
the left of the frame. Note 
the AT&T 
Telecommunications 
structure beyond the 
northeastern boundary of 
the Subject Property. 



 PHOTOGRAPHIC LOG 

Administrative Office 
of the Court 

Phase I ESA – Vacant Parcel 
675 Lakeport Boulevard 

Lakeport, California 95453 

URS Project No. 
17326303.01001 

Date: 10/28/09 

 
Photo No. 

5 
 

Direction Photo 
Taken: 
 
Looking south 

Description: 
  
View of the upper 
terrace from the top of 
the northern approach 
in the northwest corner 
of the upper terrace.  
The hill in the 
background is beyond 
the south boundary of 
Subject Property. 

 
Photo No. 

6 
 

Direction Photo 
Taken: 
 
Looking southwest 

Description: 
 
View from the northeast 
corner of the upper 
terrace of the Subject 
Property. Structure on the 
next terrace is the 
Lakeport Visitor’s Center 
located on the parcel 
adjacent to the west of the 
Subject Property.  



 PHOTOGRAPHIC LOG 

Administrative Office 
of the Court 

Phase I ESA – Vacant Parcel 
675 Lakeport Boulevard 

Lakeport, California 95453 

URS Project No. 
17326303.01001 

Date: 10/28/09 

 
Photo No. 

7 
 

Direction Photo 
Taken: 
 
Looking northwest 

Description: 
 
View from the southeast 
corner of the upper 
terrace. The Lakeport 
Visitor’s Center is on the 
adjacent parcel. 

 
Photo No. 

8 
 

Direction Photo 
Taken: 
 
Looking east 

Description: 
 
Southern approach to the 
upper terrace. A shopping 
center and storage facility 
are located beyond the 
southeastern boundary of 
the Subject Property. 
Clear Lake is visible in the 
distance.  

 



 PHOTOGRAPHIC LOG 

Administrative Office 
of the Court 

Phase I ESA – Vacant Parcel 
675 Lakeport Boulevard 

Lakeport, California 95453 

URS Project No. 
17326303.01001 

Date: 10/28/09 

 
Photo No. 

9 
 

Direction Photo 
Taken: 
 
Looking south 

Description: 
 
View of the eastern side of 
the Subject Property and 
the lower terrace. A 
storage facility is located 
beyond the southeastern 
corner of the Subject 
Property. 

 
Photo No. 

10 
 

Direction Photo 
Taken: 
 
Looking southeast 

Description: 
 
Another view of the 
lower terrace on the 
southern side of the 
Subject Property.  
 

 



 PHOTOGRAPHIC LOG 

Administrative Office 
of the Court 

Phase I ESA – Vacant Parcel 
675 Lakeport Boulevard 

Lakeport, California 95453 

URS Project No. 
17326303.01001 

Date: 10/28/09 

 
Photo No. 

11 
 

Direction Photo 
Taken: 
 
Looking north 

Description: 
 
View if the southern 
boundary and northeast 
corner of the Subject 
Property from the lower 
terrace. A Lakeport 
Boulevard and a strip mall 
are beyond the tall trees in 
the frame. An AT&T 
Telecommunications 
structure is located east of 
the northeast corner of the 
Subject Property. 

 
Photo No. 

12 
 

Direction Photo 
Taken: 
 
Looking northeast 

Description: 
 
View of the AT&T 
Telecommunications 
Structure west side, 
adjacent to the Subject 
Property.  Note the above 
ground diesel storage tank 
(AST). Reportedly there 
was also a leaking 
underground storage tank 
(LUST) removed from the 
AT&T parcel and the 
LUST case has received 
regulatory agency closure. 
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APPENDIX B 
EDR ENVIRONMENTAL LienSearch™ REPORT 



 
 
 

The EDR Environmental  
LienSearch™ Report 

The Standard in 
Environmental Risk  
Information 

440 Wheelers Farm Road 
Milford, Connecticut 06461 
 
Nationwide Customer Service 
 
Telephone: 1-800-352-0050 
Fax:   1-800-231-6802 
Internet: www.edrnet.com 

Project Number 02622183.10 

October 27, 2009 

675 LAKEPORT BOULEVARD SITE 
LAKE COUNTY 

LAKEPORT, CA 95453 
 

www.edrnet.com


 

EDR Environmental LienSearch™ Report 

The EDR Environmental LienSearch Report includes results from a search of available current land title 
records for environmental cleanup liens and other activity and use limitations, such as engineering controls 
and institutional controls. 
 
A network of professional, trained researchers follows established procedures to:  

• search for parcel information, legal description, and ownership based on client supplied address 
information;  

• research indexes and title repositories;  
• obtain a copy of the deed;  
• search for environmental encumbering instrument(s) associated with the deed;  
• provide a copy of any environmental encumbrance(s) based upon a review of key words in the 

instrument (title, parties involved, and description); and 
• provide a copy of the deed. 

 
 
 

Thank you for your business. 
Please contact EDR at 1-800-352-0050 

with any questions or comments. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Disclaimer - Copyright and Trademark Notice 

This report was prepared for the use of Environmental Data Resources, Inc., and NCO Financial Services, Inc. exclusively.  This 
report is neither a guarantee of title, a commitment to insure, nor a policy of title insurance.  NO WARRANTY, EXPRESSED OR 
IMPLIED, IS MADE WHATSOEVER IN CONNECTION WTH THIS REPORT.  Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR) and NCO 
Financial Services, Inc. specifically disclaim the making of any such warranties, including without limitation, merchantability or fitness 
for a particular use or purpose.  The information contained in this report is retrieved as it is recorded from the various agencies that 
make it available.  The total liability is limited to the fee paid for this report. 
 
Copyright 2006 by Environmental Data Resources, Inc.  All rights reserved. Reproduction in any media or format, in 
whole or in part, of any report or map of Environmental Data Resources, Inc., or its affiliates, is prohibited without prior 
written permission.  

EDR and its logos are trademarks of Environmental Data Resources, Inc. or its affiliates. All other trademarks used herein are 
the property of their respective owners.  

 
 



 

EDR Environmental LienSearch™ Report 

 
TARGET PROPERTY INFORMATION 
  
ADDRESS 

75 LAKEPORT BOULEVARD SITE 

 

ESEARCH SOURCE

 
6
675 LAKEPORT BOULEVARD SITE 
LAKEPORT, CA 95453 

 
R  

ources: Lake County 

EED INFORMATION

 
S
 
 
D  

ype of Deed:  WD 
 
T             QC  D            Other           DEED 

tle is vested in: Mary Paveloff Seregow, as Successor Trustee, of the John W. Seregow Trust dated September 24, 1984 
 

 
tle received from: Mary Paveloff Seregow, as Successor Trustee, of the John W. Seregow Trust dated September 24, 1984 

 
eed Dated: September 29, 1998 

d: 

 
Ti

and Amended April 22, 1991, an undivided 40% interest; The General Council of the Assemblies of God, a
Missouri corporation, an undivided 60% interest 

Ti
and Amended April 22, 1991 

D
Deed Recorde September 30, 1998 
Document No.: 98-017143 
 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION  
  
Description: Legal attached as Exhibit “A.” 

ssessor’s Parcel Number: 025-521-41 

NVIRONMENTAL LIEN

 
A
 
 
E  

nvironmental Lien:  Found 
 
E  Not Found    
 
If yes:  

 Party:  

nd Party:  

ated:  

  

 
st1

 
2
 
D
Recorded: 
Book:  
Page:  
Comments:
 
 
OTHER ACTIVITY AND USE LIMITATIONS (AULs) 
 
Other AUL's:   Found  Not Found     



 

EDR Environmental LienSearch™ Report 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

EXHIBIT A 
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APPENDIX C 
EDR ENVIRONMENTAL DATABASE SEARCH 



FORM-NULL-ASH

tropeR ™paM suidaR RDE ehT

440 Wheelers Farms Road
Milford, CT 06461
Toll Free: 800.352.0050
www.edrnet.com

675 Lakeport Boulevard Site
675 Lakeport Boulevard
Lakeport, CA  95453

Inquiry Number: 2622183.9s
October 23, 2009



SECTION PAGE

Executive Summary ES1

Overview Map 2

Detail Map 3

Map Findings Summary 4

Map Findings 7

Orphan Summary 41

Government Records Searched/Data Currency Tracking GR-1

GEOCHECK ADDENDUM

GeoCheck - Not Requested

TC2622183.9s   Page 1

Thank you for your business.
Please contact EDR at 1-800-352-0050

with any questions or comments.

Disclaimer - Copyright and Trademark Notice

This Report contains certain information obtained from a variety of public and other sources reasonably available to Environmental Data
Resources, Inc. It cannot be concluded from this Report that coverage information for the target and surrounding properties does not exist from
other sources. NO WARRANTY EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED, IS MADE WHATSOEVER IN CONNECTION WITH THIS REPORT. ENVIRONMENTAL
DATA RESOURCES, INC. SPECIFICALLY DISCLAIMS THE MAKING OF ANY SUCH WARRANTIES, INCLUDING WITHOUT LIMITATION,
MERCHANTABILITY OR FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR USE OR PURPOSE. ALL RISK IS ASSUMED BY THE USER. IN NO EVENT SHALL
ENVIRONMENTAL DATA RESOURCES, INC. BE LIABLE TO ANYONE, WHETHER ARISING OUT OF ERRORS OR OMISSIONS, NEGLIGENCE,
ACCIDENT OR ANY OTHER CAUSE, FOR ANY LOSS OF DAMAGE, INCLUDING, WITHOUT LIMITATION, SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL,
CONSEQUENTIAL, OR EXEMPLARY DAMAGES. ANY LIABILITY ON THE PART OF ENVIRONMENTAL DATA RESOURCES, INC. IS STRICTLY
LIMITED TO A REFUND OF THE AMOUNT PAID FOR THIS REPORT. Purchaser accepts this Report "AS IS". Any analyses, estimates, ratings,
environmental risk levels or risk codes provided in this Report are provided for illustrative purposes only, and are not intended to provide, nor
should they be interpreted as providing any facts regarding, or prediction or forecast of, any environmental risk for any property. Only a Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment performed by an environmental professional can provide information regarding the environmental risk for any
property. Additionally, the information provided in this Report is not to be construed as legal advice.

Copyright 2009 by Environmental Data Resources, Inc. All rights reserved. Reproduction in any media or format, in whole
or in part, of any report or map of Environmental Data Resources, Inc., or its affiliates, is prohibited without prior written permission.

EDR and its logos (including Sanborn and Sanborn Map) are trademarks of Environmental Data Resources, Inc. or its affiliates. All other
trademarks used herein are the property of their respective owners.

TABLE OF CONTENTS



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TC2622183.9s  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 1

A search of available environmental records was conducted by Environmental Data Resources, Inc (EDR).
The report was designed to assist parties seeking to meet the search requirements of EPA’s Standards
and Practices for All Appropriate Inquiries (40 CFR Part 312), the ASTM Standard Practice for
Environmental Site Assessments (E 1527-05) or custom requirements developed for the evaluation of
environmental risk associated with a parcel of real estate.

TARGET PROPERTY INFORMATION

ADDRESS

675 LAKEPORT BOULEVARD
LAKEPORT, CA 95453

COORDINATES

39.034300 - 39˚ 2’ 3.5’’Latitude (North): 
122.921500 - 122˚ 55’ 17.4’’Longitude (West): 
Zone 10Universal Tranverse Mercator: 
506794.3UTM X (Meters): 
4320378.0UTM Y (Meters): 
1388 ft. above sea levelElevation:

USGS TOPOGRAPHIC MAP ASSOCIATED WITH TARGET PROPERTY

39122-A8 LAKEPORT, CATarget Property Map:
1994Most Recent Revision:

TARGET PROPERTY SEARCH RESULTS

The target property was not listed in any of the databases searched by EDR.

DATABASES WITH NO MAPPED SITES

No mapped sites were found in EDR’s search of available ("reasonably ascertainable ") government
records either on the target property or within the search radius around the target property for the
following databases:

STANDARD ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS

Federal NPL site list

Proposed NPL Proposed National Priority List Sites
NPL LIENS Federal Superfund Liens

Federal Delisted NPL site list

Delisted NPL National Priority List Deletions

Federal CERCLIS NFRAP site List

CERC-NFRAP CERCLIS No Further Remedial Action Planned



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TC2622183.9s  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 2

Federal RCRA CORRACTS facilities list

CORRACTS Corrective Action Report

Federal RCRA non-CORRACTS TSD facilities list

RCRA-TSDF RCRA - Transporters, Storage and Disposal

Federal RCRA generators list

RCRA-LQG RCRA - Large Quantity Generators
RCRA-CESQG RCRA - Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generator

Federal institutional controls / engineering controls registries

US ENG CONTROLS Engineering Controls Sites List
US INST CONTROL Sites with Institutional Controls

Federal ERNS list

ERNS Emergency Response Notification System

State- and tribal - equivalent NPL

RESPONSE State Response Sites

State and tribal leaking storage tank lists

SLIC Statewide SLIC Cases
INDIAN LUST Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land

State and tribal registered storage tank lists

AST Aboveground Petroleum Storage Tank Facilities
INDIAN UST Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land

State and tribal voluntary cleanup sites

VCP Voluntary Cleanup Program Properties
INDIAN VCP Voluntary Cleanup Priority Listing

ADDITIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS

Local Brownfield lists

US BROWNFIELDS A Listing of Brownfields Sites

Local Lists of Landfill / Solid Waste Disposal Sites

DEBRIS REGION 9 Torres Martinez Reservation Illegal Dump Site Locations
ODI Open Dump Inventory
WMUDS/SWAT Waste Management Unit Database
HAULERS Registered Waste Tire Haulers Listing



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TC2622183.9s  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 3

INDIAN ODI Report on the Status of Open Dumps on Indian Lands

Local Lists of Hazardous waste / Contaminated Sites

US CDL Clandestine Drug Labs
HIST Cal-Sites Historical Calsites Database
SCH School Property Evaluation Program
Toxic Pits Toxic Pits Cleanup Act Sites
CDL Clandestine Drug Labs
US HIST CDL National Clandestine Laboratory Register

Local Lists of Registered Storage Tanks

CA FID UST Facility Inventory Database

Local Land Records

LIENS 2 CERCLA Lien Information
LUCIS Land Use Control Information System
LIENS Environmental Liens Listing
DEED Deed Restriction Listing

Records of Emergency Release Reports

HMIRS Hazardous Materials Information Reporting System
CHMIRS California Hazardous Material Incident Report System
LDS Land Disposal Sites Listing
MCS Military Cleanup Sites Listing

Other Ascertainable Records

RCRA-NonGen RCRA - Non Generators
DOT OPS Incident and Accident Data
DOD Department of Defense Sites
FUDS Formerly Used Defense Sites
CONSENT Superfund (CERCLA) Consent Decrees
UMTRA Uranium Mill Tailings Sites
MINES Mines Master Index File
TRIS Toxic Chemical Release Inventory System
TSCA Toxic Substances Control Act
FTTS FIFRA/ TSCA Tracking System - FIFRA (Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, & Rodenticide
                                                Act)/TSCA (Toxic Substances Control Act)
HIST FTTS FIFRA/TSCA Tracking System Administrative Case Listing
SSTS Section 7 Tracking Systems
ICIS Integrated Compliance Information System
PADS PCB Activity Database System
MLTS Material Licensing Tracking System
RADINFO Radiation Information Database
FINDS Facility Index System/Facility Registry System
RAATS RCRA Administrative Action Tracking System
CA BOND EXP. PLAN Bond Expenditure Plan
CA WDS Waste Discharge System
NPDES NPDES Permits Listing
Cortese "Cortese" Hazardous Waste & Substances Sites List
Notify 65 Proposition 65 Records



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TC2622183.9s  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 4

DRYCLEANERS Cleaner Facilities
WIP Well Investigation Program Case List
HAZNET Facility and Manifest Data
EMI Emissions Inventory Data
INDIAN RESERV Indian Reservations
SCRD DRYCLEANERS State Coalition for Remediation of Drycleaners Listing
PCB TRANSFORMER PCB Transformer Registration Database

EDR PROPRIETARY RECORDS

EDR Proprietary Records

Manufactured Gas Plants EDR Proprietary Manufactured Gas Plants

SURROUNDING SITES: SEARCH RESULTS

Surrounding sites were identified in the following databases.

Elevations have been determined from the USGS Digital Elevation Model and should be evaluated on
a relative (not an absolute) basis. Relative elevation information between sites of close proximity
should be field verified. Sites with an elevation equal to or higher than the target property have been
differentiated below from sites with an elevation lower than the target property.
Page numbers and map identification numbers refer to the EDR Radius Map report where detailed
data on individual sites can be reviewed.

Sites listed in bold italics are in multiple databases.

Unmappable (orphan) sites are not considered in the foregoing analysis.

STANDARD ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS

Federal NPL site list

NPL: Also known as Superfund, the National Priority List database is a subset of CERCLIS and
identifies over 1,200 sites for priority cleanup under the Superfund program. The source of this database is
the U.S. EPA.

     A review of the NPL list, as provided by EDR, and dated 06/29/2009 has revealed that there is 1 NPL
     site  within approximately 1 mile  of the target property.

PageMap IDDirection / Distance     Address     Equal/Higher Elevation     ____________________      ________  ___________________ _____ _____

     SULPHUR BANK MERCURY MINE   SULPHUR BANK ROAD E 1/4 - 1/2 (0.449 mi.) 0 7

Federal CERCLIS list

CERCLIS: The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Information System
contains data on potentially hazardous waste sites that have been reported to the USEPA by states,
municipalities, private companies and private persons, pursuant to Section 103 of the Comprehensive
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TC2622183.9s  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 5

Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA). CERCLIS contains sites which are either
proposed to or on the National Priorities List (NPL) and sites which are in the screening and assessment phase
for possible inclusion on the NPL.

     A review of the CERCLIS list, as provided by EDR, and dated 06/30/2009 has revealed that there is 1
     CERCLIS site  within approximately  0.5 miles of the target property.

PageMap IDDirection / Distance     Address     Equal/Higher Elevation     ____________________      ________  ___________________ _____ _____

     SULPHUR BANK MERCURY MINE   SULPHUR BANK ROAD E 1/4 - 1/2 (0.449 mi.) 0 7

Federal RCRA generators list

RCRA-SQG: RCRAInfo is EPA’s comprehensive information system, providing access to data supporting
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA)
of 1984.  The database includes selective information on sites which generate, transport, store, treat and/or
dispose of hazardous waste as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).  Small quantity
generators (SQGs) generate between 100 kg and 1,000 kg of hazardous waste per month.

     A review of the RCRA-SQG list, as provided by EDR, and dated 11/12/2008 has revealed that there are 2
     RCRA-SQG sites within approximately  0.25 miles of the target property.

PageMap IDDirection / Distance     Address     Lower Elevation     ____________________      ________  ___________________ _____ _____

     PACIFIC BELL   555 LAKEPORT BOULEVARD NE 0 - 1/8 (0.051 mi.) A4 13
     BRUNO FOODS   355 LAKEPORT BLVD E 1/8 - 1/4 (0.165 mi.) 7 23

State- and tribal - equivalent CERCLIS

ENVIROSTOR: The Department of Toxic Substances Control’s (DTSC’s) Site Mitigation and Brownfields
Reuse Program’s (SMBRP’s) EnviroStor database identifes sites that have known contamination or sites for which
there may be reasons to investigate further.  The database includes the following site types: Federal
Superfund sites (National Priorities List (NPL)); State Response, including Military Facilities and State
Superfund; Voluntary Cleanup; and School sites.  EnviroStor provides similar information to the information
that was available in CalSites, and provides additional site information, including, but not limited to,
identification of formerly-contaminated properties that have been released for reuse, properties where
environmental deed restrictions have been recorded to prevent inappropriate land uses, and risk
characterization information that is used to assess potential impacts to public health and the environment at
contaminated sites.

     A review of the ENVIROSTOR list, as provided by EDR, and dated 08/27/2009 has revealed that there are
     4 ENVIROSTOR sites within approximately 1 mile  of the target property.

PageMap IDDirection / Distance     Address     Equal/Higher Elevation     ____________________      ________  ___________________ _____ _____

     PARKSIDE SUBDIVISION   1453 MARTIN STREET NW 1/2 - 1 (0.551 mi.) 21 38
Status: No Further Action

PageMap IDDirection / Distance     Address     Lower Elevation     ____________________      ________  ___________________ _____ _____

     TIME OIL CO/JACKPOT FOOD MART   202 S MAIN ST NE 1/4 - 1/2 (0.429 mi.) D16 32
Status: Refer: RWQCB

     AN-LEE   201 S MAIN ST NE 1/4 - 1/2 (0.429 mi.) D18 35
Status: Refer: RWQCB
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PageMap IDDirection / Distance  Address     Lower Elevation     ____________________      ________  ___________________ _____ _____

     JACKPOT STATION   202 S MAIN NE 1/4 - 1/2 (0.429 mi.) D20 37
Status: Refer: RWQCB

State and tribal landfill and/or solid waste disposal site lists

SWF/LF: The Solid Waste Facilities/Landfill Sites records typically contain an inventory of solid
waste disposal facilities or landfills in a particular state. The data come from the Integrated Waste
Management Board’s Solid Waste Information System (SWIS) database.

     A review of the SWF/LF list, as provided by EDR, and dated 09/02/2009 has revealed that there is 1
     SWF/LF site  within approximately  0.5 miles of the target property.

PageMap IDDirection / Distance     Address     Lower Elevation     ____________________      ________  ___________________ _____ _____

     LAKEPORT TRANSFER STATION   910 BEVINS STREET W 0 - 1/8 (0.063 mi.) B6 22

State and tribal leaking storage tank lists

LUST: The Leaking Underground Storage Tank Incident Reports contain an inventory of reported
leaking underground storage tank incidents. The data come from the State Water Resources Control Board Leaking
Underground Storage Tank Information System.

     A review of the LUST list, as provided by EDR, and dated 09/05/2009 has revealed that there are 10
     LUST sites within approximately  0.5 miles of the target property.

PageMap IDDirection / Distance     Address     Lower Elevation     ____________________      ________  ___________________ _____ _____

     AT&T   555 LAKEPORT BOULEVARD NE 0 - 1/8 (0.051 mi.) A2 13
     AT&T   555 LAKEPORT BOULEVARD NE 0 - 1/8 (0.051 mi.) A3 13

Status: Completed - Case Closed

     TESORO 67075   975 MAIN ST SE 1/4 - 1/2 (0.332 mi.) 9 26
Status: Open - Remediation

     UNITED PARCEL SER CALAK   924 PARALLEL DR WNW 1/4 - 1/2 (0.342 mi.) 10 27
Status: Completed - Case Closed

     CHEVRON #1802   1050 MAIN ST S SE 1/4 - 1/2 (0.363 mi.) 11 29
Status: Completed - Case Closed

     LAKEPORT SHELL   301 MAIN ST S NE 1/4 - 1/2 (0.378 mi.) C12 30
Status: Open - Verification Monitoring

     SOPER-REESE COMMUNITY THEATER   275 SOUTH MAIN STREET NE 1/4 - 1/2 (0.389 mi.) C13 31
Status: Completed - Case Closed

     LANGE BROTHERS CONSTRUCTION CO   301 INDUSTRIAL AVE SSE 1/4 - 1/2 (0.398 mi.) 14 31
Status: Completed - Case Closed

     JACKPOT FOOD MART   202 MAIN ST S NE 1/4 - 1/2 (0.429 mi.) D17 34
Status: Completed - Case Closed

     EXXON   201 MAIN ST S NE 1/4 - 1/2 (0.429 mi.) D19 36
Status: Completed - Case Closed
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State and tribal registered storage tank lists

UST: The Underground Storage Tank database contains registered USTs. USTs are regulated under
Subtitle I of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). The data come from the State Water Resources
Control Board’s Hazardous Substance Storage Container Database.

     A review of the UST list, as provided by EDR, and dated 09/05/2009 has revealed that there is 1 UST
     site  within approximately  0.25 miles of the target property.

PageMap IDDirection / Distance     Address     Lower Elevation     ____________________      ________  ___________________ _____ _____

     PACIFIC BELL TD-255/LKPTCA022   555 LAKEPORT BLVD NE 0 - 1/8 (0.051 mi.) A1 12

ADDITIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS

Local Lists of Landfill / Solid Waste Disposal Sites

SWRCY: A listing of recycling facilities in California.

     A review of the SWRCY list, as provided by EDR, and dated 09/25/2009 has revealed that there is 1
     SWRCY site  within approximately  0.5 miles of the target property.

PageMap IDDirection / Distance     Address     Lower Elevation     ____________________      ________  ___________________ _____ _____

     TOMRA PACIFIC INC   1155 S MAIN ST SE 1/4 - 1/2 (0.417 mi.) 15 32

Local Lists of Registered Storage Tanks

HIST UST: Historical UST Registered Database.

     A review of the HIST UST list, as provided by EDR, and dated 10/15/1990 has revealed that there are 3
     HIST UST sites within approximately  0.25 miles of the target property.

PageMap IDDirection / Distance     Address     Lower Elevation     ____________________      ________  ___________________ _____ _____

     PACIFIC BELL   555 LAKEPORT BOULEVARD NE 0 - 1/8 (0.051 mi.) A4 13
     LAKE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF AGRI   883 LAKEPORT BLVD W 0 - 1/8 (0.060 mi.) B5 19
     CLEAR LAKE MARINA   1400 SO MAIN ST LAKEPOR ESE 1/8 - 1/4 (0.224 mi.) 8 25

SWEEPS UST: Statewide Environmental Evaluation and Planning System.  This underground storage tank
listing was updated and maintained by a company contacted by the SWRCB in the early 1990’s.  The listing is no
longer updated or maintained.  The local agency is the contact for more information  on a site on the SWEEPS
list.

     A review of the SWEEPS UST list, as provided by EDR, and dated 06/01/1994 has revealed that there is
     1 SWEEPS UST site  within approximately  0.25 miles of the target property.

PageMap IDDirection / Distance     Address     Lower Elevation     ____________________      ________  ___________________ _____ _____

     PACIFIC BELL   555 LAKEPORT BOULEVARD NE 0 - 1/8 (0.051 mi.) A4 13
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Other Ascertainable Records

ROD: Record of Decision. ROD documents mandate a permanent remedy at an NPL (Superfund) site
containing technical and health information to aid the cleanup.

     A review of the ROD list, as provided by EDR, and dated 09/01/2009 has revealed that there is 1 ROD
     site  within approximately 1 mile  of the target property.

PageMap IDDirection / Distance     Address     Equal/Higher Elevation     ____________________      ________  ___________________ _____ _____

     SULPHUR BANK MERCURY MINE   SULPHUR BANK ROAD E 1/4 - 1/2 (0.449 mi.) 0 7

HIST CORTESE: The sites for the list are designated by the State Water Resource Control Board [LUST],
the Integrated Waste Board [SWF/LS], and the Department of Toxic Substances Control [CALSITES].

     A review of the HIST CORTESE list, as provided by EDR, and dated 04/01/2001 has revealed that there
     are 7 HIST CORTESE sites within approximately  0.5 miles of the target property.

PageMap IDDirection / Distance     Address     Lower Elevation     ____________________      ________  ___________________ _____ _____

     TESORO 67075   975 MAIN ST SE 1/4 - 1/2 (0.332 mi.) 9 26
     UNITED PARCEL SER CALAK   924 PARALLEL DR WNW 1/4 - 1/2 (0.342 mi.) 10 27
     CHEVRON #1802   1050 MAIN ST S SE 1/4 - 1/2 (0.363 mi.) 11 29
     LAKEPORT SHELL   301 MAIN ST S NE 1/4 - 1/2 (0.378 mi.) C12 30
     LANGE BROTHERS CONSTRUCTION CO   301 INDUSTRIAL AVE SSE 1/4 - 1/2 (0.398 mi.) 14 31
     JACKPOT FOOD MART   202 MAIN ST S NE 1/4 - 1/2 (0.429 mi.) D17 34
     EXXON   201 MAIN ST S NE 1/4 - 1/2 (0.429 mi.) D19 36
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Due to poor or inadequate address information, the following sites were not mapped: 

Site Name  Database(s)____________  ____________

TRANSFER STATION  LUST, HIST CORTESE
LAKEPORT MS4 PHASE II  NPDES
PETES AUTOMOTIVE  LUST
PETES AUTOMOTIVE  LUST
LAKEPORT CHEVRON  UST
GRANITE HWY. 175 QUARRY  AST
LAKEPORT LAGOONS MARINA **  ERNS
WELL SITE NAME  ERNS
CITY OF LAKEPORT WWTP  FINDS
LAKEPORT WASTEWTR TREATMNT FAC  FINDS
LAKE COUNTY CSA 21 - NORTH LAKEPOR  FINDS
COBB MOUNTAIN DUMP SITE  FINDS
WILLIAMS TANK LINES HIGHWAY 29 ACC  SLIC
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MAP FINDINGS SUMMARY

Search
Target Distance Total

Database Property (Miles) < 1/8 1/8 - 1/4 1/4 - 1/2 1/2 - 1 > 1 Plotted

STANDARD ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS

Federal NPL site list

    1  NR     0      1      0    0 1.000NPL
    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000Proposed NPL
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPNPL LIENS

Federal Delisted NPL site list

    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000Delisted NPL

Federal CERCLIS list

    1  NR   NR      1      0    0 0.500CERCLIS

Federal CERCLIS NFRAP site List

    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500CERC-NFRAP

Federal RCRA CORRACTS facilities list

    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000CORRACTS

Federal RCRA non-CORRACTS TSD facilities list

    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500RCRA-TSDF

Federal RCRA generators list

    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250RCRA-LQG
    2  NR   NR    NR      1    1 0.250RCRA-SQG
    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250RCRA-CESQG

Federal institutional controls /
engineering controls registries

    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500US ENG CONTROLS
    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500US INST CONTROL

Federal ERNS list

    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPERNS

State- and tribal - equivalent NPL

    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000RESPONSE

State- and tribal - equivalent CERCLIS

    4  NR     1      3      0    0 1.000ENVIROSTOR

State and tribal landfill and/or
solid waste disposal site lists

    1  NR   NR      0      0    1 0.500SWF/LF

State and tribal leaking storage tank lists

   10  NR   NR      8      0    2 0.500LUST
    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500SLIC
    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500INDIAN LUST

TC2622183.9s   Page 4



MAP FINDINGS SUMMARY

Search
Target Distance Total

Database Property (Miles) < 1/8 1/8 - 1/4 1/4 - 1/2 1/2 - 1 > 1 Plotted

State and tribal registered storage tank lists

    1  NR   NR    NR      0    1 0.250UST
    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250AST
    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250INDIAN UST

State and tribal voluntary cleanup sites

    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500VCP
    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500INDIAN VCP

ADDITIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS

Local Brownfield lists

    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500US BROWNFIELDS

Local Lists of Landfill / Solid
Waste Disposal Sites

    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500DEBRIS REGION 9
    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500ODI
    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500WMUDS/SWAT
    1  NR   NR      1      0    0 0.500SWRCY
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPHAULERS
    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500INDIAN ODI

Local Lists of Hazardous waste /
Contaminated Sites

    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPUS CDL
    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000HIST Cal-Sites
    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250SCH
    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000Toxic Pits
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPCDL
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPUS HIST CDL

Local Lists of Registered Storage Tanks

    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250CA FID UST
    3  NR   NR    NR      1    2 0.250HIST UST
    1  NR   NR    NR      0    1 0.250SWEEPS UST

Local Land Records

    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPLIENS 2
    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500LUCIS
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPLIENS
    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500DEED

Records of Emergency Release Reports

    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPHMIRS
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPCHMIRS
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPLDS
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPMCS

Other Ascertainable Records

    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250RCRA-NonGen

TC2622183.9s   Page 5
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Search
Target Distance Total

Database Property (Miles) < 1/8 1/8 - 1/4 1/4 - 1/2 1/2 - 1 > 1 Plotted

    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPDOT OPS
    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000DOD
    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000FUDS
    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000CONSENT
    1  NR     0      1      0    0 1.000ROD
    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500UMTRA
    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250MINES
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPTRIS
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPTSCA
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPFTTS
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPHIST FTTS
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPSSTS
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPICIS
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPPADS
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPMLTS
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPRADINFO
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPFINDS
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPRAATS
    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000CA BOND EXP. PLAN
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPCA WDS
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPNPDES
    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500Cortese
    7  NR   NR      7      0    0 0.500HIST CORTESE
    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000Notify 65
    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250DRYCLEANERS
    0  NR   NR    NR      0    0 0.250WIP
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPHAZNET
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPEMI
    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000INDIAN RESERV
    0  NR   NR      0      0    0 0.500SCRD DRYCLEANERS
    0  NR   NR    NR    NR  NR   TPPCB TRANSFORMER

EDR PROPRIETARY RECORDS

EDR Proprietary Records

    0  NR     0      0      0    0 1.000Manufactured Gas Plants

NOTES:

   TP = Target Property

   NR = Not Requested at this Search Distance

   Sites may be listed in more than one database

TC2622183.9s   Page 6



MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                  6/24/1988 0:00:00Date Completed:
                  Not reportedDate Started:
                  PROPOSAL TO NPLAction:

                  Low priority for further assessmentPriority Level:
                  6/1/1987 0:00:00Date Completed:
                  Not reportedDate Started:
                  SITE INSPECTIONAction:

                  Higher priority for further assessmentPriority Level:
                  6/1/1987 0:00:00Date Completed:
                  Not reportedDate Started:
                  PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENTAction:

                  Not reportedPriority Level:
                  6/1/1987 0:00:00Date Completed:
                  Not reportedDate Started:
                  HRS PACKAGEAction:

                  Not reportedPriority Level:
                  4/1/1985 0:00:00Date Completed:
                  Not reportedDate Started:
                  DISCOVERYAction:

CERCLIS Assessment History:

INACTIVE SULPHUR +MERCURY MINE ON CLEAR LAKE IN NORTHERN CALIFORNIASite Description:

                  92700Contact Title:
                  Not reportedContact Tel:
                  Not reportedContact Name:

                  92704Contact Title:
                  Not reportedContact Tel:
                  Not reportedContact Name:

                  92700Contact Title:
                  Not reportedContact Tel:
                  Not reportedContact Name:

                  13002Contact Title:
                  Not reportedContact Tel:
                  Not reportedContact Name:

                  92711Contact Title:
                  Not reportedContact Tel:
                  Not reportedContact Name:

CERCLIS Site Contact Name(s):

                  Not reportedNon NPL Status:
                  Currently on the Final NPLNPL Status:
                  Not a Federal FacilityFederal Facility:
                  0902228Site ID:

CERCLIS:

2370 ft.
1/4-1/2 ROD
East NPLCLEARLAKE OAKS, CA  95422
Region FINDSSULPHUR BANK ROAD CAD980893275
NPL CERCLISSULPHUR BANK MERCURY MINE 1000707971

TC2622183.9s   Page 7



MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                  Partially Cleaned upPriority Level:
                  10/30/1993 0:00:00Date Completed:
                  8/30/1993 0:00:00Date Started:
                  REMOVALAction:

                  StabilizedPriority Level:
                  6/21/1993 0:00:00Date Completed:
                  5/14/1992 0:00:00Date Started:
                  REMOVALAction:

                  Not reportedPriority Level:
                  12/29/1992 0:00:00Date Completed:
                  5/14/1992 0:00:00Date Started:
                  REMOVAL COMMUNITY RELATIONSAction:

                  Admin Record Compiled for a Removal EventPriority Level:
                  5/27/1992 0:00:00Date Completed:
                  5/27/1992 0:00:00Date Started:
                  ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDSAction:

                  Not reportedPriority Level:
                  3/30/1992 0:00:00Date Completed:
                  Not reportedDate Started:
                  Notice Letters IssuedAction:

                  Not reportedPriority Level:
                  4/26/1991 0:00:00Date Completed:
                  8/17/1989 0:00:00Date Started:
                  NPL RP SEARCHAction:

                  Not reportedPriority Level:
                  1/31/1991 0:00:00Date Completed:
                  1/31/1991 0:00:00Date Started:
                  REMOVAL ASSESSMENTAction:

                  Not reportedPriority Level:
                  11/29/1990 0:00:00Date Completed:
                  Not reportedDate Started:
                  Notice Letters IssuedAction:

                  Not reportedPriority Level:
                  8/30/1990 0:00:00Date Completed:
                  Not reportedDate Started:
                  FINAL LISTING ON NPLAction:

                  Not reportedPriority Level:
                  7/20/1990 0:00:00Date Completed:
                  7/20/1990 0:00:00Date Started:
                  REMOVAL ASSESSMENTAction:

                  Not reportedPriority Level:
                  8/23/1989 0:00:00Date Completed:
                  8/23/1989 0:00:00Date Started:
                  REMOVAL ASSESSMENTAction:

                  Not reportedPriority Level:

SULPHUR BANK MERCURY MINE  (Continued) 1000707971
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                  9/28/1990 0:00:00Date Started:
                  COMBINED RI/FSAction:

                  Not reportedPriority Level:
                  8/27/2008 0:00:00Date Completed:
                  11/7/2007 0:00:00Date Started:
                  NPL RP SEARCHAction:

                  Cleaned upPriority Level:
                  2/23/2008 0:00:00Date Completed:
                  1/22/2008 0:00:00Date Started:
                  REMOVALAction:

                  Cleaned upPriority Level:
                  12/14/2006 0:00:00Date Completed:
                  6/13/2006 0:00:00Date Started:
                  REMOVALAction:

                  Not reportedPriority Level:
                  4/6/2006 0:00:00Date Completed:
                  7/21/2005 0:00:00Date Started:
                  ENGINEERING EVAL/COST ANALYSISAction:

                  Not reportedPriority Level:
                  4/12/2005 0:00:00Date Completed:
                  3/6/1992 0:00:00Date Started:
                  NPL RP SEARCHAction:

                  Not reportedPriority Level:
                  12/8/2004 0:00:00Date Completed:
                  Not reportedDate Started:
                  ADMIN ORDER ON CONSENTAction:

                  StabilizedPriority Level:
                  1/18/2001 0:00:00Date Completed:
                  9/11/2000 0:00:00Date Started:
                  REMOVALAction:

                  StabilizedPriority Level:
                  1/14/2000 0:00:00Date Completed:
                  9/29/1999 0:00:00Date Started:
                  REMOVALAction:

                  Not reportedPriority Level:
                  9/21/1999 0:00:00Date Completed:
                  Not reportedDate Started:
                  ENGINEERING EVAL/COST ANALYSISAction:

                  StabilizedPriority Level:
                  6/23/1998 0:00:00Date Completed:
                  2/16/1998 0:00:00Date Started:
                  REMOVALAction:

                  Cleaned upPriority Level:
                  6/23/1998 0:00:00Date Completed:
                  1/14/1995 0:00:00Date Started:
                  REMOVALAction:

SULPHUR BANK MERCURY MINE  (Continued) 1000707971
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

          Currently on the Final NPLNPL Status:

          6Category Value:
          Depth To Aquifer-<= 10 FeetCategory Description:
          Currently on the Final NPLNPL Status:

Category Details:

          8/30/1990Final Date:
          NFederal:
          09EPA Region:
          CAD980893275EPA ID:

NPL:

and School sites.
including Military Facilities and State Superfund; Voluntary Cleanup;
Superfund sites (National Priorities List (NPL)); State Response,
EnviroStor database includes the following site types: Federal
or sites for which there may be reasons to investigate further. The
System (GIS) tool for identifying sites that have known contamination
(DTSC-EnviroStor) is an online search and Geographic Information
California Department of Toxic Substances Control EnviroStor System
        Environmental Interest/Information System

        110033618011Registry ID:

and financial information.
including an inventory of sites, planned and actual site activities,
system contains information on all aspects of hazardous waste sites,
to support management in all phases of the Superfund program. The
Liability Information System) is the Superfund database that is used
CERCLIS (Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
        Environmental Interest/Information System

        110009329164Registry ID:

FINDS:

                  Not reportedPriority Level:
                  Not reportedDate Completed:
                  3/8/2004 0:00:00Date Started:
                  TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE GRANTAction:

                  Not reportedPriority Level:
                  Not reportedDate Completed:
                  11/18/1991 0:00:00Date Started:
                  COMBINED RI/FSAction:

                  Not reportedPriority Level:
                  Not reportedDate Completed:
                  9/28/1990 0:00:00Date Started:
                  COMBINED RI/FSAction:

                  Not reportedPriority Level:
                  Not reportedDate Completed:

SULPHUR BANK MERCURY MINE  (Continued) 1000707971
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

County, California. The area was initially mined for sulfur during 1865-68.
is on the east shore of the Oaks Arm of Clear Lake, in Clear Lake, Lake
Conditions at proposal June 24, 1988): The Sulphur Bank Mercury SBM) Mine

Summary Details:

          3Scoring:
          SURFACE WATER PATHWAYPathway:
          7440-38-2CAS #:
          ARSENICSubstance:
          D004Substance ID:
          Currently on the Final NPLNPL Status:

          4Scoring:
          GROUND WATER PATHWAYPathway:
          7440-38-2CAS #:
          ARSENICSubstance:
          D004Substance ID:
          Currently on the Final NPLNPL Status:

          3Scoring:
          SURFACE WATER PATHWAYPathway:
          7439-97-6CAS #:
          MERCURYSubstance:
          C460Substance ID:
          Currently on the Final NPLNPL Status:

          4Scoring:
          GROUND WATER PATHWAYPathway:
          7439-97-6CAS #:
          MERCURYSubstance:
          C460Substance ID:
          Currently on the Final NPLNPL Status:

          Not reportedScoring:
          Not reportedPathway:
          Not reportedCAS #:
          Not reportedSubstance:
          Not reportedSubstance ID:
          Currently on the Final NPLNPL Status:

Substance Details:

          08/30/90Date Finalized:
          Not reportedDate Deleted:
          06/24/88Date Proposed:
          09EPA Region:
          LAKESite County:
          NoFederal Site:
          CASite State:
          CLEARLAKESite City:
          95422Site Zip:
          FinalSite Status:
          SULPHUR BANK MERCURY MINESite Name:

Site Details:

          100Category Value:
          Distance To Nearest Population-> 0 And <= 1/4 MileCategory Description:

SULPHUR BANK MERCURY MINE  (Continued) 1000707971
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

          Full-text of USEPA Record of Decision(s) is available from EDR.
ROD:

          CAState:
          CLEARLAKECity:
          SULPHUR BANK MERCURY MINENPL Name:

Narratives Details:

          Not reportedDeleted Date:
          08/30/1990Final Date:
          06/24/1988Proposed Date:
          FinalNPL Status:

Site Status Details:

Lake is probably from erosion of waste rock and tailings into the lake.
late 1989. It indicated that the largest continued input of mercury to Clear
from TPCA in April 1990. CRWQCB s study of Clear Lake was completed in
submitted their HAR to CRWQCB in July 1988. CRWQCB exempted the HermanPit
1 mile from the site. Status August 30, 1990): The property owners
people obtain drinking water from Clear Lake Oaks Water District wells about
site. The study is scheduled to be completed in early 1989.An estimated 4,700
pollution abatement study of the Oaks Arm of Clear Lake and the adjacent mine
the TPCA. On November 4, 1987, CRWQCB awarded a contract for a
the site prior to submitting a HAR to determine if the site may be exempt from
HAR). The property owners are conducting a waste characteri ation study of
Under the act, BMC is required to submit a Hydrogeologic Assessment Report
that the Herman Pit isregulated under the Toxic Pits Cleanup Act TPCA).
is a major recreational area. On March 13, 1987, CRWQCB informed BMC
issue an advisory on May 14, 1986 against consumption of the fish. The lake
of ClearLake. The levels of mercury in fish from Clear Lake led the State to
present in the tailings and in the biota and bottom sediments in the Oaks Arm
Department of Fish and Game, and CRWQCB analyses indicate that mercury is
coordinating an ongoing investigation of SBM. Department of Health Services,
The California Regional Water Quality Control Board CRWQCB) is
upgradient of the lake. The pit is filled with water to a depth of 150 feet.
shoreline. The Herman Pit covers approximately 23 acres and is 750 feet
The mine tailings extend into the Oaks Arm of Clear Lake along 1,320 feet of
and an open, unlined mine pit called the Herman Pit) are on the property.
Mining Co. BMC) of San Francisco. Approximately 120 acres of tailings
California, has been inactive since 1957 and is presently owned by Bradley
and 1955-57. The mine, once one of the largest producers of mercury in
majority of the mercury ore was mined using open pit methods during 1922-47
Mercury ore wasmined by underground methods during 1899-1902 and 1915-18. The

SULPHUR BANK MERCURY MINE  (Continued) 1000707971

-122.91951Longitude:
39.03463Latitude:
4624Global ID:

UST:

267 ft. Site 1 of 4 in cluster A
0.051 mi.

Relative:
Lower

Actual:
1350 ft.

< 1/8 LAKEPORT, CA  95453
NE 555 LAKEPORT BLVD    N/A
A1 USTPACIFIC BELL TD-255/LKPTCA022 U003779259
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

N/AMTBE Code:
LUSTProgram:
RegionalLead Agency:
GTMStaff Initials:
DIESELSubstance:
Soil onlyCase Type:
170114Case Number:
Case ClosedStatus:
5Region:

LUST REG 5:

267 ft. Site 2 of 4 in cluster A
0.051 mi.

Relative:
Lower

Actual:
1350 ft.

< 1/8 LAKEPORT, CA  95453
NE 555 LAKEPORT BOULEVARD    N/A
A2 LUSTAT&T S108277126

                              Not reportedSite History:
                              DieselPotential Contaminants of Concern:
                              SoilPotential Media Affect:
                              Not reportedFile Location:
                              Not reportedLOC Case Number:
                              Not reportedRB Case Number:
                              LAKE COUNTYLocal Agency:
                              Not reportedCase Worker:
                              CENTRAL VALLEY RWQCB (REGION 5S)Lead Agency:
                              2006-11-27 00:00:00Status Date:
                              Completed - Case ClosedStatus:
                              LUST Cleanup SiteCase Type:
                              -122.919696Longitude:
                              39.034643Latitude:
                              T0603315849Global Id:
                              STATERegion:

LUST:

267 ft. Site 3 of 4 in cluster A
0.051 mi.

Relative:
Lower

Actual:
1350 ft.

< 1/8 LAKEPORT, CA  95453
NE 555 LAKEPORT BOULEVARD    N/A
A3 LUSTAT&T S108086954

                    Not reportedContact address:
                    Not reportedContact:
                    SACRAMENTO, CA 95821
                    3707 KINGS WAY SEC A-6Mailing address:
                    CAT080028863EPA ID:
                    LAKEPORT, CA 95453
                    555 LAKEPORT BOULEVARDFacility address:
                    PACIFIC BELLFacility name:
                    09/01/1996Date form received by agency:

RCRA-SQG:

SWEEPS UST
267 ft. EMISite 4 of 4 in cluster A
0.051 mi. HIST UST

Relative:
Lower

Actual:
1350 ft.

< 1/8 HAZNETLAKEPORT, CA  95453
NE FINDS555 LAKEPORT BOULEVARD CAT080028863
A4 RCRA-SQGPACIFIC BELL 1000251835
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                    Large Quantity GeneratorClassification:
                    PACIFIC BELLFacility name:
                    02/05/1981Date form received by agency:

Historical Generators:

                              Commercial status unknownOff-site waste receiver:
                              NoUsed oil transporter:
                              NoUsed oil transfer facility:
                              NoUsed oil Specification marketer:
                              NoUsed oil fuel marketer to burner:
                              NoUser oil refiner:
                              NoUsed oil processor:
                              NoUsed oil fuel burner:
                              UnknownFurnace exemption:
                              UnknownOn-site burner exemption:
                              NoUnderground injection activity:
                              NoTreater, storer or disposer of HW:
                              NoTransporter of hazardous waste:
                              NoRecycler of hazardous waste:
                              UnknownMixed waste (haz. and radioactive):
                              UnknownU.S. importer of hazardous waste:

Handler Activities Summary:

                    Not reportedOwner/Op end date:
                    Not reportedOwner/Op start date:
                    OperatorOwner/Operator Type:
                    PrivateLegal status:
                    (415) 555-1212Owner/operator telephone:
                    Not reportedOwner/operator country:
                    NOT REQUIRED, ME 99999
                    NOT REQUIREDOwner/operator address:
                    NOT REQUIREDOwner/operator name:

                    Not reportedOwner/Op end date:
                    Not reportedOwner/Op start date:
                    OwnerOwner/Operator Type:
                    PrivateLegal status:
                    (415) 555-1212Owner/operator telephone:
                    Not reportedOwner/operator country:
                    NOT REQUIRED, ME 99999
                    NOT REQUIREDOwner/operator address:
                    THE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH COOwner/operator name:

Owner/Operator Summary:

                    hazardous waste at any time
                    waste during any calendar month, and accumulates more than 1000 kg of
                    hazardous waste at any time; or generates 100 kg or less of hazardous
                    waste during any calendar month and accumulates less than 6000 kg of
                    Handler: generates more than 100 and less than 1000 kg of hazardousDescription:
                    Small Small Quantity GeneratorClassification:
                    09EPA Region:
                    Not reportedContact email:
                    Not reportedContact telephone:
                    Not reportedContact country:
                    Not reported

PACIFIC BELL  (Continued) 1000251835
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

     PRODUCTTank Used for:
     00001500Tank Capacity:
     1970Year Installed:
     1Container Num:
     001Tank Num:

     SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107Owner City,St,Zip:
     370 THIRD STREETOwner Address:
     PACIFIC BELLOwner Name:
     4155426758Telephone:
     E.J. KOEHLERContact Name:
     0001Total Tanks:
     SIC 4800Other Type:
     OtherFacility Type:
     00000057526Facility ID:
     STATERegion:

HIST UST:

     Not reportedFacility County:
     2.91Tons:
     RecyclerDisposal Method:
     Aqueous solution with 10% or more total organic residuesWaste Category:
     San MateoTSD County:
     CAD009452657TSD EPA ID:
     LakesGen County:
     SAN RAMON, CA 945830995Mailing City,St,Zip:
     PO BOX 5095 RM 3E000Mailing Address:
     Not reportedMailing Name:
     Not reportedFacility Addr2:
     9258675741Telephone:
     SHARON BAYLE/STAFF ASSOCContact:
     CAT080028863Gepaid:

HAZNET:

corrective action activities required under RCRA.
program staff to track the notification, permit, compliance, and
and treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste. RCRAInfo allows RCRA
events and activities related to facilities that generate, transport,
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) program through the tracking of
RCRAInfo is a national information system that supports the Resource

facilities.
generators, transporters, and treatment, storage, and disposal
provides California with information on hazardous waste shipments for
California Hazardous Waste Tracking System - Datamart (HWTS-DATAMART)

their precursors, as well as hazardous air pollutants (HAPs).
on stationary and mobile sources that emit criteria air pollutants and
The NEI (National Emissions Inventory) database contains information
        Environmental Interest/Information System

        110002954857Registry ID:

FINDS:

                    No violations foundViolation Status:

PACIFIC BELL  (Continued) 1000251835
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                                              1999Year:

                                              0Part. Matter 10 Micrometers & Smllr Tons/Yr:
                                              0Particulate Matter Tons/Yr:
                                              0SOX - Oxides of Sulphur Tons/Yr:
                                              0NOX - Oxides of Nitrogen Tons/Yr:
                                              0Carbon Monoxide Emissions Tons/Yr:
                                              0Reactive Organic Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              0Total Organic Hydrocarbon Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              Not reportedConsolidated Emission Reporting Rule:
                                              Not reportedCommunity Health Air Pollution Info System:
                                              LAKE COUNTY AQMDAir District Name:
                                              4911SIC Code:
                                              LAKAir District Name:
                                              214Facility ID:
                                              LCAir Basin:
                                              17County Code:
                                              1998Year:

                                              0Part. Matter 10 Micrometers & Smllr Tons/Yr:
                                              0Particulate Matter Tons/Yr:
                                              0SOX - Oxides of Sulphur Tons/Yr:
                                              0NOX - Oxides of Nitrogen Tons/Yr:
                                              0Carbon Monoxide Emissions Tons/Yr:
                                              0Reactive Organic Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              0Total Organic Hydrocarbon Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              Not reportedConsolidated Emission Reporting Rule:
                                              Not reportedCommunity Health Air Pollution Info System:
                                              LAKE COUNTY AQMDAir District Name:
                                              4911SIC Code:
                                              LAKAir District Name:
                                              214Facility ID:
                                              LCAir Basin:
                                              17County Code:
                                              1997Year:

                                              0Part. Matter 10 Micrometers & Smllr Tons/Yr:
                                              0Particulate Matter Tons/Yr:
                                              0SOX - Oxides of Sulphur Tons/Yr:
                                              0NOX - Oxides of Nitrogen Tons/Yr:
                                              0Carbon Monoxide Emissions Tons/Yr:
                                              0Reactive Organic Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              0Total Organic Hydrocarbon Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              Not reportedConsolidated Emission Reporting Rule:
                                              Not reportedCommunity Health Air Pollution Info System:
                                              LAKE COUNTY AQMDAir District Name:
                                              4911SIC Code:
                                              LAKAir District Name:
                                              214Facility ID:
                                              LCAir Basin:
                                              17County Code:
                                              1996Year:

EMI:

     NoneLeak Detection:
     Not reportedTank Construction:
     DIESELType of Fuel:

PACIFIC BELL  (Continued) 1000251835
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                                              LAKE COUNTY AQMDAir District Name:
                                              4911SIC Code:
                                              LAKAir District Name:
                                              214Facility ID:
                                              LCAir Basin:
                                              17County Code:
                                              2002Year:

                                              0Part. Matter 10 Micrometers & Smllr Tons/Yr:
                                              0Particulate Matter Tons/Yr:
                                              0SOX - Oxides of Sulphur Tons/Yr:
                                              0NOX - Oxides of Nitrogen Tons/Yr:
                                              0Carbon Monoxide Emissions Tons/Yr:
                                              0Reactive Organic Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              0Total Organic Hydrocarbon Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              Not reportedConsolidated Emission Reporting Rule:
                                              Not reportedCommunity Health Air Pollution Info System:
                                              LAKE COUNTY AQMDAir District Name:
                                              4911SIC Code:
                                              LAKAir District Name:
                                              214Facility ID:
                                              LCAir Basin:
                                              17County Code:
                                              2001Year:

                                              0Part. Matter 10 Micrometers & Smllr Tons/Yr:
                                              0Particulate Matter Tons/Yr:
                                              0SOX - Oxides of Sulphur Tons/Yr:
                                              0NOX - Oxides of Nitrogen Tons/Yr:
                                              0Carbon Monoxide Emissions Tons/Yr:
                                              0Reactive Organic Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              0Total Organic Hydrocarbon Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              Not reportedConsolidated Emission Reporting Rule:
                                              Not reportedCommunity Health Air Pollution Info System:
                                              LAKE COUNTY AQMDAir District Name:
                                              4911SIC Code:
                                              LAKAir District Name:
                                              214Facility ID:
                                              LCAir Basin:
                                              17County Code:
                                              2000Year:

                                              0Part. Matter 10 Micrometers & Smllr Tons/Yr:
                                              0Particulate Matter Tons/Yr:
                                              0SOX - Oxides of Sulphur Tons/Yr:
                                              0NOX - Oxides of Nitrogen Tons/Yr:
                                              0Carbon Monoxide Emissions Tons/Yr:
                                              0Reactive Organic Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              0Total Organic Hydrocarbon Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              Not reportedConsolidated Emission Reporting Rule:
                                              Not reportedCommunity Health Air Pollution Info System:
                                              LAKE COUNTY AQMDAir District Name:
                                              4911SIC Code:
                                              LAKAir District Name:
                                              214Facility ID:
                                              LCAir Basin:
                                              17County Code:

PACIFIC BELL  (Continued) 1000251835
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                                              .11NOX - Oxides of Nitrogen Tons/Yr:
                                              .02Carbon Monoxide Emissions Tons/Yr:
                                              .008367Reactive Organic Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              .01Total Organic Hydrocarbon Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              Not reportedConsolidated Emission Reporting Rule:
                                              Not reportedCommunity Health Air Pollution Info System:
                                              LAKE COUNTY AQMDAir District Name:
                                              4911SIC Code:
                                              LAKAir District Name:
                                              214Facility ID:
                                              LCAir Basin:
                                              17County Code:
                                              2005Year:

                                              0.01Part. Matter 10 Micrometers & Smllr Tons/Yr:
                                              0.01Particulate Matter Tons/Yr:
                                              0.01SOX - Oxides of Sulphur Tons/Yr:
                                              0.11NOX - Oxides of Nitrogen Tons/Yr:
                                              0.02Carbon Monoxide Emissions Tons/Yr:
                                              0.01Reactive Organic Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              0.01Total Organic Hydrocarbon Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              Not reportedConsolidated Emission Reporting Rule:
                                              Not reportedCommunity Health Air Pollution Info System:
                                              LAKE COUNTY AQMDAir District Name:
                                              4911SIC Code:
                                              LAKAir District Name:
                                              214Facility ID:
                                              LCAir Basin:
                                              17County Code:
                                              2004Year:

                                              0Part. Matter 10 Micrometers & Smllr Tons/Yr:
                                              0Particulate Matter Tons/Yr:
                                              0SOX - Oxides of Sulphur Tons/Yr:
                                              0NOX - Oxides of Nitrogen Tons/Yr:
                                              0Carbon Monoxide Emissions Tons/Yr:
                                              0Reactive Organic Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              0Total Organic Hydrocarbon Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              Not reportedConsolidated Emission Reporting Rule:
                                              Not reportedCommunity Health Air Pollution Info System:
                                              LAKE COUNTY AQMDAir District Name:
                                              4911SIC Code:
                                              LAKAir District Name:
                                              214Facility ID:
                                              LCAir Basin:
                                              17County Code:
                                              2003Year:

                                              0Part. Matter 10 Micrometers & Smllr Tons/Yr:
                                              0Particulate Matter Tons/Yr:
                                              0SOX - Oxides of Sulphur Tons/Yr:
                                              0NOX - Oxides of Nitrogen Tons/Yr:
                                              0Carbon Monoxide Emissions Tons/Yr:
                                              0Reactive Organic Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              0Total Organic Hydrocarbon Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              Not reportedConsolidated Emission Reporting Rule:
                                              Not reportedCommunity Health Air Pollution Info System:

PACIFIC BELL  (Continued) 1000251835
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

          1Number Of Tanks:
          DIESELContent:
          PStg:
          M.V. FUELTank Use:
          1500Capacity:
          10-29-88Actv Date:
          17-000-057526-000001Swrcb Tank Id:
          1Owner Tank Id:
          ATank Status:
          02-29-88Created Date:
          10-29-88Act Date:
          Not reportedRef Date:
          44-001027Board Of Equalization:
          9Number:
          57526Comp Number:
          AStatus:

SWEEPS UST:

                                              .00976Part. Matter 10 Micrometers & Smllr Tons/Yr:
                                              .01Particulate Matter Tons/Yr:
                                              .01SOX - Oxides of Sulphur Tons/Yr:
                                              .11NOX - Oxides of Nitrogen Tons/Yr:
                                              .02Carbon Monoxide Emissions Tons/Yr:
                                              .008367Reactive Organic Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              .01Total Organic Hydrocarbon Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              Not reportedConsolidated Emission Reporting Rule:
                                              Not reportedCommunity Health Air Pollution Info System:
                                              LAKE COUNTY AQMDAir District Name:
                                              4911SIC Code:
                                              LAKAir District Name:
                                              214Facility ID:
                                              LCAir Basin:
                                              17County Code:
                                              2006Year:

                                              .00976Part. Matter 10 Micrometers & Smllr Tons/Yr:
                                              .01Particulate Matter Tons/Yr:
                                              .01SOX - Oxides of Sulphur Tons/Yr:

PACIFIC BELL  (Continued) 1000251835

     LAKEPORT, CA 95453Owner City,St,Zip:
     883 LAKEPORT BOULEVARDOwner Address:
     LAKE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF AGRIOwner Name:
     7072632271Telephone:
     DON TOMPKINSContact Name:
     0001Total Tanks:
     OFFICEOther Type:
     OtherFacility Type:
     00000031035Facility ID:
     STATERegion:

HIST UST:

316 ft. Site 1 of 2 in cluster B
0.060 mi.

Relative:
Lower

Actual:
1385 ft.

< 1/8 LAKEPORT, CA  95453
West EMI883 LAKEPORT BLVD    N/A
B5 HIST USTLAKE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF AGRI U001610369
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                                              0NOX - Oxides of Nitrogen Tons/Yr:
                                              0Carbon Monoxide Emissions Tons/Yr:
                                              0Reactive Organic Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              0Total Organic Hydrocarbon Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              Not reportedConsolidated Emission Reporting Rule:
                                              Not reportedCommunity Health Air Pollution Info System:
                                              LAKE COUNTY AQMDAir District Name:
                                              7261SIC Code:
                                              LAKAir District Name:
                                              178Facility ID:
                                              LCAir Basin:
                                              17County Code:
                                              2002Year:

                                              0Part. Matter 10 Micrometers & Smllr Tons/Yr:
                                              0Particulate Matter Tons/Yr:
                                              0SOX - Oxides of Sulphur Tons/Yr:
                                              0NOX - Oxides of Nitrogen Tons/Yr:
                                              0Carbon Monoxide Emissions Tons/Yr:
                                              0Reactive Organic Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              0Total Organic Hydrocarbon Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              Not reportedConsolidated Emission Reporting Rule:
                                              Not reportedCommunity Health Air Pollution Info System:
                                              LAKE COUNTY AQMDAir District Name:
                                              7261SIC Code:
                                              LAKAir District Name:
                                              178Facility ID:
                                              LCAir Basin:
                                              17County Code:
                                              2001Year:

                                              0Part. Matter 10 Micrometers & Smllr Tons/Yr:
                                              0Particulate Matter Tons/Yr:
                                              0SOX - Oxides of Sulphur Tons/Yr:
                                              0NOX - Oxides of Nitrogen Tons/Yr:
                                              0Carbon Monoxide Emissions Tons/Yr:
                                              0Reactive Organic Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              0Total Organic Hydrocarbon Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              Not reportedConsolidated Emission Reporting Rule:
                                              Not reportedCommunity Health Air Pollution Info System:
                                              LAKE COUNTY AQMDAir District Name:
                                              7261SIC Code:
                                              LAKAir District Name:
                                              178Facility ID:
                                              LCAir Basin:
                                              17County Code:
                                              2000Year:

EMI:

     NoneLeak Detection:
     4 inchesTank Construction:
     Not reportedType of Fuel:
     WASTETank Used for:
     00001000Tank Capacity:
     1975Year Installed:
     1975 AGContainer Num:
     001Tank Num:

LAKE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF AGRI  (Continued) U001610369

TC2622183.9s   Page 20



MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                                              17County Code:
                                              2006Year:

                                              .007Part. Matter 10 Micrometers & Smllr Tons/Yr:
                                              .01Particulate Matter Tons/Yr:
                                              .004SOX - Oxides of Sulphur Tons/Yr:
                                              .09NOX - Oxides of Nitrogen Tons/Yr:
                                              .03Carbon Monoxide Emissions Tons/Yr:
                                              .006986Reactive Organic Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              .01Total Organic Hydrocarbon Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              Not reportedConsolidated Emission Reporting Rule:
                                              Not reportedCommunity Health Air Pollution Info System:
                                              LAKE COUNTY AQMDAir District Name:
                                              7261SIC Code:
                                              LAKAir District Name:
                                              178Facility ID:
                                              LCAir Basin:
                                              17County Code:
                                              2005Year:

                                              0.01Part. Matter 10 Micrometers & Smllr Tons/Yr:
                                              0.01Particulate Matter Tons/Yr:
                                              0.004SOX - Oxides of Sulphur Tons/Yr:
                                              0.09NOX - Oxides of Nitrogen Tons/Yr:
                                              0.03Carbon Monoxide Emissions Tons/Yr:
                                              0.01Reactive Organic Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              0.01Total Organic Hydrocarbon Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              Not reportedConsolidated Emission Reporting Rule:
                                              Not reportedCommunity Health Air Pollution Info System:
                                              LAKE COUNTY AQMDAir District Name:
                                              7261SIC Code:
                                              LAKAir District Name:
                                              178Facility ID:
                                              LCAir Basin:
                                              17County Code:
                                              2004Year:

                                              0Part. Matter 10 Micrometers & Smllr Tons/Yr:
                                              0Particulate Matter Tons/Yr:
                                              0SOX - Oxides of Sulphur Tons/Yr:
                                              0NOX - Oxides of Nitrogen Tons/Yr:
                                              0Carbon Monoxide Emissions Tons/Yr:
                                              0Reactive Organic Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              0Total Organic Hydrocarbon Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              Not reportedConsolidated Emission Reporting Rule:
                                              Not reportedCommunity Health Air Pollution Info System:
                                              LAKE COUNTY AQMDAir District Name:
                                              7261SIC Code:
                                              LAKAir District Name:
                                              178Facility ID:
                                              LCAir Basin:
                                              17County Code:
                                              2003Year:

                                              0Part. Matter 10 Micrometers & Smllr Tons/Yr:
                                              0Particulate Matter Tons/Yr:
                                              0SOX - Oxides of Sulphur Tons/Yr:

LAKE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF AGRI  (Continued) U001610369
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                                              .007Part. Matter 10 Micrometers & Smllr Tons/Yr:
                                              .01Particulate Matter Tons/Yr:
                                              .004SOX - Oxides of Sulphur Tons/Yr:
                                              .09NOX - Oxides of Nitrogen Tons/Yr:
                                              .03Carbon Monoxide Emissions Tons/Yr:
                                              .006986Reactive Organic Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              .01Total Organic Hydrocarbon Gases Tons/Yr:
                                              Not reportedConsolidated Emission Reporting Rule:
                                              Not reportedCommunity Health Air Pollution Info System:
                                              LAKE COUNTY AQMDAir District Name:
                                              7261SIC Code:
                                              LAKAir District Name:
                                              178Facility ID:
                                              LCAir Basin:

LAKE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF AGRI  (Continued) U001610369

                            Tons/dayRemaining Capacity with Units:
                            Not reportedRemaining Capacity:
                            200Permitted Capacity with Units:
                            Tons/dayActual Throughput with Units:
                            200Permitted Throughput with Units:
          Not reportedProgram Type:
          Lakeport, CA 95453Issue & Observations:
          17-AA-0002Swisnumber:
          Not reportedDisposal Acreage:
          Not reportedClosure Type:
          Not reportedClosure Date:
          Mixed municipalAccepted Waste:
          MonthlyInspection Frequency:
          01Unit Number:
          Transfer/ProcessingCategory:
          MapGIS Source:
          CommercialLanduse Name:
          PermittedRegulation Status:
          Large Volume Transfer/Proc FacilityActivity:
          2Permitted Acreage:
          PermittedPermit Status:
          11/3/1995Permit Date:
          ActiveOperator’s Status:
          Lakeport, CA 95453Operator City,St,Zip:
          333 North Second StreetOperator Address2:
          Not reportedOperator Address:
          7072621760Operator Phone:
          County Of LakeOperator:
          Lakeport, CA 95453Owner City,St,Zip:
          333 North Second StreetOwner Address2:
          Not reportedOwner Address:
          7072621760Owner Telephone:
          County Of LakeOwner Name:
          39.03455 / -122.9233Lat/Long:
          17-AA-0002Facility ID:
          STATERegion:

SWF/LF (SWIS):

333 ft. Site 2 of 2 in cluster B
0.063 mi.

Relative:
Lower

Actual:
1379 ft.

< 1/8 LAKEPORT, CA  
West 910 BEVINS STREET    N/A
B6 SWF/LFLAKEPORT TRANSFER STATION S102360551
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                    SILVERWaste name:
                    D011Waste code:

Hazardous Waste Summary:

                              Commercial status unknownOff-site waste receiver:
                              NoUsed oil transporter:
                              NoUsed oil transfer facility:
                              NoUsed oil Specification marketer:
                              NoUsed oil fuel marketer to burner:
                              NoUser oil refiner:
                              NoUsed oil processor:
                              NoUsed oil fuel burner:
                              UnknownFurnace exemption:
                              UnknownOn-site burner exemption:
                              NoUnderground injection activity:
                              NoTreater, storer or disposer of HW:
                              NoTransporter of hazardous waste:
                              NoRecycler of hazardous waste:
                              UnknownMixed waste (haz. and radioactive):
                              UnknownU.S. importer of hazardous waste:

Handler Activities Summary:

                    Not reportedOwner/Op end date:
                    Not reportedOwner/Op start date:
                    OwnerOwner/Operator Type:
                    PrivateLegal status:
                    (707) 263-7337Owner/operator telephone:
                    Not reportedOwner/operator country:
                    LAKEPORT, CA 95453
                    355 LAKEPORT BLVDOwner/operator address:
                    WILLIAM BRUNETTIOwner/operator name:

Owner/Operator Summary:

                    hazardous waste at any time
                    waste during any calendar month, and accumulates more than 1000 kg of
                    hazardous waste at any time; or generates 100 kg or less of hazardous
                    waste during any calendar month and accumulates less than 6000 kg of
                    Handler: generates more than 100 and less than 1000 kg of hazardousDescription:
                    Small Small Quantity GeneratorClassification:
                    09EPA Region:
                    Not reportedContact email:
                    (707) 263-7337Contact telephone:
                    USContact country:
                    LAKEPORT, CA 954535412
                    355 LAKEPORT BLVDContact address:
                    RAY  STARKContact:
                    CAR000032862EPA ID:
                    LAKEPORT, CA 954535412
                    355 LAKEPORT BLVDFacility address:
                    BRUNO FOODSFacility name:
                    10/20/1997Date form received by agency:

RCRA-SQG:

869 ft.
0.165 mi.

Relative:
Lower

Actual:
1341 ft.

1/8-1/4 HAZNETLAKEPORT, CA  95453
East FINDS355 LAKEPORT BLVD CAR000032862
7 RCRA-SQGBRUNO FOODS 1001217358
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

     355 LAKEPORT BLVDMailing Address:
     Not reportedMailing Name:
     Not reportedFacility Addr2:
     Not reportedTelephone:
     TOM ROGERS SAFETY MGRContact:
     CAR000032862Gepaid:

     LakesFacility County:
     0.62Tons:
     Transfer StationDisposal Method:
     Photochemicals/photoprocessing wasteWaste Category:
     LakesTSD County:
     CA0000084517TSD EPA ID:
     LakesGen County:
     LAKEPORT, CA 954535412Mailing City,St,Zip:
     355 LAKEPORT BLVDMailing Address:
     Not reportedMailing Name:
     Not reportedFacility Addr2:
     0Telephone:
     TOM ROGERS SAFETY MGRContact:
     CAR000032862Gepaid:

     LakesFacility County:
     2.0016Tons:
     Transfer StationDisposal Method:
     Photochemicals/photoprocessing wasteWaste Category:
     SacramentoTSD County:
     CA0000084517TSD EPA ID:
     LakesGen County:
     LAKEPORT, CA 954535412Mailing City,St,Zip:
     355 LAKEPORT BLVDMailing Address:
     Not reportedMailing Name:
     Not reportedFacility Addr2:
     7072637337Telephone:
     WILLIAM BRUNETTIContact:
     CAR000032862Gepaid:

HAZNET:

corrective action activities required under RCRA.
program staff to track the notification, permit, compliance, and
and treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste. RCRAInfo allows RCRA
events and activities related to facilities that generate, transport,
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) program through the tracking of
RCRAInfo is a national information system that supports the Resource

facilities.
generators, transporters, and treatment, storage, and disposal
provides California with information on hazardous waste shipments for
California Hazardous Waste Tracking System - Datamart (HWTS-DATAMART)
        Environmental Interest/Information System

        110002919637Registry ID:

FINDS:

                    No violations foundViolation Status:

BRUNO FOODS  (Continued) 1001217358
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

3 additional CA_HAZNET: record(s) in the EDR Site Report.
Click this hyperlink while viewing on your computer to access 

     Not reportedFacility County:
     1Tons:
     Transfer StationDisposal Method:
     Photochemicals/photoprocessing wasteWaste Category:
     SacramentoTSD County:
     Not reportedTSD EPA ID:
     LakesGen County:
     LAKEPORT, CA 954535412Mailing City,St,Zip:
     355 LAKEPORT BLVDMailing Address:
     Not reportedMailing Name:
     Not reportedFacility Addr2:
     --Telephone:
     TOM ROGERS SAFETY MGRContact:
     CAR000032862Gepaid:

     LakesFacility County:
     .2502Tons:
     Transfer StationDisposal Method:
     Photochemicals/photoprocessing wasteWaste Category:
     SacramentoTSD County:
     CA0000084517TSD EPA ID:
     LakesGen County:
     LAKEPORT, CA 954535412Mailing City,St,Zip:
     355 LAKEPORT BLVDMailing Address:
     Not reportedMailing Name:
     Not reportedFacility Addr2:
     7072637337Telephone:
     WILLIAM BRUNETTIContact:
     CAR000032862Gepaid:

     Not reportedFacility County:
     0.07Tons:
     Transfer StationDisposal Method:
     Photochemicals/photoprocessing wasteWaste Category:
     SacramentoTSD County:
     CA0000084517TSD EPA ID:
     LakesGen County:
     LAKEPORT, CA 954535412Mailing City,St,Zip:

BRUNO FOODS  (Continued) 1001217358

     1400 SO MAIN ST LAKEPORT-B-5Owner Address:
     CHARLES YOZSAOwner Name:
     7072636645Telephone:
     SAMEContact Name:
     0003Total Tanks:
     BOATOther Type:
     Gas StationFacility Type:
     00000006831Facility ID:
     STATERegion:

HIST UST:

1183 ft.
0.224 mi.

Relative:
Lower

Actual:
1337 ft.

1/8-1/4 LAKEPORT, CA  95453
ESE 1400 SO MAIN ST LAKEPORT-B-5    N/A
8 HIST USTCLEAR LAKE MARINA U001610340
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

     NoneLeak Detection:
     10 gaugeTank Construction:
     REGULARType of Fuel:
     PRODUCTTank Used for:
     00000550Tank Capacity:
     1975Year Installed:
     3Container Num:
     003Tank Num:

     NoneLeak Detection:
     12 gaugeTank Construction:
     REGULARType of Fuel:
     PRODUCTTank Used for:
     00000550Tank Capacity:
     1975Year Installed:
     2Container Num:
     002Tank Num:

     Stock InventorLeak Detection:
     10 gaugeTank Construction:
     PREMIUMType of Fuel:
     PRODUCTTank Used for:
     00001000Tank Capacity:
     1975Year Installed:
     1Container Num:
     001Tank Num:

     LAKEPORT, CA 95453Owner City,St,Zip:

CLEAR LAKE MARINA  (Continued) U001610340

                              LUST Cleanup SiteCase Type:
                              -122.915624842Longitude:
                              39.035484667Latitude:
                              T0603300005Global Id:
                              STATERegion:

LUST:

     Not reportedFacility County:
     0.88Tons:
     Transfer StationDisposal Method:
     Other organic solidsWaste Category:
     San BernardinoTSD County:
     Not reportedTSD EPA ID:
     LakesGen County:
     AUBURN, WA 980015931Mailing City,St,Zip:
     3450 S 344TH ST STE 100Mailing Address:
     Not reportedMailing Name:
     Not reportedFacility Addr2:
     2538968801Telephone:
     ROBERT HOOVERContact:
     CAL000252738Gepaid:

HAZNET:

1754 ft.
0.332 mi.

Relative:
Lower

Actual:
1336 ft.

1/4-1/2 HIST CORTESELAKEPORT, CA  95453
SE LUST975 MAIN ST    N/A
9 HAZNETTESORO 67075 S101295438
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                    170013Reg Id:
                    LTNKAReg By:
                    17Facility County Code:
                    CORTESERegion:

CORTESE:

N/AMTBE Code:
LUSTProgram:
RegionalLead Agency:
GTMStaff Initials:
GASOLINESubstance:
Drinking Water Aquifer affectedCase Type:
170013Case Number:
Remediation PlanStatus:
5Region:

LUST REG 5:

                              Not reportedSite History:
                              GasolinePotential Contaminants of Concern:
                              Aquifer used for drinking water supplyPotential Media Affect:
                              Not reportedFile Location:
                              Not reportedLOC Case Number:
                              Not reportedRB Case Number:
                              LAKE COUNTYLocal Agency:
                              Not reportedCase Worker:
                              CENTRAL VALLEY RWQCB (REGION 5S)Lead Agency:
                              2006-08-10 00:00:00Status Date:
                              Open - RemediationStatus:

TESORO 67075  (Continued) S101295438

Case ClosedStatus:
5Region:

LUST REG 5:

                              Not reportedSite History:
                              Waste Oil / Motor / Hydraulic / LubricatingPotential Contaminants of Concern:
                              SoilPotential Media Affect:
                              Not reportedFile Location:
                              Not reportedLOC Case Number:
                              Not reportedRB Case Number:
                              LAKE COUNTYLocal Agency:
                              Not reportedCase Worker:
                              CENTRAL VALLEY RWQCB (REGION 5S)Lead Agency:
                              1996-08-20 00:00:00Status Date:
                              Completed - Case ClosedStatus:
                              LUST Cleanup SiteCase Type:
                              -122.9278095Longitude:
                              39.0370332Latitude:
                              T0603300017Global Id:
                              STATERegion:

LUST:

1808 ft.
0.342 mi. HIST CORTESE

Relative:
Lower

Actual:
1370 ft.

1/4-1/2 CA WDSLAKEPORT, CA  95453
WNW NPDES924 PARALLEL DR    N/A
10 LUSTUNITED PARCEL SER CALAK S101307306
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

          Not reportedSecondary Waste Type:
          Not reportedSecondary Waste:
          Not reportedPrimary Waste Type:
          Not reportedPrimary Waste:
          Not reportedSIC Code 2:
          0SIC Code:
          PrivateAgency Type:
          Not reportedAgency Telephone:
          STAN PREDKIAgency Contact:
          SAN FRANCISCO 94103Agency City,St,Zip:
          2222 17TH STAgency Address:
          UNITED PARCEL SERVICEAgency Name:
          STAN PREDKIFacility Contact:
          4157373758Facility Telephone:
          0Subregion:
          are assigned by the Regional Board
          CAS000001 The 1st 2 characters designate the state. The remaining 7NPDES Number:
          under Waste Discharge Requirements.
          Active - Any facility with a continuous or seasonal discharge that isFacility Status:
          pumping.
          repairing, oil production, storage and disposal operations, water
          washing, geothermal operations, air conditioning, ship building and
          processing operation of whatever nature, including mining, gravel
          semisolid wastes from any servicing, producing, manufacturing or
          Industrial - Facility that treats and/or disposes of liquid orFacility Type:
          5S 17I002100Facility ID:

CA WDS:

                                             94103Discharge Zip:
                                             CADischarge State:
                                             South San FranciscoDischarge City:
                                             2222 17th StDischarge Address:
                                             United Parcel ServiceDischarge Name:
                                             Not reportedTermination Date Of Regulatory Measure:
                                             Not reportedExpiration Date Of Regulatory Measure:
                                             3/30/1992Effective Date Of Regulatory Measure:
                                             Not reportedAdoption Date Of Regulatory Measure:
                                             INDSTWProgram Type:
                                             5S17I002100WDID:
                                             269125Place Id:
                                             Storm water industrialRegulatory Measure Type:
                                             97-03-DWQOrder No:
                                             198507Regulatory Measure Id:
                                             5SRegion:
                                             47846Agency Id:
                                             ActiveFacility Status:
                                             Not reportedNpdes Number:

NPDES:

N/AMTBE Code:
LUSTProgram:
RegionalLead Agency:
GTMStaff Initials:
WASTE OILSubstance:
Soil onlyCase Type:
170033Case Number:

UNITED PARCEL SER CALAK  (Continued) S101307306

TC2622183.9s   Page 28



MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                    170033Reg Id:
                    LTNKAReg By:
                    17Facility County Code:
                    CORTESERegion:

CORTESE:

          dairy waste ponds.
          dischargers having waste storage systems with land disposal such as
          disposal systems, such as septic systems with subsurface disposal, or
          management practices, facilities with passive waste treatment and
          cooling water dischargers or thosewho must comply through best
          Category C - Facilities having no waste treatment systems, such asComplexity:
          represent no threat to water quality.
          Level. A Zero (0) may be used to code those NURDS that are found to
          considered a minor threat to water quality unless coded at a higher
          to a major or minor threat. Not: All nurds without a TTWQ will be
          should cause a relatively minor impairment of beneficial uses compared
          Minor Threat to Water Quality. A violation of a regional board orderTreat To Water:
          Not reportedPOTW:
          Not reportedReclamation:
          0Baseline Flow:
          0Design Flow:

UNITED PARCEL SER CALAK  (Continued) S101307306

4MTBE Code:
LUSTProgram:
RegionalLead Agency:
GTMStaff Initials:
GASOLINESubstance:
Drinking Water Aquifer affectedCase Type:
170063Case Number:
Case ClosedStatus:
5Region:

LUST REG 5:

                              Not reportedSite History:
                              GasolinePotential Contaminants of Concern:
                              Aquifer used for drinking water supplyPotential Media Affect:
                              Not reportedFile Location:
                              Not reportedLOC Case Number:
                              Not reportedRB Case Number:
                              LAKE COUNTYLocal Agency:
                              Not reportedCase Worker:
                              CENTRAL VALLEY RWQCB (REGION 5S)Lead Agency:
                              2001-01-16 00:00:00Status Date:
                              Completed - Case ClosedStatus:
                              LUST Cleanup SiteCase Type:
                              -122.915511Longitude:
                              39.0345993Latitude:
                              T0603300043Global Id:
                              STATERegion:

LUST:

1918 ft.
0.363 mi.

Relative:
Lower

Actual:
1336 ft.

1/4-1/2 LAKEPORT, CA  95453
SE HIST CORTESE1050 MAIN ST S    N/A
11 LUSTCHEVRON #1802 S102427018
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                    170063Reg Id:
                    LTNKAReg By:
                    17Facility County Code:
                    CORTESERegion:

CORTESE:

CHEVRON #1802  (Continued) S102427018

                    170090Reg Id:
                    LTNKAReg By:
                    17Facility County Code:
                    CORTESERegion:

CORTESE:

7MTBE Code:
LUSTProgram:
RegionalLead Agency:
GTMStaff Initials:
GASOLINESubstance:
Drinking Water Aquifer affectedCase Type:
170090Case Number:
Post remedial action monitoringStatus:
5Region:

LUST REG 5:

                              Not reportedSite History:
                              GasolinePotential Contaminants of Concern:
                              Aquifer used for drinking water supplyPotential Media Affect:
                              Not reportedFile Location:
                              Not reportedLOC Case Number:
                              Not reportedRB Case Number:
                              LAKE COUNTYLocal Agency:
                              Not reportedCase Worker:
                              CENTRAL VALLEY RWQCB (REGION 5S)Lead Agency:
                              2003-06-13 00:00:00Status Date:
                              Open - Verification MonitoringStatus:
                              LUST Cleanup SiteCase Type:
                              -122.915274592Longitude:
                              39.040341935Latitude:
                              T0603300069Global Id:
                              STATERegion:

LUST:

1995 ft. Site 1 of 2 in cluster C
0.378 mi.

Relative:
Lower

Actual:
1336 ft.

1/4-1/2 LAKEPORT, CA  95453
NE HIST CORTESE301 MAIN ST S    N/A
C12 LUSTLAKEPORT SHELL S104403187
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

N/AMTBE Code:
LUSTProgram:
RegionalLead Agency:
GTMStaff Initials:
Not reportedSubstance:
Drinking Water Aquifer affectedCase Type:
170111Case Number:
Post remedial action monitoringStatus:
5Region:

LUST REG 5:

                              Not reportedSite History:
                              Diesel, Waste Oil / Motor / Hydraulic / LubricatingPotential Contaminants of Concern:
                              Aquifer used for drinking water supplyPotential Media Affect:
                              ArchivedFile Location:
                              Not reportedLOC Case Number:
                              Not reportedRB Case Number:
                              LAKE COUNTYLocal Agency:
                              Not reportedCase Worker:
                              CENTRAL VALLEY RWQCB (REGION 5S)Lead Agency:
                              2008-12-12 00:00:00Status Date:
                              Completed - Case ClosedStatus:
                              LUST Cleanup SiteCase Type:
                              -122.915501333333Longitude:
                              39.0406176666667Latitude:
                              T0603346446Global Id:
                              STATERegion:

LUST:

2056 ft. Site 2 of 2 in cluster C
0.389 mi.

Relative:
Lower

Actual:
1333 ft.

1/4-1/2 LAKEPORT, CA  95453
NE 275 SOUTH MAIN STREET    N/A
C13 LUSTSOPER-REESE COMMUNITY THEATER S106859257

                              Not reportedSite History:
                              GasolinePotential Contaminants of Concern:
                              Aquifer used for drinking water supplyPotential Media Affect:
                              Not reportedFile Location:
                              Not reportedLOC Case Number:
                              Not reportedRB Case Number:
                              LAKE COUNTYLocal Agency:
                              Not reportedCase Worker:
                              CENTRAL VALLEY RWQCB (REGION 5S)Lead Agency:
                              1994-10-19 00:00:00Status Date:
                              Completed - Case ClosedStatus:
                              LUST Cleanup SiteCase Type:
                              -122.9167741Longitude:
                              39.0281335Latitude:
                              T0603300028Global Id:
                              STATERegion:

LUST:

2101 ft.
0.398 mi.

Relative:
Lower

Actual:
1341 ft.

1/4-1/2 LAKEPORT, CA  95453
SSE HIST CORTESE301 INDUSTRIAL AVE    N/A
14 LUSTLANGE BROTHERS CONSTRUCTION CO S100851204
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                    170047Reg Id:
                    LTNKAReg By:
                    17Facility County Code:
                    CORTESERegion:

CORTESE:

N/AMTBE Code:
LUSTProgram:
RegionalLead Agency:
GTMStaff Initials:
GASOLINESubstance:
Drinking Water Aquifer affectedCase Type:
170047Case Number:
Case ClosedStatus:
5Region:

LUST REG 5:

LANGE BROTHERS CONSTRUCTION CO  (Continued) S100851204

                                             Not reportedRefillable Beverage Containers Redeemed:
                                             Not reportedOther mat beverage containers redeemed:
                                             PLPlastic Beverage Containers Redeemed:
                                             GLGlass Beverage Containers Redeemed:
                                             ALAluminum Beverage Containers Redeemed:
                                             Not AcceptedConvenience Zone Where Faciltiy Located 7:
                                             Not AcceptedConvenience Zone Where Faciltiy Located 6:
                                             Not AcceptedConvenience Zone Where Faciltiy Located 5:
                                             Not AcceptedConvenience Zone Where Faciltiy Located 4:
                                             5225Convenience Zone Where Faciltiy Located 3:
                                             4621Convenience Zone Where Faciltiy Located 2:
                                             459Convenience Zone Where Faciltiy Located:
                                             Not reportedWhether The Facility Is Grandfathered:
                                             Still operatingDate facility ceased operating:
                                             10/1/1998Date facility began operating:
                                             9/2/1998Date facility became certified:
                                             Not reportedFacility Phone Number:
                                             OCertification Status:

SWRCY:

2201 ft.
0.417 mi.

Relative:
Lower

Actual:
1334 ft.

1/4-1/2 LAKEPORT, CA  95453
SE 1155 S MAIN ST    N/A
15 SWRCYTOMRA PACIFIC INC S107138048

     Not reportedMailing Name:
     Not reportedFacility Addr2:
     2062864505Telephone:
     WALTER SPRAGUE GENERAL MANAGERContact:
     CAL000264271Gepaid:

HAZNET:

2267 ft. Site 1 of 5 in cluster D
0.429 mi.

Relative:
Lower

Actual:
1335 ft.

1/4-1/2 LAKEPORT, CA  95453
NE ENVIROSTOR202 S MAIN ST    N/A
D16 HAZNETTIME OIL CO/JACKPOT FOOD MART S101480526
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

Completed Info:

                    Not reportedAPN Description:
                    NONE SPECIFIEDAPN:

                    Envirostor ID NumberAlias Type:
                    17510002Alias Name:
                    Alternate NameAlias Type:
                    Jackpot StationAlias Name:
                    Envirostor ID NumberAlias Type:
                    17510010Alias Name:
            -122.914905087341Longitude:
            39.0411134926845Latitude:
            Not reportedFunding:
            NORestricted Use:
            2008-12-31 00:00:00Status Date:
            Refer: RWQCBStatus:
            * Rural County Survey ProgramSpecial Program:
            02Senate:
            01Assembly:
            Not reportedSite Code:
            17510002Facility ID:
            SacramentoDivision Branch:
            Referred - Not AssignedSupervisor:
            Not reportedProgram Manager:
            NONE SPECIFIEDLead Agency:
            NONE SPECIFIEDRegulatory Agencies:
            NONPL:
            1Acres:
            EvaluationSite Type Detailed:
            EvaluationSite Type:

ENVIROSTOR:

     LakesFacility County:
     .6880Tons:
     RecyclerDisposal Method:
     Unspecified oil-containing wasteWaste Category:
     San MateoTSD County:
     CAD043260702TSD EPA ID:
     LakesGen County:
     SEATTLE, WA 981991233Mailing City,St,Zip:
     2737 W COMMADORE WAYMailing Address:
     Not reportedMailing Name:
     Not reportedFacility Addr2:
     0000000000Telephone:
     TIME OIL COContact:
     CAC001040032Gepaid:

     Not reportedFacility County:
     Not reportedTons:
     Transfer StationDisposal Method:
     Unspecified organic liquid mixtureWaste Category:
     Los AngelesTSD County:
     CAD028409019TSD EPA ID:
     LakesGen County:
     SEATTLE, WA 981991257Mailing City,St,Zip:
     2737 W COMMADORE WAYMailing Address:

TIME OIL CO/JACKPOT FOOD MART  (Continued) S101480526
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                    NONE SPECIFIEDPastUse:
                    Not reportedSchedule Revised Date:
                    Not reportedSchedule Due Date:
                    Not reportedSchedule Document Type:
                    Not reportedSchedule Sub Area Name:
                    Not reportedSchedule Area Name:
                    Not reportedPotenital Description:
                    NONE SPECIFIEDPotential:
                    Not reportedManagement Required Desc:
                    NONE SPECIFIEDManagement Required:

Management:

                    Not reportedMedia Affected Desc:
                    NONE SPECIFIEDMedia Affected:
                    Not reportedFuture Due Date:
                    Not reportedFuture Document Type:
                    Not reportedFuture Sub Area Name:
                    Not reportedFuture Area Name:
                    Not reportedConfirmed Description:
                    NONE SPECIFIEDConfirmed:

                    1988-07-14 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Site ScreeningCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    1988-02-25 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    * DiscoveryCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

TIME OIL CO/JACKPOT FOOD MART  (Continued) S101480526

Case ClosedStatus:
5Region:

LUST REG 5:

                              Not reportedSite History:
                              GasolinePotential Contaminants of Concern:
                              Surface waterPotential Media Affect:
                              Not reportedFile Location:
                              Not reportedLOC Case Number:
                              Not reportedRB Case Number:
                              LAKE COUNTYLocal Agency:
                              Not reportedCase Worker:
                              CENTRAL VALLEY RWQCB (REGION 5S)Lead Agency:
                              1998-12-09 00:00:00Status Date:
                              Completed - Case ClosedStatus:
                              LUST Cleanup SiteCase Type:
                              -122.9160671Longitude:
                              39.0402761Latitude:
                              T0603300001Global Id:
                              STATERegion:

LUST:

2267 ft. Site 2 of 5 in cluster D
0.429 mi.

Relative:
Lower

Actual:
1335 ft.

1/4-1/2 LAKEPORT, CA  95453
NE HIST CORTESE202 MAIN ST S    N/A
D17 LUSTJACKPOT FOOD MART S104164499
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                    170003Reg Id:
                    LTNKAReg By:
                    17Facility County Code:
                    CORTESERegion:

CORTESE:

N/AMTBE Code:
LUSTProgram:
RegionalLead Agency:
GTMStaff Initials:
GASOLINESubstance:
Surface WaterCase Type:
170003Case Number:

JACKPOT FOOD MART  (Continued) S104164499

                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    1988-05-19 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    * DiscoveryCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

Completed Info:

                    Not reportedAPN Description:
                    NONE SPECIFIEDAPN:

                    Envirostor ID NumberAlias Type:
                    17510005Alias Name:
                    Alternate NameAlias Type:
                    ExxonAlias Name:
                    GeoTracker Global IDAlias Type:
                    T0603300008Alias Name:
            -122.915440804965Longitude:
            39.0410896750381Latitude:
            Not reportedFunding:
            NORestricted Use:
            2008-12-31 00:00:00Status Date:
            Refer: RWQCBStatus:
            * Rural County Survey ProgramSpecial Program:
            02Senate:
            01Assembly:
            Not reportedSite Code:
            17510005Facility ID:
            SacramentoDivision Branch:
            Referred - Not AssignedSupervisor:
            Not reportedProgram Manager:
            NONE SPECIFIEDLead Agency:
            NONE SPECIFIEDRegulatory Agencies:
            NONPL:
            1Acres:
            EvaluationSite Type Detailed:
            EvaluationSite Type:

ENVIROSTOR:

2267 ft. Site 3 of 5 in cluster D
0.429 mi.

Relative:
Lower

Actual:
1335 ft.

1/4-1/2 LAKEPORT, CA  95453
NE 201 S MAIN ST    N/A
D18 ENVIROSTORAN-LEE S100714259
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                    NONE SPECIFIEDPastUse:
                    Not reportedSchedule Revised Date:
                    Not reportedSchedule Due Date:
                    Not reportedSchedule Document Type:
                    Not reportedSchedule Sub Area Name:
                    Not reportedSchedule Area Name:
                    Not reportedPotenital Description:
                    NONE SPECIFIEDPotential:
                    Not reportedManagement Required Desc:
                    NONE SPECIFIEDManagement Required:

Management:

                    Not reportedMedia Affected Desc:
                    NONE SPECIFIEDMedia Affected:
                    Not reportedFuture Due Date:
                    Not reportedFuture Document Type:
                    Not reportedFuture Sub Area Name:
                    Not reportedFuture Area Name:
                    Not reportedConfirmed Description:
                    NONE SPECIFIEDConfirmed:

                    1988-07-14 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Site ScreeningCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    1988-02-25 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    * DiscoveryCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:

AN-LEE  (Continued) S100714259

170019Case Number:
Case ClosedStatus:
5Region:

LUST REG 5:

                              Not reportedSite History:
                              GasolinePotential Contaminants of Concern:
                              Aquifer used for drinking water supplyPotential Media Affect:
                              Not reportedFile Location:
                              Not reportedLOC Case Number:
                              Not reportedRB Case Number:
                              LAKE COUNTYLocal Agency:
                              Not reportedCase Worker:
                              CENTRAL VALLEY RWQCB (REGION 5S)Lead Agency:
                              2006-03-23 00:00:00Status Date:
                              Completed - Case ClosedStatus:
                              LUST Cleanup SiteCase Type:
                              -122.9160671Longitude:
                              39.0402761Latitude:
                              T0603300008Global Id:
                              STATERegion:

LUST:

2267 ft. Site 4 of 5 in cluster D
0.429 mi.

Relative:
Lower

Actual:
1335 ft.

1/4-1/2 LAKEPORT, CA  95453
NE HIST CORTESE201 MAIN ST S    N/A
D19 LUSTEXXON S102429340
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                    170019Reg Id:
                    LTNKAReg By:
                    17Facility County Code:
                    CORTESERegion:

CORTESE:

N/AMTBE Code:
LUSTProgram:
RegionalLead Agency:
GTMStaff Initials:
GASOLINESubstance:
Drinking Water Aquifer affectedCase Type:

EXXON  (Continued) S102429340

                    * DiscoveryCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

Completed Info:

                    Not reportedAPN Description:
                    NONE SPECIFIEDAPN:

                    Envirostor ID NumberAlias Type:
                    17510010Alias Name:
                    Alternate NameAlias Type:
                    Time Oil CompanyAlias Name:
                    Alternate NameAlias Type:
                    Jackpot Food MartAlias Name:
                    GeoTracker Global IDAlias Type:
                    T0603300001Alias Name:
                    Envirostor ID NumberAlias Type:
                    17510002Alias Name:
            -122.914905087341Longitude:
            39.0411134926845Latitude:
            Not reportedFunding:
            NORestricted Use:
            2008-12-31 00:00:00Status Date:
            Refer: RWQCBStatus:
            * Rural County Survey ProgramSpecial Program:
            02Senate:
            01Assembly:
            Not reportedSite Code:
            17510010Facility ID:
            SacramentoDivision Branch:
            Referred - Not AssignedSupervisor:
            Not reportedProgram Manager:
            NONE SPECIFIEDLead Agency:
            NONE SPECIFIEDRegulatory Agencies:
            NONPL:
            1Acres:
            EvaluationSite Type Detailed:
            EvaluationSite Type:

ENVIROSTOR:

2267 ft. Site 5 of 5 in cluster D
0.429 mi.

Relative:
Lower

Actual:
1335 ft.

1/4-1/2 LAKEPORT, CA  95453
NE 202 S MAIN    N/A
D20 ENVIROSTORJACKPOT STATION S101480529
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                    NONE SPECIFIEDPastUse:
                    Not reportedSchedule Revised Date:
                    Not reportedSchedule Due Date:
                    Not reportedSchedule Document Type:
                    Not reportedSchedule Sub Area Name:
                    Not reportedSchedule Area Name:
                    Not reportedPotenital Description:
                    NONE SPECIFIEDPotential:
                    Not reportedManagement Required Desc:
                    NONE SPECIFIEDManagement Required:

Management:

                    Not reportedMedia Affected Desc:
                    NONE SPECIFIEDMedia Affected:
                    Not reportedFuture Due Date:
                    Not reportedFuture Document Type:
                    Not reportedFuture Sub Area Name:
                    Not reportedFuture Area Name:
                    Not reportedConfirmed Description:
                    NONE SPECIFIEDConfirmed:

                    1988-07-13 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Site ScreeningCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    1988-02-25 00:00:00Completed Date:

JACKPOT STATION  (Continued) S101480529

                    101792Alias Name:
                    EPA (FRS #)Alias Type:
                    110033610466Alias Name:
                    39.0384695239589 / -122.932305347295Lat/Long:
                    Responsible PartyFunding:
                    NORestricted Use:
                    2007-03-27 00:00:00Status Date:
                    No Further ActionStatus:
                    Voluntary Cleanup ProgramSpecial Programs Code:
                    02Senate:
                    01Assembly:
                    101792Site Code:
                    SacramentoDivision Branch:
                    Fernando A. AmadorSupervisor:
                    TAMI TREARSEProject Manager:
                    DTSC - Site Mitigation And Brownfield Reuse ProgramLead Agency Description:
                    SMBRPLead Agency:
                    SMBRP, LAKE COUNTYCleanup Oversight Agencies:
                    NONational Priorities List:
                    22.4Acres:
                    Voluntary CleanupSite Type Detail:
                    Voluntary CleanupSite Type:
                    60000339Facility ID:

VCP:

2911 ft.
0.551 mi.

Relative:
Higher

Actual:
1396 ft.

1/2-1 LAKEPORT, CA  95453
NW ENVIROSTOR1453 MARTIN STREET    N/A
21 VCPPARKSIDE SUBDIVISION S108054453
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

            02Senate:
            01Assembly:
            101792Site Code:
            60000339Facility ID:
            SacramentoDivision Branch:
            Fernando A. AmadorSupervisor:
            TAMI TREARSEProgram Manager:
            SMBRPLead Agency:
            SMBRP, LAKE COUNTYRegulatory Agencies:
            NONPL:
            22.4Acres:
            Voluntary CleanupSite Type Detailed:
            Voluntary CleanupSite Type:

ENVIROSTOR:

                    AGRICULTURAL - ORCHARDPastUse:
                    Not reportedSchedule Revised Date:
                    Not reportedSchedule Due Date:
                    Not reportedSchedule Document Type:
                    Not reportedSchedule Sub Area Name:
                    Not reportedSchedule Area Name:
                    Not reportedPotenital Description:
                    SOILPotential:
                    Not reportedManagement Required Desc:
                    NONE SPECIFIEDManagement Required:

Management:

                    Not reportedMedia Affected Desc:
                    30001Media Affected:
                    Not reportedFuture Due Date:
                    Not reportedFuture Document Type:
                    Not reportedFuture Sub Area Name:
                    Not reportedFuture Area Name:
                    ArsenicConfirmed Description:
                    30001Confirmed:

                    2007-03-27 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Preliminary Endangerment Assessment ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    2007-03-27 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    CorrespondenceCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    2006-06-16 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Voluntary Cleanup AgreementCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

Completed Info:

                    Not reportedAPN Description:
                    NONE SPECIFIEDAPN:

                    Envirostor ID NumberAlias Type:
                    60000339Alias Name:
                    Project Code (Site Code)Alias Type:

PARKSIDE SUBDIVISION  (Continued) S108054453
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MAP FINDINGSMap ID
Direction

EDR ID NumberDistance
EPA ID NumberDatabase(s)SiteElevation

                    AGRICULTURAL - ORCHARDPastUse:
                    Not reportedSchedule Revised Date:
                    Not reportedSchedule Due Date:
                    Not reportedSchedule Document Type:
                    Not reportedSchedule Sub Area Name:
                    Not reportedSchedule Area Name:
                    Not reportedPotenital Description:
                    SOILPotential:
                    Not reportedManagement Required Desc:
                    NONE SPECIFIEDManagement Required:

Management:

                    Not reportedMedia Affected Desc:
                    30001Media Affected:
                    Not reportedFuture Due Date:
                    Not reportedFuture Document Type:
                    Not reportedFuture Sub Area Name:
                    Not reportedFuture Area Name:
                    ArsenicConfirmed Description:
                    30001Confirmed:

                    2007-03-27 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Preliminary Endangerment Assessment ReportCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    2007-03-27 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    CorrespondenceCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

                    2006-06-16 00:00:00Completed Date:
                    Voluntary Cleanup AgreementCompleted Document Type:
                    Not reportedCompleted Sub Area Name:
                    PROJECT WIDECompleted Area Name:

Completed Info:

                    Not reportedAPN Description:
                    NONE SPECIFIEDAPN:

                    Envirostor ID NumberAlias Type:
                    60000339Alias Name:
                    Project Code (Site Code)Alias Type:
                    101792Alias Name:
                    EPA (FRS #)Alias Type:
                    110033610466Alias Name:
            -122.932305347295Longitude:
            39.0384695239589Latitude:
            Responsible PartyFunding:
            NORestricted Use:
            2007-03-27 00:00:00Status Date:
            No Further ActionStatus:
            Voluntary Cleanup ProgramSpecial Program:

PARKSIDE SUBDIVISION  (Continued) S108054453
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ORPHAN SUMMARY

City EDR ID Site Name Site Address Zip Database(s)

LAKEPORT            A100324015 GRANITE HWY. 175 QUARRY 4220 HIGHWAY 175 95453 AST
LAKEPORT            S106230298 WILLIAMS TANK LINES HIGHWAY 29 ACC HIGHWAY 29, BETWEEN HIGHWAY 17 95453 SLIC
LAKEPORT            S100224266 TRANSFER STATION BEVINS ST 95453 LUST, HIST CORTESE
LAKEPORT            91209999 LAKEPORT LAGOONS MARINA ** LAKEPORT LAGOONS MARINA **      ERNS
LAKEPORT            1012085731 CITY OF LAKEPORT WWTP 2800 LINDA LANE 95453 FINDS
LAKEPORT            1008210750 LAKEPORT WASTEWTR TREATMNT FAC 795 LINDA LANE 95453 FINDS
LAKEPORT            U003779275 LAKEPORT CHEVRON 1050 MAIN ST 95453 UST
LAKEPORT            1008040044 LAKE COUNTY CSA 21 - NORTH LAKEPOR 230A MAIN STREET 95453 FINDS
LAKEPORT            S108087174 PETES AUTOMOTIVE 1665 MAIN STREET 95453 LUST
LAKEPORT            S108147314 PETES AUTOMOTIVE 1665 MAIN STREET 95453 LUST
LAKEPORT            S109448083 LAKEPORT MS4 PHASE II 255 PARK 95453 NPDES
LAKEPORT            1006838838 COBB MOUNTAIN DUMP SITE 8583 SULPHER CREEK ROAD 95453 FINDS
LAKEPORT            2008884438 WELL SITE NAME WELL SITE NAME      ERNS

TC2622183.9s   Page 41



To maintain currency of the following federal and state databases, EDR contacts the appropriate governmental agency
on a monthly or quarterly basis, as required.

Number of Days to Update: Provides confirmation that EDR is reporting records that have been updated within 90 days
from the date the government agency made the information available to the public.

STANDARD ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS

Federal NPL site list

NPL:  National Priority List
National Priorities List (Superfund). The NPL is a subset of CERCLIS and identifies over 1,200 sites for priority
cleanup under the Superfund Program. NPL sites may encompass relatively large areas. As such, EDR provides polygon
coverage for over 1,000 NPL site boundaries produced by EPA’s Environmental Photographic Interpretation Center
(EPIC) and regional EPA offices.

Date of Government Version: 06/29/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/31/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/21/2009
Number of Days to Update: 52

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  N/A
Last EDR Contact: 10/14/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/25/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

NPL Site Boundaries

Sources:

EPA’s Environmental Photographic Interpretation Center (EPIC)
Telephone: 202-564-7333

EPA Region 1 EPA Region 6
Telephone 617-918-1143 Telephone: 214-655-6659

EPA Region 3 EPA Region 7
Telephone 215-814-5418 Telephone: 913-551-7247

EPA Region 4 EPA Region 8
Telephone 404-562-8033 Telephone: 303-312-6774

EPA Region 5 EPA Region 9
Telephone 312-886-6686 Telephone: 415-947-4246

EPA Region 10
Telephone 206-553-8665

Proposed NPL:  Proposed National Priority List Sites
A site that has been proposed for listing on the National Priorities List through the issuance of a proposed rule
in the Federal Register. EPA then accepts public comments on the site, responds to the comments, and places on
the NPL those sites that continue to meet the requirements for listing.

Date of Government Version: 06/29/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/31/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/21/2009
Number of Days to Update: 52

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  N/A
Last EDR Contact: 10/14/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/25/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

NPL LIENS:  Federal Superfund Liens
Federal Superfund Liens. Under the authority granted the USEPA by CERCLA of 1980, the USEPA has the authority
to file liens against real property in order to recover remedial action expenditures or when the property owner
received notification of potential liability. USEPA compiles a listing of filed notices of Superfund Liens.

Date of Government Version: 10/15/1991
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/02/1994
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/30/1994
Number of Days to Update: 56

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  202-564-4267
Last EDR Contact: 08/17/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/16/2009
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned
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Federal Delisted NPL site list

DELISTED NPL:  National Priority List Deletions
The National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) establishes the criteria that the
EPA uses to delete sites from the NPL. In accordance with 40 CFR 300.425.(e), sites may be deleted from the
NPL where no further response is appropriate.

Date of Government Version: 06/29/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/31/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/21/2009
Number of Days to Update: 52

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  N/A
Last EDR Contact: 10/14/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/25/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

Federal CERCLIS list

CERCLIS:  Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System
CERCLIS contains data on potentially hazardous waste sites that have been reported to the USEPA by states, municipalities,
private companies and private persons, pursuant to Section 103 of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act (CERCLA). CERCLIS contains sites which are either proposed to or on the National Priorities
List (NPL) and sites which are in the screening and assessment phase for possible inclusion on the NPL.

Date of Government Version: 06/30/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/11/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/21/2009
Number of Days to Update: 41

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  703-412-9810
Last EDR Contact: 09/30/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/11/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

Federal CERCLIS NFRAP site List

CERCLIS-NFRAP:  CERCLIS No Further Remedial Action Planned
Archived sites are sites that have been removed and archived from the inventory of CERCLIS sites. Archived status
indicates that, to the best of EPA’s knowledge, assessment at a site has been completed and that EPA has determined
no further steps will be taken to list this site on the National Priorities List (NPL), unless information indicates
this decision was not appropriate or other considerations require a recommendation for listing at a later time.
This decision does not necessarily mean that there is no hazard associated with a given site; it only means that,
based upon available information, the location is not judged to be a potential NPL site. 

Date of Government Version: 06/23/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/02/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/21/2009
Number of Days to Update: 19

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  703-412-9810
Last EDR Contact: 09/09/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/14/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

Federal RCRA CORRACTS facilities list

CORRACTS:  Corrective Action Report
CORRACTS identifies hazardous waste handlers with RCRA corrective action activity.

Date of Government Version: 06/30/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/01/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/21/2009
Number of Days to Update: 82

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  800-424-9346
Last EDR Contact: 08/31/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/30/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

Federal RCRA non-CORRACTS TSD facilities list

RCRA-TSDF:  RCRA - Transporters, Storage and Disposal
RCRAInfo is EPA’s comprehensive information system, providing access to data supporting the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984. The database
includes selective information on sites which generate, transport, store, treat and/or dispose of hazardous waste
as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Transporters are individuals or entities that
move hazardous waste from the generator offsite to a facility that can recycle, treat, store, or dispose of the
waste. TSDFs treat, store, or dispose of the waste.
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Date of Government Version: 11/12/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/18/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/16/2009
Number of Days to Update: 118

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  (415) 495-8895
Last EDR Contact: 10/07/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/18/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

Federal RCRA generators list

RCRA-LQG:  RCRA - Large Quantity Generators
RCRAInfo is EPA’s comprehensive information system, providing access to data supporting the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984. The database
includes selective information on sites which generate, transport, store, treat and/or dispose of hazardous waste
as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Large quantity generators (LQGs) generate
over 1,000 kilograms (kg) of hazardous waste, or over 1 kg of acutely hazardous waste per month.

Date of Government Version: 11/12/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/18/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/16/2009
Number of Days to Update: 118

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  (415) 495-8895
Last EDR Contact: 10/07/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/18/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

RCRA-SQG:  RCRA - Small Quantity Generators
RCRAInfo is EPA’s comprehensive information system, providing access to data supporting the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984. The database
includes selective information on sites which generate, transport, store, treat and/or dispose of hazardous waste
as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Small quantity generators (SQGs) generate
between 100 kg and 1,000 kg of hazardous waste per month.

Date of Government Version: 11/12/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/18/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/16/2009
Number of Days to Update: 118

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  (415) 495-8895
Last EDR Contact: 10/07/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/18/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

RCRA-CESQG:  RCRA - Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generators
RCRAInfo is EPA’s comprehensive information system, providing access to data supporting the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984. The database
includes selective information on sites which generate, transport, store, treat and/or dispose of hazardous waste
as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Conditionally exempt small quantity generators
(CESQGs) generate less than 100 kg of hazardous waste, or less than 1 kg of acutely hazardous waste per month.

Date of Government Version: 11/12/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/18/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/16/2009
Number of Days to Update: 118

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  (415) 495-8895
Last EDR Contact: 10/07/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/18/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

Federal institutional controls / engineering controls registries

US ENG CONTROLS:  Engineering Controls Sites List
A listing of sites with engineering controls in place. Engineering controls include various forms of caps, building
foundations, liners, and treatment methods to create pathway elimination for regulated substances to enter environmental
media or effect human health.

Date of Government Version: 03/31/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/22/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 05/05/2009
Number of Days to Update: 13

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  703-603-0695
Last EDR Contact: 09/18/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/28/2009
Data Release Frequency: Varies
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US INST CONTROL:  Sites with Institutional Controls
A listing of sites with institutional controls in place. Institutional controls include administrative measures,
such as groundwater use restrictions, construction restrictions, property use restrictions, and post remediation
care requirements intended to prevent exposure to contaminants remaining on site. Deed restrictions are generally
required as part of the institutional controls.

Date of Government Version: 03/31/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/22/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 05/05/2009
Number of Days to Update: 13

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  703-603-0695
Last EDR Contact: 09/18/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/28/2009
Data Release Frequency: Varies

Federal ERNS list

ERNS:  Emergency Response Notification System
Emergency Response Notification System. ERNS records and stores information on reported releases of oil and hazardous
substances.

Date of Government Version: 05/15/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/21/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/21/2009
Number of Days to Update: 62

Source:  National Response Center, United States Coast Guard
Telephone:  202-267-2180
Last EDR Contact: 10/06/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/18/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

State- and tribal - equivalent NPL

RESPONSE:  State Response Sites
Identifies confirmed release sites where DTSC is involved in remediation, either in a lead or oversight capacity.
These confirmed release sites are generally high-priority and high potential risk.

Date of Government Version: 08/27/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/27/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/18/2009
Number of Days to Update: 22

Source:  Department of Toxic Substances Control
Telephone:  916-323-3400
Last EDR Contact: 08/27/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/23/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

State- and tribal - equivalent CERCLIS

ENVIROSTOR:  EnviroStor Database
The Department of Toxic Substances Control’s (DTSC’s) Site Mitigation and Brownfields Reuse Program’s (SMBRP’s)
EnviroStor database identifes sites that have known contamination or sites for which there may be reasons to investigate
further. The database includes the following site types: Federal Superfund sites (National Priorities List (NPL));
State Response, including Military Facilities and State Superfund; Voluntary Cleanup; and School sites. EnviroStor
provides similar information to the information that was available in CalSites, and provides additional site information,
including, but not limited to, identification of formerly-contaminated properties that have been released for
reuse, properties where environmental deed restrictions have been recorded to prevent inappropriate land uses,
and risk characterization information that is used to assess potential impacts to public health and the environment
at contaminated sites.

Date of Government Version: 08/27/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/27/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/18/2009
Number of Days to Update: 22

Source:  Department of Toxic Substances Control
Telephone:  916-323-3400
Last EDR Contact: 08/27/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/23/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

State and tribal landfill and/or solid waste disposal site lists

SWF/LF (SWIS):  Solid Waste Information System
Active, Closed and Inactive Landfills. SWF/LF records typically contain an inve ntory of solid waste disposal
facilities or landfills. These may be active or i nactive facilities or open dumps that failed to meet RCRA Section
4004 criteria for solid waste landfills or disposal sites.
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Date of Government Version: 09/02/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/04/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/18/2009
Number of Days to Update: 14

Source:  Integrated Waste Management Board
Telephone:  916-341-6320
Last EDR Contact: 09/04/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/07/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

State and tribal leaking storage tank lists

LUST REG 1:  Active Toxic Site Investigation
Del Norte, Humboldt, Lake, Mendocino, Modoc, Siskiyou, Sonoma, Trinity counties. For more current information,
please refer to the State Water Resources Control Board’s LUST database.

Date of Government Version: 02/01/2001
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/28/2001
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/29/2001
Number of Days to Update: 29

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board North Coast (1)
Telephone:  707-570-3769
Last EDR Contact: 08/17/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/16/2009
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

LUST REG 8:  Leaking Underground Storage Tanks
California Regional Water Quality Control Board Santa Ana Region (8). For more current information, please refer
to the State Water Resources Control Board’s LUST database.

Date of Government Version: 02/14/2005
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/15/2005
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/28/2005
Number of Days to Update: 41

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board Santa Ana Region (8)
Telephone:  909-782-4496
Last EDR Contact: 10/16/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

LUST REG 7:  Leaking Underground Storage Tank Case Listing
Leaking Underground Storage Tank locations.  Imperial, Riverside, San Diego, Santa Barbara counties.

Date of Government Version: 02/26/2004
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/26/2004
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/24/2004
Number of Days to Update: 27

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board Colorado River Basin Region (7)
Telephone:  760-776-8943
Last EDR Contact: 08/17/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/16/2009
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

LUST REG 5:  Leaking Underground Storage Tank Database
Leaking Underground Storage Tank locations. Alameda, Alpine, Amador, Butte, Colusa, Contra Costa, Calveras, El
Dorado, Fresno, Glenn, Kern, Kings, Lake, Lassen, Madera, Mariposa, Merced, Modoc, Napa, Nevada, Placer, Plumas,
Sacramento, San Joaquin, Shasta, Solano, Stanislaus, Sutter, Tehama, Tulare, Tuolumne, Yolo, Yuba counties.

Date of Government Version: 07/01/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/22/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 07/31/2008
Number of Days to Update: 9

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board Central Valley Region (5)
Telephone:  916-464-4834
Last EDR Contact: 10/05/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/18/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

LUST REG 4:  Underground Storage Tank Leak List
Los Angeles, Ventura counties. For more current information, please refer to the State Water Resources Control
Board’s LUST database.

Date of Government Version: 09/07/2004
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/07/2004
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/12/2004
Number of Days to Update: 35

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board Los Angeles Region (4)
Telephone:  213-576-6710
Last EDR Contact: 09/14/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/21/2009
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

LUST REG 2:  Fuel Leak List
Leaking Underground Storage Tank locations. Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa
Clara, Solano, Sonoma counties.
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Date of Government Version: 09/30/2004
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/20/2004
Date Made Active in Reports: 11/19/2004
Number of Days to Update: 30

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board San Francisco Bay Region (2)
Telephone:  510-622-2433
Last EDR Contact: 09/23/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/04/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

LUST:  Geotracker’s Leaking Underground Fuel Tank Report
Leaking Underground Storage Tank Incident Reports. LUST records contain an inventory of reported leaking underground
storage tank incidents. Not all states maintain these records, and the information stored varies by state. For
more information on a particular leaking underground storage tank sites, please contact the appropriate regulatory
agency.

Date of Government Version: 09/05/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/28/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/13/2009
Number of Days to Update: 15

Source:  State Water Resources Control Board
Telephone:  see region list
Last EDR Contact: 09/28/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/04/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

LUST REG 9:  Leaking Underground Storage Tank Report
Orange, Riverside, San Diego counties. For more current information, please refer to the State Water Resources
Control Board’s LUST database.

Date of Government Version: 03/01/2001
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/23/2001
Date Made Active in Reports: 05/21/2001
Number of Days to Update: 28

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board San Diego Region (9)
Telephone:  858-637-5595
Last EDR Contact: 09/28/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/11/2010
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

LUST REG 3:  Leaking Underground Storage Tank Database
Leaking Underground Storage Tank locations. Monterey, San Benito, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, Santa Cruz counties.

Date of Government Version: 05/19/2003
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/19/2003
Date Made Active in Reports: 06/02/2003
Number of Days to Update: 14

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board Central Coast Region (3)
Telephone:  805-542-4786
Last EDR Contact: 10/16/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

LUST REG 6L:  Leaking Underground Storage Tank Case Listing
For more current information, please refer to the State Water Resources Control Board’s LUST database.

Date of Government Version: 09/09/2003
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/10/2003
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/07/2003
Number of Days to Update: 27

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board Lahontan Region (6)
Telephone:  530-542-5572
Last EDR Contact: 08/31/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/30/2009
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

LUST REG 6V:  Leaking Underground Storage Tank Case Listing
Leaking Underground Storage Tank locations.  Inyo, Kern, Los Angeles, Mono, San Bernardino counties.

Date of Government Version: 06/07/2005
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 06/07/2005
Date Made Active in Reports: 06/29/2005
Number of Days to Update: 22

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board Victorville Branch Office (6)
Telephone:  760-241-7365
Last EDR Contact: 09/18/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/28/2009
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

SLIC:  Statewide SLIC Cases
The SLIC (Spills, Leaks, Investigations and Cleanup) program is designed to protect and restore water quality
from spills, leaks, and similar discharges.
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Date of Government Version: 09/05/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/28/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/13/2009
Number of Days to Update: 15

Source:  State Water Resources Control Board
Telephone:  866-480-1028
Last EDR Contact: 09/28/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/04/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

SLIC REG 1:  Active Toxic Site Investigations
The SLIC (Spills, Leaks, Investigations and Cleanup) program is designed to protect and restore water quality
from spills, leaks, and similar discharges.

Date of Government Version: 04/03/2003
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/07/2003
Date Made Active in Reports: 04/25/2003
Number of Days to Update: 18

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board, North Coast Region (1)
Telephone:  707-576-2220
Last EDR Contact: 08/17/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/16/2008
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

SLIC REG 2:  Spills, Leaks, Investigation & Cleanup Cost Recovery Listing
The SLIC (Spills, Leaks, Investigations and Cleanup) program is designed to protect and restore water quality
from spills, leaks, and similar discharges.

Date of Government Version: 09/30/2004
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/20/2004
Date Made Active in Reports: 11/19/2004
Number of Days to Update: 30

Source:  Regional Water Quality Control Board San Francisco Bay Region (2)
Telephone:  510-286-0457
Last EDR Contact: 09/23/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/04/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

SLIC REG 3:  Spills, Leaks, Investigation & Cleanup Cost Recovery Listing
The SLIC (Spills, Leaks, Investigations and Cleanup) program is designed to protect and restore water quality
from spills, leaks, and similar discharges.

Date of Government Version: 05/18/2006
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/18/2006
Date Made Active in Reports: 06/15/2006
Number of Days to Update: 28

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board Central Coast Region (3)
Telephone:  805-549-3147
Last EDR Contact: 10/16/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

SLIC REG 4:  Spills, Leaks, Investigation & Cleanup Cost Recovery Listing
The SLIC (Spills, Leaks, Investigations and Cleanup) program is designed to protect and restore water quality
from spills, leaks, and similar discharges.

Date of Government Version: 11/17/2004
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/18/2004
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/04/2005
Number of Days to Update: 47

Source:  Region Water Quality Control Board Los Angeles Region (4)
Telephone:  213-576-6600
Last EDR Contact: 10/05/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/18/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

SLIC REG 5:  Spills, Leaks, Investigation & Cleanup Cost Recovery Listing
The SLIC (Spills, Leaks, Investigations and Cleanup) program is designed to protect and restore water quality
from spills, leaks, and similar discharges.

Date of Government Version: 04/01/2005
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/05/2005
Date Made Active in Reports: 04/21/2005
Number of Days to Update: 16

Source:  Regional Water Quality Control Board Central Valley Region (5)
Telephone:  916-464-3291
Last EDR Contact: 09/18/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/28/2009
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

SLIC REG 6V:  Spills, Leaks, Investigation & Cleanup Cost Recovery Listing
The SLIC (Spills, Leaks, Investigations and Cleanup) program is designed to protect and restore water quality
from spills, leaks, and similar discharges.
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Date of Government Version: 05/24/2005
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/25/2005
Date Made Active in Reports: 06/16/2005
Number of Days to Update: 22

Source:  Regional Water Quality Control Board, Victorville Branch
Telephone:  619-241-6583
Last EDR Contact: 09/18/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/28/2009
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

SLIC REG 6L:  SLIC Sites
The SLIC (Spills, Leaks, Investigations and Cleanup) program is designed to protect and restore water quality
from spills, leaks, and similar discharges.

Date of Government Version: 09/07/2004
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/07/2004
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/12/2004
Number of Days to Update: 35

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region
Telephone:  530-542-5574
Last EDR Contact: 08/31/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/30/2009
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

SLIC REG 7:  SLIC List
The SLIC (Spills, Leaks, Investigations and Cleanup) program is designed to protect and restore water quality
from spills, leaks, and similar discharges.

Date of Government Version: 11/24/2004
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/29/2004
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/04/2005
Number of Days to Update: 36

Source:  California Regional Quality Control Board, Colorado River Basin Region
Telephone:  760-346-7491
Last EDR Contact: 08/17/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/16/2009
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

SLIC REG 8:  Spills, Leaks, Investigation & Cleanup Cost Recovery Listing
The SLIC (Spills, Leaks, Investigations and Cleanup) program is designed to protect and restore water quality
from spills, leaks, and similar discharges.

Date of Government Version: 04/03/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/03/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 04/14/2008
Number of Days to Update: 11

Source:  California Region Water Quality Control Board Santa Ana Region (8)
Telephone:  951-782-3298
Last EDR Contact: 09/18/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/28/2009
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

SLIC REG 9:  Spills, Leaks, Investigation & Cleanup Cost Recovery Listing
The SLIC (Spills, Leaks, Investigations and Cleanup) program is designed to protect and restore water quality
from spills, leaks, and similar discharges.

Date of Government Version: 09/10/2007
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/11/2007
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/28/2007
Number of Days to Update: 17

Source:  California Regional Water Quality Control Board San Diego Region (9)
Telephone:  858-467-2980
Last EDR Contact: 08/26/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/23/2009
Data Release Frequency: Annually

INDIAN LUST R4:  Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
LUSTs on Indian land in Florida, Mississippi and North Carolina.

Date of Government Version: 08/20/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/26/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/22/2009
Number of Days to Update: 57

Source:  EPA Region 4
Telephone:  404-562-8677
Last EDR Contact: 08/17/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/16/2009
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

INDIAN LUST R9:  Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
LUSTs on Indian land in Arizona, California, New Mexico and Nevada

Date of Government Version: 08/21/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/06/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/22/2009
Number of Days to Update: 16

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  415-972-3372
Last EDR Contact: 08/17/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/16/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly
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INDIAN LUST R10:  Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
LUSTs on Indian land in Alaska, Idaho, Oregon and Washington.

Date of Government Version: 08/20/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/21/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/21/2009
Number of Days to Update: 31

Source:  EPA Region 10
Telephone:  206-553-2857
Last EDR Contact: 08/17/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/16/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

INDIAN LUST R1:  Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
A listing of leaking underground storage tank locations on Indian Land.

Date of Government Version: 02/19/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/19/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/16/2009
Number of Days to Update: 25

Source:  EPA Region 1
Telephone:  617-918-1313
Last EDR Contact: 08/17/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/16/2009
Data Release Frequency: Varies

INDIAN LUST R6:  Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
LUSTs on Indian land in New Mexico and Oklahoma.

Date of Government Version: 08/24/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/26/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/21/2009
Number of Days to Update: 26

Source:  EPA Region 6
Telephone:  214-665-6597
Last EDR Contact: 08/17/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/16/2009
Data Release Frequency: Varies

INDIAN LUST R7:  Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
LUSTs on Indian land in Iowa, Kansas, and Nebraska

Date of Government Version: 03/24/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/20/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 06/17/2009
Number of Days to Update: 28

Source:  EPA Region 7
Telephone:  913-551-7003
Last EDR Contact: 08/21/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/16/2009
Data Release Frequency: Varies

INDIAN LUST R8:  Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
LUSTs on Indian land in Colorado, Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Utah and Wyoming.

Date of Government Version: 08/24/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/10/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/22/2009
Number of Days to Update: 42

Source:  EPA Region 8
Telephone:  303-312-6271
Last EDR Contact: 08/17/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/16/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

State and tribal registered storage tank lists

UST:  Active UST Facilities
Active UST facilities gathered from the local regulatory agencies

Date of Government Version: 09/05/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/28/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/22/2009
Number of Days to Update: 24

Source:  SWRCB
Telephone:  916-480-1028
Last EDR Contact: 09/28/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/04/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

AST:  Aboveground Petroleum Storage Tank Facilities
Registered Aboveground Storage Tanks.

Date of Government Version: 08/01/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/10/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/01/2009
Number of Days to Update: 21

Source:  State Water Resources Control Board
Telephone:  916-341-5712
Last EDR Contact: 10/09/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/25/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly
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INDIAN UST R10:  Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian
land in EPA Region 10 (Alaska, Idaho, Oregon, Washington, and Tribal Nations).

Date of Government Version: 08/20/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/21/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/21/2009
Number of Days to Update: 31

Source:  EPA Region 10
Telephone:  206-553-2857
Last EDR Contact: 08/17/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/16/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

INDIAN UST R5:  Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian
land in EPA Region 5 (Michigan, Minnesota and Wisconsin and Tribal Nations).

Date of Government Version: 09/08/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/19/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/16/2008
Number of Days to Update: 27

Source:  EPA Region 5
Telephone:  312-886-6136
Last EDR Contact: 10/22/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/16/2009
Data Release Frequency: Varies

INDIAN UST R4:  Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian
land in EPA Region 4 (Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee
and Tribal Nations)

Date of Government Version: 08/20/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/26/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/22/2009
Number of Days to Update: 57

Source:  EPA Region 4
Telephone:  404-562-9424
Last EDR Contact: 08/17/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/16/2009
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

INDIAN UST R1:  Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian
land in EPA Region 1 (Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, Vermont and ten Tribal
Nations).

Date of Government Version: 02/19/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/19/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/16/2009
Number of Days to Update: 25

Source:  EPA, Region 1
Telephone:  617-918-1313
Last EDR Contact: 08/17/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/16/2009
Data Release Frequency: Varies

INDIAN UST R6:  Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian
land in EPA Region 6 (Louisiana, Arkansas, Oklahoma, New Mexico, Texas and 65 Tribes).

Date of Government Version: 08/24/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/26/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/21/2009
Number of Days to Update: 26

Source:  EPA Region 6
Telephone:  214-665-7591
Last EDR Contact: 08/17/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/16/2009
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

INDIAN UST R7:  Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian
land in EPA Region 7 (Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska, and 9 Tribal Nations).

Date of Government Version: 04/01/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/30/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/16/2009
Number of Days to Update: 76

Source:  EPA Region 7
Telephone:  913-551-7003
Last EDR Contact: 08/21/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/16/2009
Data Release Frequency: Varies
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INDIAN UST R8:  Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian
land in EPA Region 8 (Colorado, Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Utah, Wyoming and 27 Tribal Nations).

Date of Government Version: 08/24/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/10/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/22/2009
Number of Days to Update: 42

Source:  EPA Region 8
Telephone:  303-312-6137
Last EDR Contact: 08/17/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/16/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

INDIAN UST R9:  Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land
The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian
land in EPA Region 9 (Arizona, California, Hawaii, Nevada, the Pacific Islands, and Tribal Nations).

Date of Government Version: 08/21/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/26/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/22/2009
Number of Days to Update: 57

Source:  EPA Region 9
Telephone:  415-972-3368
Last EDR Contact: 08/17/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/16/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

State and tribal voluntary cleanup sites

INDIAN VCP R7:  Voluntary Cleanup Priority Lisitng
A listing of voluntary cleanup priority sites located on Indian Land located in Region 7.

Date of Government Version: 03/20/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/22/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 05/19/2008
Number of Days to Update: 27

Source:  EPA, Region 7
Telephone:  913-551-7365
Last EDR Contact: 04/20/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 07/20/2009
Data Release Frequency: Varies

INDIAN VCP R1:  Voluntary Cleanup Priority Listing
A listing of voluntary cleanup priority sites located on Indian Land located in Region 1.

Date of Government Version: 04/02/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/22/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 05/19/2008
Number of Days to Update: 27

Source:  EPA, Region 1
Telephone:  617-918-1102
Last EDR Contact: 10/05/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/18/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

VCP:  Voluntary Cleanup Program Properties
Contains low threat level properties with either confirmed or unconfirmed releases and the project proponents
have request that DTSC oversee investigation and/or cleanup activities and have agreed to provide coverage for
DTSC’s costs.

Date of Government Version: 08/27/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/27/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/18/2009
Number of Days to Update: 22

Source:  Department of Toxic Substances Control
Telephone:  916-323-3400
Last EDR Contact: 08/27/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/23/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

ADDITIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS

Local Brownfield lists

US BROWNFIELDS:  A Listing of Brownfields Sites
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Included in the listing are brownfields properties addresses by Cooperative Agreement Recipients and brownfields
properties addressed by Targeted Brownfields Assessments. Targeted Brownfields Assessments-EPA’s Targeted Brownfields
Assessments (TBA) program is designed to help states, tribes, and municipalities--especially those without EPA
Brownfields Assessment Demonstration Pilots--minimize the uncertainties of contamination often associated with
brownfields. Under the TBA program, EPA provides funding and/or technical assistance for environmental assessments
at brownfields sites throughout the country. Targeted Brownfields Assessments supplement and work with other efforts
under EPA’s Brownfields Initiative to promote cleanup and redevelopment of brownfields. Cooperative Agreement
Recipients-States, political subdivisions, territories, and Indian tribes become Brownfields Cleanup Revolving
Loan Fund (BCRLF) cooperative agreement recipients when they enter into BCRLF cooperative agreements with the
U.S. EPA. EPA selects BCRLF cooperative agreement recipients based on a proposal and application process. BCRLF
cooperative agreement recipients must use EPA funds provided through BCRLF cooperative agreement for specified
brownfields-related cleanup activities.

Date of Government Version: 10/01/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/14/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/23/2008
Number of Days to Update: 39

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  202-566-2777
Last EDR Contact: 09/11/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/11/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

Local Lists of Landfill / Solid Waste Disposal Sites

ODI:  Open Dump Inventory
An open dump is defined as a disposal facility that does not comply with one or more of the Part 257 or Part 258
Subtitle D Criteria.

Date of Government Version: 06/30/1985
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/09/2004
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/17/2004
Number of Days to Update: 39

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  800-424-9346
Last EDR Contact: 06/09/2004
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

DEBRIS REGION 9:  Torres Martinez Reservation Illegal Dump Site Locations
A listing of illegal dump sites location on the Torres Martinez Indian Reservation located in eastern Riverside
County and northern Imperial County, California.

Date of Government Version: 01/12/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/07/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/21/2009
Number of Days to Update: 137

Source:  EPA, Region 9
Telephone:  415-972-3336
Last EDR Contact: 09/23/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/21/2009
Data Release Frequency: Varies

WMUDS/SWAT:  Waste Management Unit Database
Waste Management Unit Database System. WMUDS is used by the State Water Resources Control Board staff and the
Regional Water Quality Control Boards for program tracking and inventory of waste management units. WMUDS is composed
of the following databases: Facility Information, Scheduled Inspections Information, Waste Management Unit Information,
SWAT Program Information, SWAT Report Summary Information, SWAT Report Summary Data, Chapter 15 (formerly Subchapter
15) Information, Chapter 15 Monitoring Parameters, TPCA Program Information, RCRA Program Information, Closure
Information, and Interested Parties Information.

Date of Government Version: 04/01/2000
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/10/2000
Date Made Active in Reports: 05/10/2000
Number of Days to Update: 30

Source:  State Water Resources Control Board
Telephone:  916-227-4448
Last EDR Contact: 08/31/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/30/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

SWRCY:  Recycler Database
A listing of recycling facilities in California.

Date of Government Version: 09/25/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/28/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/13/2009
Number of Days to Update: 15

Source:  Department of Conservation
Telephone:  916-323-3836
Last EDR Contact: 09/28/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/04/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

TC2622183.9s     Page GR-12

GOVERNMENT RECORDS SEARCHED / DATA CURRENCY TRACKING



HAULERS:  Registered Waste Tire Haulers Listing
A listing of registered waste tire haulers.

Date of Government Version: 10/05/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/05/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/13/2009
Number of Days to Update: 8

Source:  Integrated Waste Management Board
Telephone:  916-341-6422
Last EDR Contact: 09/23/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/07/2009
Data Release Frequency: Varies

INDIAN ODI:  Report on the Status of Open Dumps on Indian Lands
Location of open dumps on Indian land.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/1998
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/03/2007
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/24/2008
Number of Days to Update: 52

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  703-308-8245
Last EDR Contact: 08/26/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/23/2009
Data Release Frequency: Varies

Local Lists of Hazardous waste / Contaminated Sites

US CDL:  Clandestine Drug Labs
A listing of clandestine drug lab locations. The U.S. Department of Justice ("the Department") provides this
web site as a public service. It contains addresses of some locations where law enforcement agencies reported
they found chemicals or other items that indicated the presence of either clandestine drug laboratories or dumpsites.
In most cases, the source of the entries is not the Department, and the Department has not verified the entry
and does not guarantee its accuracy. Members of the public must verify the accuracy of all entries by, for example,
contacting local law enforcement and local health departments.

Date of Government Version: 03/01/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 06/22/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/21/2009
Number of Days to Update: 91

Source:  Drug Enforcement Administration
Telephone:  202-307-1000
Last EDR Contact: 03/26/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/22/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

HIST CAL-SITES:  Calsites Database
The Calsites database contains potential or confirmed hazardous substance release properties. In 1996, California
EPA reevaluated and significantly reduced the number of sites in the Calsites database. No longer updated by the
state agency. It has been replaced by ENVIROSTOR.

Date of Government Version: 08/08/2005
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/03/2006
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/24/2006
Number of Days to Update: 21

Source:  Department of Toxic Substance Control
Telephone:  916-323-3400
Last EDR Contact: 02/23/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/25/2009
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

SCH:  School Property Evaluation Program
This category contains proposed and existing school sites that are being evaluated by DTSC for possible hazardous
materials contamination. In some cases, these properties may be listed in the CalSites category depending on the
level of threat to public health and safety or the environment they pose.

Date of Government Version: 08/27/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/27/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/18/2009
Number of Days to Update: 22

Source:  Department of Toxic Substances Control
Telephone:  916-323-3400
Last EDR Contact: 08/27/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/23/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

TOXIC PITS:  Toxic Pits Cleanup Act Sites
Toxic PITS Cleanup Act Sites. TOXIC PITS identifies sites suspected of containing hazardous substances where cleanup
has not yet been completed.
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Date of Government Version: 07/01/1995
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/30/1995
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/26/1995
Number of Days to Update: 27

Source:  State Water Resources Control Board
Telephone:  916-227-4364
Last EDR Contact: 01/26/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/27/2009
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

CDL:  Clandestine Drug Labs
A listing of drug lab locations. Listing of a location in this database does not indicate that any illegal drug
lab materials were or were not present there, and does not constitute a determination that the location either
requires or does not require additional cleanup work.

Date of Government Version: 06/30/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/23/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/03/2009
Number of Days to Update: 11

Source:  Department of Toxic Substances Control
Telephone:  916-255-6504
Last EDR Contact: 10/05/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/18/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

US HIST CDL:  National Clandestine Laboratory Register
A listing of clandestine drug lab locations. The U.S. Department of Justice ("the Department") provides this
web site as a public service. It contains addresses of some locations where law enforcement agencies reported
they found chemicals or other items that indicated the presence of either clandestine drug laboratories or dumpsites.
In most cases, the source of the entries is not the Department, and the Department has not verified the entry
and does not guarantee its accuracy. Members of the public must verify the accuracy of all entries by, for example,
contacting local law enforcement and local health departments.

Date of Government Version: 09/01/2007
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/19/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/30/2009
Number of Days to Update: 131

Source:  Drug Enforcement Administration
Telephone:  202-307-1000
Last EDR Contact: 03/23/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/22/2009
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

Local Lists of Registered Storage Tanks

CA FID UST:  Facility Inventory Database
The Facility Inventory Database (FID) contains a historical listing of active and inactive underground storage
tank locations from the State Water Resource Control Board. Refer to local/county source for current data.

Date of Government Version: 10/31/1994
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/05/1995
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/29/1995
Number of Days to Update: 24

Source:  California Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  916-341-5851
Last EDR Contact: 12/28/1998
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

UST MENDOCINO:  Mendocino County UST Database
A listing of underground storage tank locations in Mendocino County.

Date of Government Version: 09/23/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/23/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/01/2009
Number of Days to Update: 8

Source:  Department of Public Health
Telephone:  707-463-4466
Last EDR Contact: 09/23/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/21/2009
Data Release Frequency: Varies

HIST UST:  Hazardous Substance Storage Container Database
The Hazardous Substance Storage Container Database is a historical listing of UST sites. Refer to local/county
source for current data.

Date of Government Version: 10/15/1990
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/25/1991
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/12/1991
Number of Days to Update: 18

Source:  State Water Resources Control Board
Telephone:  916-341-5851
Last EDR Contact: 07/26/2001
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned
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SWEEPS UST:  SWEEPS UST Listing
Statewide Environmental Evaluation and Planning System. This underground storage tank listing was updated and
maintained by a company contacted by the SWRCB in the early 1990’s. The listing is no longer updated or maintained.
The local agency is the contact for more information on a site on the SWEEPS list.

Date of Government Version: 06/01/1994
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/07/2005
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/11/2005
Number of Days to Update: 35

Source:  State Water Resources Control Board
Telephone:  N/A
Last EDR Contact: 06/03/2005
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

Local Land Records

LIENS 2:  CERCLA Lien Information
A Federal CERCLA (’Superfund’) lien can exist by operation of law at any site or property at which EPA has spent
Superfund monies. These monies are spent to investigate and address releases and threatened releases of contamination.
CERCLIS provides information as to the identity of these sites and properties.

Date of Government Version: 08/18/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/21/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/21/2009
Number of Days to Update: 31

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  202-564-6023
Last EDR Contact: 08/17/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/16/2009
Data Release Frequency: Varies

LUCIS:  Land Use Control Information System
LUCIS contains records of land use control information pertaining to the former Navy Base Realignment and Closure
properties.

Date of Government Version: 12/09/2005
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/11/2006
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/11/2007
Number of Days to Update: 31

Source:  Department of the Navy
Telephone:  843-820-7326
Last EDR Contact: 09/08/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/07/2009
Data Release Frequency: Varies

LIENS:  Environmental Liens Listing
A listing of property locations with environmental liens for California where DTSC is a lien holder.

Date of Government Version: 08/13/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/14/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/20/2009
Number of Days to Update: 6

Source:  Department of Toxic Substances Control
Telephone:  916-323-3400
Last EDR Contact: 10/19/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

DEED:  Deed Restriction Listing
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Site Mitigation and Brownfields Reuse Program Facility Sites with Deed Restrictions & Hazardous Waste Management
Program Facility Sites with Deed / Land Use Restriction. The DTSC Site Mitigation and Brownfields Reuse Program
(SMBRP) list includes sites cleaned up under the program’s oversight and generally does not include current
or former hazardous waste facilities that required a hazardous waste facility permit. The list represents deed
restrictions that are active. Some sites have multiple deed restrictions. The DTSC Hazardous Waste Management
Program (HWMP) has developed a list of current or former hazardous waste facilities that have a recorded land
use restriction at the local county recorder’s office. The land use restrictions on this list were required by
the DTSC HWMP as a result of the presence of hazardous substances that remain on site after the facility (or
part of the facility) has been closed or cleaned up. The types of land use restriction include deed notice, deed
restriction, or a land use restriction that binds current and future owners.

Date of Government Version: 09/21/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/22/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/13/2009
Number of Days to Update: 21

Source:  Department of Toxic Substances Control
Telephone:  916-323-3400
Last EDR Contact: 12/30/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/28/2009
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

Records of Emergency Release Reports

HMIRS:  Hazardous Materials Information Reporting System
Hazardous Materials Incident Report System. HMIRS contains hazardous material spill incidents reported to DOT.

Date of Government Version: 07/16/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/16/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/21/2009
Number of Days to Update: 67

Source:  U.S. Department of Transportation
Telephone:  202-366-4555
Last EDR Contact: 10/05/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/11/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

CHMIRS:  California Hazardous Material Incident Report System
California Hazardous Material Incident Reporting System. CHMIRS contains information on reported hazardous material
incidents (accidental releases or spills).

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2007
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/09/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 06/20/2008
Number of Days to Update: 42

Source:  Office of Emergency Services
Telephone:  916-845-8400
Last EDR Contact: 08/18/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/16/2009
Data Release Frequency: Varies

LDS:  Land Disposal Sites Listing
The Land Disposal program regulates of waste discharge to land for treatment, storage and disposal in waste management
units.

Date of Government Version: 09/05/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/28/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/13/2009
Number of Days to Update: 15

Source:  State Water Qualilty Control Board
Telephone:  866-480-1028
Last EDR Contact: 09/28/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/04/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

MCS:  Military Cleanup Sites Listing
The State Water Resources Control Board and nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards partner with the Department
of Defense (DoD) through the Defense and State Memorandum of Agreement (DSMOA) to oversee the investigation
and remediation of water quality issues at military facilities.

Date of Government Version: 09/05/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/28/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/13/2009
Number of Days to Update: 15

Source:  State Water Resources Control Board
Telephone:  866-480-1028
Last EDR Contact: 09/28/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/04/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

Other Ascertainable Records
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RCRA-NonGen:  RCRA - Non Generators
RCRAInfo is EPA’s comprehensive information system, providing access to data supporting the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984. The database
includes selective information on sites which generate, transport, store, treat and/or dispose of hazardous waste
as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Non-Generators do not presently generate hazardous
waste.

Date of Government Version: 11/12/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/18/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 03/16/2009
Number of Days to Update: 118

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  (415) 495-8895
Last EDR Contact: 10/07/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/18/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

DOT OPS:  Incident and Accident Data
Department of Transporation, Office of Pipeline Safety Incident and Accident data.

Date of Government Version: 05/14/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/28/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/08/2008
Number of Days to Update: 72

Source:  Department of Transporation, Office of Pipeline Safety
Telephone:  202-366-4595
Last EDR Contact: 08/27/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/23/2009
Data Release Frequency: Varies

DOD:  Department of Defense Sites
This data set consists of federally owned or administered lands, administered by the Department of Defense, that
have any area equal to or greater than 640 acres of the United States, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2005
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/10/2006
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/11/2007
Number of Days to Update: 62

Source:  USGS
Telephone:  703-692-8801
Last EDR Contact: 10/23/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

FUDS:  Formerly Used Defense Sites
The listing includes locations of Formerly Used Defense Sites properties where the US Army Corps of Engineers
is actively working or will take necessary cleanup actions.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2007
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/05/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/23/2008
Number of Days to Update: 18

Source:  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Telephone:  202-528-4285
Last EDR Contact: 09/30/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/28/2009
Data Release Frequency: Varies

CONSENT:  Superfund (CERCLA) Consent Decrees
Major legal settlements that establish responsibility and standards for cleanup at NPL (Superfund) sites. Released
periodically by United States District Courts after settlement by parties to litigation matters.

Date of Government Version: 04/24/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/19/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/21/2009
Number of Days to Update: 125

Source:  Department of Justice, Consent Decree Library
Telephone:  Varies
Last EDR Contact: 10/06/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/18/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

ROD:  Records Of Decision
Record of Decision. ROD documents mandate a permanent remedy at an NPL (Superfund) site containing technical
and health information to aid in the cleanup.

Date of Government Version: 09/01/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/22/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/22/2009
Number of Days to Update: 30

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  703-416-0223
Last EDR Contact: 09/22/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/28/2009
Data Release Frequency: Annually
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UMTRA:  Uranium Mill Tailings Sites
Uranium ore was mined by private companies for federal government use in national defense programs. When the mills
shut down, large piles of the sand-like material (mill tailings) remain after uranium has been extracted from
the ore. Levels of human exposure to radioactive materials from the piles are low; however, in some cases tailings
were used as construction materials before the potential health hazards of the tailings were recognized.

Date of Government Version: 01/05/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/07/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 05/08/2009
Number of Days to Update: 1

Source:  Department of Energy
Telephone:  505-845-0011
Last EDR Contact: 09/14/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/14/2009
Data Release Frequency: Varies

MINES:  Mines Master Index File
Contains all mine identification numbers issued for mines active or opened since 1971. The data also includes
violation information.

Date of Government Version: 05/28/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 06/23/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/21/2009
Number of Days to Update: 90

Source:  Department of Labor, Mine Safety and Health Administration
Telephone:  303-231-5959
Last EDR Contact: 09/18/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/21/2009
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

TRIS:  Toxic Chemical Release Inventory System
Toxic Release Inventory System. TRIS identifies facilities which release toxic chemicals to the air, water and
land in reportable quantities under SARA Title III Section 313.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2007
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/09/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 06/17/2009
Number of Days to Update: 69

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  202-566-0250
Last EDR Contact: 09/14/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/14/2009
Data Release Frequency: Annually

TSCA:  Toxic Substances Control Act
Toxic Substances Control Act. TSCA identifies manufacturers and importers of chemical substances included on the
TSCA Chemical Substance Inventory list. It includes data on the production volume of these substances by plant
site.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2002
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/14/2006
Date Made Active in Reports: 05/30/2006
Number of Days to Update: 46

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  202-260-5521
Last EDR Contact: 10/07/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/11/2010
Data Release Frequency: Every 4 Years

FTTS:  FIFRA/ TSCA Tracking System - FIFRA (Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, & Rodenticide Act)/TSCA (Toxic Substances Control Act)
FTTS tracks administrative cases and pesticide enforcement actions and compliance activities related to FIFRA,
TSCA and EPCRA (Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act). To maintain currency, EDR contacts the
Agency on a quarterly basis.

Date of Government Version: 04/09/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/16/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 05/11/2009
Number of Days to Update: 25

Source:  EPA/Office of Prevention, Pesticides and Toxic Substances
Telephone:  202-566-1667
Last EDR Contact: 09/10/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/14/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

FTTS INSP:  FIFRA/ TSCA Tracking System - FIFRA (Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, & Rodenticide Act)/TSCA (Toxic Substances Control Act)
A listing of FIFRA/TSCA Tracking System (FTTS) inspections and enforcements.

Date of Government Version: 04/09/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/16/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 05/11/2009
Number of Days to Update: 25

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  202-566-1667
Last EDR Contact: 09/10/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/14/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly
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HIST FTTS:  FIFRA/TSCA Tracking System Administrative Case Listing
A complete administrative case listing from the FIFRA/TSCA Tracking System (FTTS) for all ten EPA regions. The
information was obtained from the National Compliance Database (NCDB). NCDB supports the implementation of FIFRA
(Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act) and TSCA (Toxic Substances Control Act). Some EPA regions
are now closing out records. Because of that, and the fact that some EPA regions are not providing EPA Headquarters
with updated records, it was decided to create a HIST FTTS database. It included records that may not be included
in the newer FTTS database updates. This database is no longer updated.

Date of Government Version: 10/19/2006
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 03/01/2007
Date Made Active in Reports: 04/10/2007
Number of Days to Update: 40

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  202-564-2501
Last EDR Contact: 12/17/2007
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/17/2008
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

HIST FTTS INSP:  FIFRA/TSCA Tracking System Inspection & Enforcement Case Listing
A complete inspection and enforcement case listing from the FIFRA/TSCA Tracking System (FTTS) for all ten EPA
regions. The information was obtained from the National Compliance Database (NCDB). NCDB supports the implementation
of FIFRA (Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act) and TSCA (Toxic Substances Control Act). Some
EPA regions are now closing out records. Because of that, and the fact that some EPA regions are not providing
EPA Headquarters with updated records, it was decided to create a HIST FTTS database. It included records that
may not be included in the newer FTTS database updates. This database is no longer updated.

Date of Government Version: 10/19/2006
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 03/01/2007
Date Made Active in Reports: 04/10/2007
Number of Days to Update: 40

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  202-564-2501
Last EDR Contact: 12/17/2008
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/17/2008
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

SSTS:  Section 7 Tracking Systems
Section 7 of the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act, as amended (92 Stat. 829) requires all
registered pesticide-producing establishments to submit a report to the Environmental Protection Agency by March
1st each year. Each establishment must report the types and amounts of pesticides, active ingredients and devices
being produced, and those having been produced and sold or distributed in the past year.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2007
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/19/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/21/2009
Number of Days to Update: 125

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  202-564-4203
Last EDR Contact: 09/29/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/11/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

ICIS:  Integrated Compliance Information System
The Integrated Compliance Information System (ICIS) supports the information needs of the national enforcement
and compliance program as well as the unique needs of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
program.

Date of Government Version: 08/21/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/27/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/22/2009
Number of Days to Update: 56

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  202-564-5088
Last EDR Contact: 09/28/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/11/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

PADS:  PCB Activity Database System
PCB Activity Database. PADS Identifies generators, transporters, commercial storers and/or brokers and disposers
of PCB’s who are required to notify the EPA of such activities.

Date of Government Version: 05/27/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/05/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/29/2009
Number of Days to Update: 55

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  202-566-0500
Last EDR Contact: 10/21/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually
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MLTS:  Material Licensing Tracking System
MLTS is maintained by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and contains a list of approximately 8,100 sites which
possess or use radioactive materials and which are subject to NRC licensing requirements. To maintain currency,
EDR contacts the Agency on a quarterly basis.

Date of Government Version: 07/06/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/13/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/21/2009
Number of Days to Update: 70

Source:  Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Telephone:  301-415-7169
Last EDR Contact: 09/21/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/28/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

RADINFO:  Radiation Information Database
The Radiation Information Database (RADINFO) contains information about facilities that are regulated by U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulations for radiation and radioactivity.

Date of Government Version: 07/28/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/28/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/21/2009
Number of Days to Update: 55

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  202-343-9775
Last EDR Contact: 10/16/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/25/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

FINDS:  Facility Index System/Facility Registry System
Facility Index System. FINDS contains both facility information and ’pointers’ to other sources that contain more
detail. EDR includes the following FINDS databases in this report: PCS (Permit Compliance System), AIRS (Aerometric
Information Retrieval System), DOCKET (Enforcement Docket used to manage and track information on civil judicial
enforcement cases for all environmental statutes), FURS (Federal Underground Injection Control), C-DOCKET (Criminal
Docket System used to track criminal enforcement actions for all environmental statutes), FFIS (Federal Facilities
Information System), STATE (State Environmental Laws and Statutes), and PADS (PCB Activity Data System).

Date of Government Version: 07/23/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/28/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/21/2009
Number of Days to Update: 55

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  (415) 947-8000
Last EDR Contact: 09/18/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/28/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

RAATS:  RCRA Administrative Action Tracking System
RCRA Administration Action Tracking System. RAATS contains records based on enforcement actions issued under RCRA
pertaining to major violators and includes administrative and civil actions brought by the EPA. For administration
actions after September 30, 1995, data entry in the RAATS database was discontinued. EPA will retain a copy of
the database for historical records. It was necessary to terminate RAATS because a decrease in agency resources
made it impossible to continue to update the information contained in the database.

Date of Government Version: 04/17/1995
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/03/1995
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/07/1995
Number of Days to Update: 35

Source:  EPA
Telephone:  202-564-4104
Last EDR Contact: 06/02/2008
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 09/01/2008
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

BRS:  Biennial Reporting System
The Biennial Reporting System is a national system administered by the EPA that collects data on the generation
and management of hazardous waste. BRS captures detailed data from two groups: Large Quantity Generators (LQG)
and Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2007
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/19/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 05/22/2009
Number of Days to Update: 92

Source:  EPA/NTIS
Telephone:  800-424-9346
Last EDR Contact: 09/09/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/07/2009
Data Release Frequency: Biennially
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CA BOND EXP. PLAN:  Bond Expenditure Plan
Department of Health Services developed a site-specific expenditure plan as the basis for an appropriation of
Hazardous Substance Cleanup Bond Act funds. It is not updated.

Date of Government Version: 01/01/1989
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/27/1994
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/02/1994
Number of Days to Update: 6

Source:  Department of Health Services
Telephone:  916-255-2118
Last EDR Contact: 05/31/1994
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

NPDES:  NPDES Permits Listing
A listing of NPDES permits, including stormwater.

Date of Government Version: 08/31/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/04/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/18/2009
Number of Days to Update: 14

Source:  State Water Resources Control Board
Telephone:  916-445-9379
Last EDR Contact: 09/04/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/07/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

CA WDS:  Waste Discharge System
Sites which have been issued waste discharge requirements.

Date of Government Version: 06/19/2007
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 06/20/2007
Date Made Active in Reports: 06/29/2007
Number of Days to Update: 9

Source:  State Water Resources Control Board
Telephone:  916-341-5227
Last EDR Contact: 06/15/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 09/14/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

CORTESE:  "Cortese" Hazardous Waste & Substances Sites List
The sites for the list are designated by the State Water Resource Control Board (LUST), the Integrated Waste
Board (SWF/LS), and the Department of Toxic Substances Control (Cal-Sites). This listing is no longer updated
by the state agency.

Date of Government Version: 10/06/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/07/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/13/2009
Number of Days to Update: 6

Source:  CAL EPA/Office of Emergency Information
Telephone:  916-323-3400
Last EDR Contact: 10/07/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/18/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

HIST CORTESE:  Hazardous Waste & Substance Site List
The sites for the list are designated by the State Water Resource Control Board [LUST], the Integrated Waste Board
[SWF/LS], and the Department of Toxic Substances Control [CALSITES].

Date of Government Version: 04/01/2001
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/22/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 04/08/2009
Number of Days to Update: 76

Source:  Department of Toxic Substances Control
Telephone:  916-323-3400
Last EDR Contact: 01/22/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

NOTIFY 65:  Proposition 65 Records
Proposition 65 Notification Records. NOTIFY 65 contains facility notifications about any release which could impact
drinking water and thereby expose the public to a potential health risk.

Date of Government Version: 10/21/1993
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/01/1993
Date Made Active in Reports: 11/19/1993
Number of Days to Update: 18

Source:  State Water Resources Control Board
Telephone:  916-445-3846
Last EDR Contact: 09/28/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/11/2010
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned
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DRYCLEANERS:  Cleaner Facilities
A list of drycleaner related facilities that have EPA ID numbers. These are facilities with certain SIC codes:
power laundries, family and commercial; garment pressing and cleaner’s agents; linen supply; coin-operated laundries
and cleaning; drycleaning plants, except rugs; carpet and upholster cleaning; industrial launderers; laundry and
garment services.

Date of Government Version: 09/22/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/23/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/13/2009
Number of Days to Update: 20

Source:  Department of Toxic Substance Control
Telephone:  916-327-4498
Last EDR Contact: 09/18/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/28/2009
Data Release Frequency: Annually

WIP:  Well Investigation Program Case List
Well Investigation Program case in the San Gabriel and San Fernando Valley area.

Date of Government Version: 07/03/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/21/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/03/2009
Number of Days to Update: 13

Source:  Los Angeles Water Quality Control Board
Telephone:  213-576-6726
Last EDR Contact: 10/15/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/18/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

HAZNET:  Facility and Manifest Data
Facility and Manifest Data. The data is extracted from the copies of hazardous waste manifests received each year
by the DTSC. The annual volume of manifests is typically 700,000 - 1,000,000 annually, representing approximately
350,000 - 500,000 shipments. Data are from the manifests submitted without correction, and therefore many contain
some invalid values for data elements such as generator ID, TSD ID, waste category, and disposal method.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2007
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/17/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 04/08/2009
Number of Days to Update: 50

Source:  California Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  916-255-1136
Last EDR Contact: 10/21/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

EMI:  Emissions Inventory Data
Toxics and criteria pollutant emissions data collected by the ARB and local air pollution agencies.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2007
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/14/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 07/23/2009
Number of Days to Update: 9

Source:  California Air Resources Board
Telephone:  916-322-2990
Last EDR Contact: 10/08/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/11/2010
Data Release Frequency: Varies

INDIAN RESERV:  Indian Reservations
This map layer portrays Indian administered lands of the United States that have any area equal to or greater
than 640 acres.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2005
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/08/2006
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/11/2007
Number of Days to Update: 34

Source:  USGS
Telephone:  202-208-3710
Last EDR Contact: 10/23/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

SCRD DRYCLEANERS:  State Coalition for Remediation of Drycleaners Listing
The State Coalition for Remediation of Drycleaners was established in 1998, with support from the U.S. EPA Office
of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation. It is comprised of representatives of states with established
drycleaner remediation programs. Currently the member states are Alabama, Connecticut, Florida, Illinois, Kansas,
Minnesota, Missouri, North Carolina, Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Wisconsin.

Date of Government Version: 09/09/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/09/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/22/2009
Number of Days to Update: 43

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  615-532-8599
Last EDR Contact: 09/08/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/09/2009
Data Release Frequency: Varies
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FEDLAND:  Federal and Indian Lands
Federally and Indian administrated lands of the United States. Lands included are administrated by: Army Corps
of Engineers, Bureau of Reclamation, National Wild and Scenic River, National Wildlife Refuge, Public Domain Land,
Wilderness, Wilderness Study Area, Wildlife Management Area, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Bureau of Land Management,
Department of Justice, Forest Service, Fish and Wildlife Service, National Park Service.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2005
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/06/2006
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/11/2007
Number of Days to Update: 339

Source:  U.S. Geological Survey
Telephone:  888-275-8747
Last EDR Contact: 10/23/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Data Release Frequency: N/A

PCB TRANSFORMER:  PCB Transformer Registration Database
The database of PCB transformer registrations that includes all PCB registration submittals.

Date of Government Version: 01/01/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/18/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 05/29/2009
Number of Days to Update: 100

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency
Telephone:  202-566-0517
Last EDR Contact: 08/21/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/16/2009
Data Release Frequency: Varies

EDR PROPRIETARY RECORDS

EDR Proprietary Records

Manufactured Gas Plants:  EDR Proprietary Manufactured Gas Plants
The EDR Proprietary Manufactured Gas Plant Database includes records of coal gas plants (manufactured gas plants)
compiled by EDR’s researchers. Manufactured gas sites were used in the United States from the 1800’s to 1950’s
to produce a gas that could be distributed and used as fuel. These plants used whale oil, rosin, coal, or a mixture
of coal, oil, and water that also produced a significant amount of waste. Many of the byproducts of the gas production,
such as coal tar (oily waste containing volatile and non-volatile chemicals), sludges, oils and other compounds
are potentially hazardous to human health and the environment. The byproduct from this process was frequently
disposed of directly at the plant site and can remain or spread slowly, serving as a continuous source of soil
and groundwater contamination.

Date of Government Version: N/A
Date Data Arrived at EDR: N/A
Date Made Active in Reports: N/A
Number of Days to Update: N/A

Source:  EDR, Inc.
Telephone:  N/A
Last EDR Contact: N/A
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

COUNTY RECORDS

ALAMEDA COUNTY:

Contaminated Sites
A listing of contaminated sites overseen by the Toxic Release Program (oil and groundwater contamination from
chemical releases and spills) and the Leaking Underground Storage Tank Program (soil and ground water contamination
from leaking petroleum USTs).

Date of Government Version: 07/20/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/20/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/03/2009
Number of Days to Update: 14

Source:  Alameda County Environmental Health Services
Telephone:  510-567-6700
Last EDR Contact: 10/05/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/18/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

Underground Tanks
Underground storage tank sites located in Alameda county.

Date of Government Version: 07/20/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/20/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 07/31/2009
Number of Days to Update: 11

Source:  Alameda County Environmental Health Services
Telephone:  510-567-6700
Last EDR Contact: 10/05/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/18/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY:
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Site List
List includes sites from the underground tank, hazardous waste generator and business plan/2185 programs.

Date of Government Version: 09/01/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/02/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/18/2009
Number of Days to Update: 16

Source:  Contra Costa Health Services Department
Telephone:  925-646-2286
Last EDR Contact: 08/26/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/23/2009
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

FRESNO COUNTY:

CUPA Resources List
Certified Unified Program Agency. CUPA’s are responsible for implementing a unified hazardous materials and hazardous
waste management regulatory program. The agency provides oversight of businesses that deal with hazardous materials,
operate underground storage tanks or aboveground storage tanks.

Date of Government Version: 07/21/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/23/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/03/2009
Number of Days to Update: 11

Source:  Dept. of Community Health
Telephone:  559-445-3271
Last EDR Contact: 10/16/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

KERN COUNTY:

Underground Storage Tank Sites & Tank Listing
Kern County Sites and Tanks Listing.

Date of Government Version: 09/18/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/18/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/01/2009
Number of Days to Update: 13

Source:  Kern County Environment Health Services Department
Telephone:  661-862-8700
Last EDR Contact: 09/18/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/30/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

LOS ANGELES COUNTY:

San Gabriel Valley Areas of Concern
San Gabriel Valley areas where VOC contamination is at or above the MCL as designated by region 9 EPA office.

Date of Government Version: 03/30/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 03/31/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/23/2009
Number of Days to Update: 206

Source:  EPA Region 9
Telephone:  415-972-3178
Last EDR Contact: 09/28/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/11/2010
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

HMS: Street Number List
Industrial Waste and Underground Storage Tank Sites.

Date of Government Version: 05/28/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/13/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/20/2009
Number of Days to Update: 7

Source:  Department of Public Works
Telephone:  626-458-3517
Last EDR Contact: 10/19/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

List of Solid Waste Facilities
Solid Waste Facilities in Los Angeles County.
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Date of Government Version: 08/10/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/17/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/20/2009
Number of Days to Update: 3

Source:  La County Department of Public Works
Telephone:  818-458-5185
Last EDR Contact: 08/10/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/09/2009
Data Release Frequency: Varies

City of Los Angeles Landfills
Landfills owned and maintained by the City of Los Angeles.

Date of Government Version: 03/05/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 03/10/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 04/08/2009
Number of Days to Update: 29

Source:  Engineering & Construction Division
Telephone:  213-473-7869
Last EDR Contact: 09/08/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/07/2009
Data Release Frequency: Varies

Site Mitigation List
Industrial sites that have had some sort of spill or complaint.

Date of Government Version: 02/11/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/23/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 05/11/2009
Number of Days to Update: 18

Source:  Community Health Services
Telephone:  323-890-7806
Last EDR Contact: 10/23/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02/08/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

City of El Segundo Underground Storage Tank
Underground storage tank sites located in El Segundo city.

Date of Government Version: 08/10/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/17/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/27/2009
Number of Days to Update: 10

Source:  City of El Segundo Fire Department
Telephone:  310-524-2236
Last EDR Contact: 08/10/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/09/2009
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

City of Long Beach Underground Storage Tank
Underground storage tank sites located in the city of Long Beach.

Date of Government Version: 03/28/2003
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/23/2003
Date Made Active in Reports: 11/26/2003
Number of Days to Update: 34

Source:  City of Long Beach Fire Department
Telephone:  562-570-2563
Last EDR Contact: 08/17/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/16/2009
Data Release Frequency: Annually

City of Torrance Underground Storage Tank
Underground storage tank sites located in the city of Torrance.

Date of Government Version: 06/12/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/31/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/04/2009
Number of Days to Update: 4

Source:  City of Torrance Fire Department
Telephone:  310-618-2973
Last EDR Contact: 10/19/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

MARIN COUNTY:

Underground Storage Tank Sites
Currently permitted USTs in Marin County.

Date of Government Version: 08/04/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/18/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/27/2009
Number of Days to Update: 9

Source:  Public Works Department Waste Management
Telephone:  415-499-6647
Last EDR Contact: 10/13/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/25/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

NAPA COUNTY:
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Sites With Reported Contamination
A listing of leaking underground storage tank sites located in Napa county.

Date of Government Version: 07/09/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/09/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 07/31/2008
Number of Days to Update: 22

Source:  Napa County Department of Environmental Management
Telephone:  707-253-4269
Last EDR Contact: 09/14/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/21/2009
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

Closed and Operating Underground Storage Tank Sites
Underground storage tank sites located in Napa county.

Date of Government Version: 01/15/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/16/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/08/2008
Number of Days to Update: 23

Source:  Napa County Department of Environmental Management
Telephone:  707-253-4269
Last EDR Contact: 09/14/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/21/2009
Data Release Frequency: Annually

ORANGE COUNTY:

List of Industrial Site Cleanups
Petroleum and non-petroleum spills.

Date of Government Version: 07/01/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/31/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/18/2009
Number of Days to Update: 18

Source:  Health Care Agency
Telephone:  714-834-3446
Last EDR Contact: 08/28/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/30/2009
Data Release Frequency: Annually

List of Underground Storage Tank Cleanups
Orange County Underground Storage Tank Cleanups (LUST).

Date of Government Version: 08/13/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/04/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/18/2009
Number of Days to Update: 14

Source:  Health Care Agency
Telephone:  714-834-3446
Last EDR Contact: 08/31/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/30/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

List of Underground Storage Tank Facilities
Orange County Underground Storage Tank Facilities (UST).

Date of Government Version: 08/05/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/31/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/04/2009
Number of Days to Update: 4

Source:  Health Care Agency
Telephone:  714-834-3446
Last EDR Contact: 12/02/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/30/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

PLACER COUNTY:

Master List of Facilities
List includes aboveground tanks, underground tanks and cleanup sites.

Date of Government Version: 07/15/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/16/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 07/23/2009
Number of Days to Update: 7

Source:  Placer County Health and Human Services
Telephone:  530-889-7312
Last EDR Contact: 06/28/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 09/28/2009
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

RIVERSIDE COUNTY:
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Listing of Underground Tank Cleanup Sites
Riverside County Underground Storage Tank Cleanup Sites (LUST).

Date of Government Version: 08/24/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/26/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/18/2009
Number of Days to Update: 23

Source:  Department of Public Health
Telephone:  951-358-5055
Last EDR Contact: 09/28/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/11/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

Underground Storage Tank Tank List
Underground storage tank sites located in Riverside county.

Date of Government Version: 08/24/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/26/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/16/2009
Number of Days to Update: 21

Source:  Health Services Agency
Telephone:  951-358-5055
Last EDR Contact: 09/28/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/11/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

SACRAMENTO COUNTY:

Toxic Site Clean-Up List
List of sites where unauthorized releases of potentially hazardous materials have occurred. 

Date of Government Version: 06/04/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/28/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/03/2009
Number of Days to Update: 6

Source:  Sacramento County Environmental Management
Telephone:  916-875-8406
Last EDR Contact: 10/16/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/25/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

Master Hazardous Materials Facility List
Any business that has hazardous materials on site - hazardous material storage sites, underground storage tanks,
waste generators.

Date of Government Version: 06/04/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/28/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/03/2009
Number of Days to Update: 6

Source:  Sacramento County Environmental Management
Telephone:  916-875-8406
Last EDR Contact: 10/16/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/25/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY:

Hazardous Material Permits
This listing includes underground storage tanks, medical waste handlers/generators, hazardous materials handlers,
hazardous waste generators, and waste oil generators/handlers.

Date of Government Version: 09/18/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/21/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/13/2009
Number of Days to Update: 22

Source:  San Bernardino County Fire Department Hazardous Materials Division
Telephone:  909-387-3041
Last EDR Contact: 08/31/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/30/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

SAN DIEGO COUNTY:

Hazardous Materials Management Division Database
The database includes: HE58 - This report contains the business name, site address, business phone number, establishment
’H’ permit number, type of permit, and the business status. HE17 - In addition to providing the same information
provided in the HE58 listing, HE17 provides inspection dates, violations received by the establishment, hazardous
waste generated, the quantity, method of storage, treatment/disposal of waste and the hauler, and information
on underground storage tanks. Unauthorized Release List - Includes a summary of environmental contamination cases
in San Diego County (underground tank cases, non-tank cases, groundwater contamination, and soil contamination
are included.)
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Date of Government Version: 07/16/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/29/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 11/26/2008
Number of Days to Update: 28

Source:  Hazardous Materials Management Division
Telephone:  619-338-2268
Last EDR Contact: 09/24/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/28/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

Solid Waste Facilities
San Diego County Solid Waste Facilities.

Date of Government Version: 11/01/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/23/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/27/2009
Number of Days to Update: 35

Source:  Department of Health Services
Telephone:  619-338-2209
Last EDR Contact: 08/17/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/16/2009
Data Release Frequency: Varies

Environmental Case Listing
The listing contains all underground tank release cases and projects pertaining to properties contaminated with
hazardous substances that are actively under review by the Site Assessment and Mitigation Program.

Date of Government Version: 08/18/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/22/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/13/2009
Number of Days to Update: 21

Source:  San Diego County Department of Environmental Health
Telephone:  619-338-2371
Last EDR Contact: 09/22/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/28/2009
Data Release Frequency: Varies

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY:

Local Oversite Facilities
A listing of leaking underground storage tank sites located in San Francisco county.

Date of Government Version: 09/19/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/19/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/29/2008
Number of Days to Update: 10

Source:  Department Of Public Health San Francisco County
Telephone:  415-252-3920
Last EDR Contact: 08/31/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/30/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

Underground Storage Tank Information
Underground storage tank sites located in San Francisco county.

Date of Government Version: 09/19/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/19/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/01/2008
Number of Days to Update: 12

Source:  Department of Public Health
Telephone:  415-252-3920
Last EDR Contact: 09/14/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/30/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY:

San Joaquin Co. UST
A listing of underground storage tank locations in San Joaquin county.

Date of Government Version: 08/21/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/21/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/27/2009
Number of Days to Update: 6

Source:  Environmental Health Department
Telephone:  N/A
Last EDR Contact: 09/28/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/11/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

SAN MATEO COUNTY:
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Business Inventory
List includes Hazardous Materials Business Plan, hazardous waste generators, and underground storage tanks.

Date of Government Version: 07/27/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/28/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/03/2009
Number of Days to Update: 6

Source:  San Mateo County Environmental Health Services Division
Telephone:  650-363-1921
Last EDR Contact: 09/23/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/04/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

Fuel Leak List
A listing of leaking underground storage tank sites located in San Mateo county.

Date of Government Version: 04/07/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/07/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 05/11/2009
Number of Days to Update: 34

Source:  San Mateo County Environmental Health Services Division
Telephone:  650-363-1921
Last EDR Contact: 09/23/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/04/2010
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

SANTA CLARA COUNTY:

HIST LUST - Fuel Leak Site Activity Report
A listing of open and closed leaking underground storage tanks. This listing is no longer updated by the county.
Leaking underground storage tanks are now handled by the Department of Environmental Health.

Date of Government Version: 03/29/2005
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 03/30/2005
Date Made Active in Reports: 04/21/2005
Number of Days to Update: 22

Source:  Santa Clara Valley Water District
Telephone:  408-265-2600
Last EDR Contact: 03/23/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/22/2009
Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned

LOP Listing
A listing of leaking underground storage tanks located in Santa Clara county.

Date of Government Version: 05/29/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 06/01/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 06/15/2009
Number of Days to Update: 14

Source:  Department of Environmental Health
Telephone:  408-918-3417
Last EDR Contact: 09/23/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/21/2009
Data Release Frequency: Varies

Hazardous Material Facilities
Hazardous material facilities, including underground storage tank sites.

Date of Government Version: 08/31/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/31/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/18/2009
Number of Days to Update: 18

Source:  City of San Jose Fire Department
Telephone:  408-277-4659
Last EDR Contact: 08/31/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/30/2009
Data Release Frequency: Annually

SOLANO COUNTY:

Leaking Underground Storage Tanks
A listing of leaking underground storage tank sites located in Solano county.

Date of Government Version: 09/21/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/25/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/13/2009
Number of Days to Update: 18

Source:  Solano County Department of Environmental Management
Telephone:  707-784-6770
Last EDR Contact: 09/14/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/21/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly
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Underground Storage Tanks
Underground storage tank sites located in Solano county.

Date of Government Version: 09/21/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/28/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/22/2009
Number of Days to Update: 24

Source:  Solano County Department of Environmental Management
Telephone:  707-784-6770
Last EDR Contact: 09/14/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/21/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

SONOMA COUNTY:

Leaking Underground Storage Tank Sites
A listing of leaking underground storage tank sites located in Sonoma county.

Date of Government Version: 10/05/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/06/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/13/2009
Number of Days to Update: 7

Source:  Department of Health Services
Telephone:  707-565-6565
Last EDR Contact: 10/05/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/18/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

SUTTER COUNTY:

Underground Storage Tanks
Underground storage tank sites located in Sutter county.

Date of Government Version: 04/01/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/02/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 04/09/2009
Number of Days to Update: 7

Source:  Sutter County Department of Agriculture
Telephone:  530-822-7500
Last EDR Contact: 09/18/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/28/2009
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually

VENTURA COUNTY:

Business Plan, Hazardous Waste Producers, and Operating Underground Tanks
The BWT list indicates by site address whether the Environmental Health Division has Business Plan (B), Waste
Producer (W), and/or Underground Tank (T) information.

Date of Government Version: 08/28/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/08/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/18/2009
Number of Days to Update: 10

Source:  Ventura County Environmental Health Division
Telephone:  805-654-2813
Last EDR Contact: 09/04/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/07/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

Inventory of Illegal Abandoned and Inactive Sites
Ventura County Inventory of Closed, Illegal Abandoned, and Inactive Sites.

Date of Government Version: 08/01/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/05/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/13/2009
Number of Days to Update: 8

Source:  Environmental Health Division
Telephone:  805-654-2813
Last EDR Contact: 09/28/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/30/2009
Data Release Frequency: Annually

Listing of Underground Tank Cleanup Sites
Ventura County Underground Storage Tank Cleanup Sites (LUST).

Date of Government Version: 05/29/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 06/24/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 07/31/2008
Number of Days to Update: 37

Source:  Environmental Health Division
Telephone:  805-654-2813
Last EDR Contact: 09/04/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/07/2009
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

TC2622183.9s     Page GR-30

GOVERNMENT RECORDS SEARCHED / DATA CURRENCY TRACKING



Underground Tank Closed Sites List
Ventura County Operating Underground Storage Tank Sites (UST)/Underground Tank Closed Sites List.

Date of Government Version: 08/26/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/28/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/22/2009
Number of Days to Update: 24

Source:  Environmental Health Division
Telephone:  805-654-2813
Last EDR Contact: 09/28/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/04/2010
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly

YOLO COUNTY:

Underground Storage Tank Comprehensive Facility Report
Underground storage tank sites located in Yolo county.

Date of Government Version: 07/22/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/04/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/16/2009
Number of Days to Update: 12

Source:  Yolo County Department of Health
Telephone:  530-666-8646
Last EDR Contact: 10/13/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/11/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

OTHER DATABASE(S)

Depending on the geographic area covered by this report, the data provided in these specialty databases may or may not be
complete.  For example, the existence of wetlands information data in a specific report does not mean that all wetlands in the
area covered by the report are included.  Moreover, the absence of any reported wetlands information does not necessarily
mean that wetlands do not exist in the area covered by the report.

CT MANIFEST:  Hazardous Waste Manifest Data
Facility and manifest data. Manifest is a document that lists and tracks hazardous waste from the generator through
transporters to a tsd facility.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2007
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/26/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/11/2009
Number of Days to Update: 16

Source:  Department of Environmental Protection
Telephone:  860-424-3375
Last EDR Contact: 09/09/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/07/2009
Data Release Frequency: Annually

NJ MANIFEST:  Manifest Information
Hazardous waste manifest information.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/05/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 05/22/2009
Number of Days to Update: 17

Source:  Department of Environmental Protection
Telephone:  N/A
Last EDR Contact: 10/20/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02/01/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

NY MANIFEST:  Facility and Manifest Data
Manifest is a document that lists and tracks hazardous waste from the generator through transporters to a TSD
facility.

Date of Government Version: 07/28/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/27/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/21/2009
Number of Days to Update: 25

Source:  Department of Environmental Conservation
Telephone:  518-402-8651
Last EDR Contact: 08/27/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/23/2009
Data Release Frequency: Annually
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PA MANIFEST:  Manifest Information
Hazardous waste manifest information.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2007
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/11/2008
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/02/2008
Number of Days to Update: 21

Source:  Department of Environmental Protection
Telephone:  N/A
Last EDR Contact: 09/08/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/07/2009
Data Release Frequency: Annually

RI MANIFEST:  Manifest information
Hazardous waste manifest information

Date of Government Version: 06/01/2009
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 06/12/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 06/29/2009
Number of Days to Update: 17

Source:  Department of Environmental Management
Telephone:  401-222-2797
Last EDR Contact: 09/14/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/14/2009
Data Release Frequency: Annually

WI MANIFEST:  Manifest Information
Hazardous waste manifest information.

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2008
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/17/2009
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/10/2009
Number of Days to Update: 24

Source:  Department of Natural Resources
Telephone:  N/A
Last EDR Contact: 09/24/2009
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/04/2010
Data Release Frequency: Annually

Oil/Gas Pipelines: This data was obtained by EDR from the USGS in 1994. It is referred to by USGS as GeoData Digital Line Graphs
from 1:100,000-Scale Maps. It was extracted from the transportation category including some oil, but primarily
gas pipelines.

Electric Power Transmission Line Data
Source: PennWell Corporation
Telephone: (800) 823-6277
This map includes information copyrighted by PennWell Corporation. This information is provided
on a best effort basis and PennWell Corporation does not guarantee its accuracy nor warrant its
fitness for any particular purpose.  Such information has been reprinted with the permission of PennWell.

Sensitive Receptors: There are individuals deemed sensitive receptors due to their fragile immune systems and special sensitivity
to environmental discharges.  These sensitive receptors typically include the elderly, the sick, and children.  While the location of all
sensitive receptors cannot be determined, EDR indicates those buildings and facilities - schools, daycares, hospitals, medical centers,
and nursing homes - where individuals who are sensitive receptors are likely to be located.

AHA Hospitals:
Source: American Hospital Association, Inc.
Telephone: 312-280-5991
The database includes a listing of hospitals based on the American Hospital Association’s annual survey of hospitals.

Medical Centers: Provider of Services Listing
Source: Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services
Telephone: 410-786-3000
A listing of hospitals with Medicare provider number, produced by Centers of Medicare & Medicaid Services,
a federal agency within the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.

Nursing Homes
Source: National Institutes of Health
Telephone: 301-594-6248
Information on Medicare and Medicaid certified nursing homes in the United States.

Public Schools
Source: National Center for Education Statistics
Telephone: 202-502-7300
The National Center for Education Statistics’ primary database on elementary
and secondary public education in the United States.  It is a comprehensive, annual, national statistical
database of all public elementary and secondary schools and school districts, which contains data that are
comparable across all states.
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Private Schools
Source: National Center for Education Statistics
Telephone: 202-502-7300
The National Center for Education Statistics’ primary database on private school locations in the United States. 

Daycare Centers: Licensed Facilities
Source: Department of Social Services
Telephone: 916-657-4041

Flood Zone Data: This data, available in select counties across the country, was obtained by EDR in 1999 from the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).  Data depicts 100-year and 500-year flood zones as defined by FEMA.

NWI: National Wetlands Inventory.  This data, available in select counties across the country, was obtained by EDR
in 2002 and 2005 from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

STREET AND ADDRESS INFORMATION

© 2009 Tele Atlas North America, Inc. All rights reserved.  This material is proprietary and the subject of copyright protection
and other intellectual property rights owned by or licensed to Tele Atlas North America, Inc.  The use of this material is subject
to the terms of a license agreement.  You will be held liable for any unauthorized copying or disclosure of this material.
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APPENDIX D 
HISTORICAL AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS 



The EDR Aerial Photo Decade Package

818 Lakeport Boulevard Site

818 Lakeport Boulevard

Lakeport, CA 95453

Inquiry Number: 2622183.5

October 27, 2009



EDR Aerial Photo Decade Package

Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR) Aerial Photo Decade Package is a screening tool designed to assist
environmental professionals in evaluating potential liability on a target property resulting from past activities. EDRs
professional researchers provide digitally reproduced historical aerial photographs, and when available, provide one photo
per decade.

When delivered electronically by EDR, the aerial photo images included with this report are for ONE TIME USE
ONLY. Further reproduction of these aerial photo images is prohibited without permission from EDR. For more
information contact your EDR Account Executive.

Thank you for your business.
Please contact EDR at 1-800-352-0050

with any questions or comments.

Disclaimer - Copyright and Trademark Notice

This Report contains certain information obtained from a variety of public and other sources reasonably available to Environmental Data Resources, Inc.
It cannot be concluded from this Report that coverage information for the target and surrounding properties does not exist from other sources. NO
WARRANTY EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED, IS MADE WHATSOEVER IN CONNECTION WITH THIS REPORT. ENVIRONMENTAL DATA
RESOURCES, INC. SPECIFICALLY DISCLAIMS THE MAKING OF ANY SUCH WARRANTIES, INCLUDING WITHOUT LIMITATION,
MERCHANTABILITY OR FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR USE OR PURPOSE. ALL RISK IS ASSUMED BY THE USER. IN NO EVENT SHALL
ENVIRONMENTAL DATA RESOURCES, INC. BE LIABLE TO ANYONE, WHETHER ARISING OUT OF ERRORS OR OMISSIONS, NEGLIGENCE,
ACCIDENT OR ANY OTHER CAUSE, FOR ANY LOSS OF DAMAGE, INCLUDING, WITHOUT LIMITATION, SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL,
CONSEQUENTIAL, OR EXEMPLARY DAMAGES. ANY LIABILITY ON THE PART OF ENVIRONMENTAL DATA RESOURCES, INC. IS STRICTLY
LIMITED TO A REFUND OF THE AMOUNT PAID FOR THIS REPORT. Purchaser accepts this Report AS IS. Any analyses, estimates, ratings,
environmental risk levels or risk codes provided in this Report are provided for illustrative purposes only, and are not intended to provide, nor should they
be interpreted as providing any facts regarding, or prediction or forecast of, any environmental risk for any property. Only a Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment performed by an environmental professional can provide information regarding the environmental risk for any property. Additionally, the
information provided in this Report is not to be construed as legal advice.

Copyright 2009 by Environmental Data Resources, Inc. All rights reserved. Reproduction in any media or format, in whole or in part, of any report or map
of Environmental Data Resources, Inc., or its affiliates, is prohibited without prior written permission.

EDR and its logos (including Sanborn and Sanborn Map) are trademarks of Environmental Data Resources, Inc. or its affiliates. All other trademarks
used herein are the property of their respective owners.



Date EDR Searched Historical Sources:
Aerial Photography	October 27, 2009

Target Property:
818 Lakeport Boulevard

Lakeport, CA 95453

Year Scale Details Source

1952 Aerial Photograph. Scale: 1"=555' Flight Year: 1952 Southwestern

1972 Aerial Photograph. Scale: 1"=333' Flight Year: 1972 CH2M Hill

1987 Aerial Photograph. Scale: 1"=666' Flight Year: 1987 USGS

1993 Aerial Photograph. Scale: 1"=666' Flight Year: 1993 USGS

1998 Aerial Photograph. Scale: 1"=666' Flight Year: 1998 USGS

2005 Aerial Photograph. 1" = 604' Flight Year: 2005 EDR

2622183.5
2



INQUIRY #:

YEAR:

2622183.5

1952

 = 555'



INQUIRY #:

YEAR:

2622183.5

1972

 = 333'



INQUIRY #:

YEAR:

2622183.5

1987

 = 666'



INQUIRY #:

YEAR:

2622183.5

1993

 = 666'



INQUIRY #:

YEAR:

2622183.5

1998

 = 666'



INQUIRY #:

YEAR:

2622183.5

2005

 = 604'
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APPENDIX E 
HISTORICAL TOPOGRAPHIC MAPS 



The EDR Historical Topographic Map Report

818 Lakeport Boulevard Site

818 Lakeport Boulevard

Lakeport, CA 95453

Inquiry Number: 2622183.4

October 26, 2009



EDR Historical Topographic Map Report

Environmental Data Resources, Inc.s (EDR) Historical Topographic Map Report is designed to assist professionals in
evaluating potential liability on a target property resulting from past activities. EDRs Historical Topographic Map Report
includes a search of a collection of public and private color historical topographic maps, dating back to the early 1900s.

Thank you for your business.
Please contact EDR at 1-800-352-0050

with any questions or comments.

Disclaimer - Copyright and Trademark Notice

This Report contains certain information obtained from a variety of public and other sources reasonably available to Environmental Data Resources, Inc.
It cannot be concluded from this Report that coverage information for the target and surrounding properties does not exist from other sources. NO
WARRANTY EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED, IS MADE WHATSOEVER IN CONNECTION WITH THIS REPORT. ENVIRONMENTAL DATA
RESOURCES, INC. SPECIFICALLY DISCLAIMS THE MAKING OF ANY SUCH WARRANTIES, INCLUDING WITHOUT LIMITATION,
MERCHANTABILITY OR FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR USE OR PURPOSE. ALL RISK IS ASSUMED BY THE USER. IN NO EVENT SHALL
ENVIRONMENTAL DATA RESOURCES, INC. BE LIABLE TO ANYONE, WHETHER ARISING OUT OF ERRORS OR OMISSIONS, NEGLIGENCE,
ACCIDENT OR ANY OTHER CAUSE, FOR ANY LOSS OF DAMAGE, INCLUDING, WITHOUT LIMITATION, SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL,
CONSEQUENTIAL, OR EXEMPLARY DAMAGES. ANY LIABILITY ON THE PART OF ENVIRONMENTAL DATA RESOURCES, INC. IS STRICTLY
LIMITED TO A REFUND OF THE AMOUNT PAID FOR THIS REPORT. Purchaser accepts this Report AS IS. Any analyses, estimates, ratings,
environmental risk levels or risk codes provided in this Report are provided for illustrative purposes only, and are not intended to provide, nor should they
be interpreted as providing any facts regarding, or prediction or forecast of, any environmental risk for any property. Only a Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment performed by an environmental professional can provide information regarding the environmental risk for any property. Additionally, the
information provided in this Report is not to be construed as legal advice.

Copyright 2009 by Environmental Data Resources, Inc. All rights reserved. Reproduction in any media or format, in whole or in part, of any report or map
of Environmental Data Resources, Inc., or its affiliates, is prohibited without prior written permission.

EDR and its logos (including Sanborn and Sanborn Map) are trademarks of Environmental Data Resources, Inc. or its affiliates. All other trademarks
used herein are the property of their respective owners.



Historical Topographic Map

→

N
TARGET QUAD
NAME: LAKEPORT
MAP YEAR: 1938

SERIES: 15
SCALE: 1:62500

SITE NAME: 818 Lakeport Boulevard Site
ADDRESS: 818 Lakeport Boulevard

Lakeport, CA 95453
LAT/LONG: 39.0344 / 122.922

CLIENT: URS Corporation
CONTACT: Frank Gegunde
INQUIRY#: 2622183.4
RESEARCH DATE: 10/26/2009



Historical Topographic Map

→

N
TARGET QUAD
NAME: LAKEPORT
MAP YEAR: 1958

SERIES: 7.5
SCALE: 1:24000

SITE NAME: 818 Lakeport Boulevard Site
ADDRESS: 818 Lakeport Boulevard

Lakeport, CA 95453
LAT/LONG: 39.0344 / 122.922

CLIENT: URS Corporation
CONTACT: Frank Gegunde
INQUIRY#: 2622183.4
RESEARCH DATE: 10/26/2009



Historical Topographic Map

→

N
TARGET QUAD
NAME: LAKEPORT
MAP YEAR: 1958

SERIES: 15
SCALE: 1:62500

SITE NAME: 818 Lakeport Boulevard Site
ADDRESS: 818 Lakeport Boulevard

Lakeport, CA 95453
LAT/LONG: 39.0344 / 122.922

CLIENT: URS Corporation
CONTACT: Frank Gegunde
INQUIRY#: 2622183.4
RESEARCH DATE: 10/26/2009



Historical Topographic Map

→

N
TARGET QUAD
NAME: LAKEPORT
MAP YEAR: 1978
PHOTOREVISED FROM:1958
SERIES: 7.5
SCALE: 1:24000

SITE NAME: 818 Lakeport Boulevard Site
ADDRESS: 818 Lakeport Boulevard

Lakeport, CA 95453
LAT/LONG: 39.0344 / 122.922

CLIENT: URS Corporation
CONTACT: Frank Gegunde
INQUIRY#: 2622183.4
RESEARCH DATE: 10/26/2009
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APPENDIX F 
SANBORN FIRE INSURANCE MAPS 



Certified Sanborn® Map Report

818 Lakeport Boulevard Site

818 Lakeport Boulevard

Lakeport, CA 95453

Inquiry Number: 2622183.3

October 23, 2009



Certified Sanborn® Map Report 10/23/09

Site Name:
818 Lakeport Boulevard Site
818 Lakeport Boulevard
Lakeport, CA 95453

Client Name:
URS Corporation
2870 Gateway Oaks Drive
Sacramento, CA 95833

EDR Inquiry # 2622183.3 Contact: Frank Gegunde

The complete Sanborn Library collection has been searched by EDR, and fire insurance maps covering the target
property location provided by URS Corporation were identified for the years listed below. The certified Sanborn Library
search results in this report can be authenticated by visiting www.edrnet.com/sanborn and entering the certification
number. Only Environmental Data Resources Inc. (EDR) is authorized to grant rights for commercial reproduction of
maps by Sanborn Library LLC, the copyright holder for the collection.

Certified Sanborn Results:

Site Name: 818 Lakeport Boulevard Site
Address: 818 Lakeport Boulevard
City, State, Zip: Lakeport, CA 95453
Cross Street:
P.O. # 17326295.01001
Project: 17326295.01001
Certification # C1E5-44DE-A791

Library of Congress

University Publications of America

EDR Private Collection

The Sanborn Library includes more than 1.2 million
Sanborn fire insurance maps, which track historical
property usage in approximately 12,000 American
cities and towns. Collections searched:

Sanborn® Library search results
Certification # C1E5-44DE-A791

UNMAPPED PROPERTY
This report certifies that the complete holdings of the Sanborn
Library, LLC collection have been searched based on client
supplied target property information, and fire insurance maps
covering the target property were not found.

Limited Permission To Make Copies
URS Corporation (the client) is permitted to make up to THREE photocopies of this Sanborn Map transmittal and each fire insurance map
accompanying this report solely for the limited use of its customer. No one other than the client is authorized to make copies. Upon request made
directly to an EDR Account Executive, the client may be permitted to make a limited number of additional photocopies. This permission is
conditioned upon compliance by the client, its customer and their agents with EDR's copyright policy; a copy of which is available upon request.

Disclaimer - Copyright and Trademark notice
This Report contains certain information obtained from a variety of public and other sources reasonably available to Environmental Data Resources, Inc. It cannot be
concluded from this Report that coverage information for the target and surrounding properties does not exist from other sources. NO WARRANTY EXPRESSED OR
IMPLIED, IS MADE WHATSOEVER IN CONNECTION WITH THIS REPORT. ENVIRONMENTAL DATA RESOURCES, INC. SPECIFICALLY DISCLAIMS THE
MAKING OF ANY SUCH WARRANTIES, INCLUDING WITHOUT LIMITATION, MERCHANTABILITY OR FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR USE OR PURPOSE. ALL
RISK IS ASSUMED BY THE USER. IN NO EVENT SHALL ENVIRONMENTAL DATA RESOURCES, INC. BE LIABLE TO ANYONE, WHETHER ARISING OUT OF
ERRORS OR OMISSIONS, NEGLIGENCE, ACCIDENT OR ANY OTHER CAUSE, FOR ANY LOSS OF DAMAGE, INCLUDING, WITHOUT LIMITATION, SPECIAL,
INCIDENTAL CONSEQUENTIAL, OR EXEMPLARY DAMAGES. ANY LIABILITY ON THE PART OF ENVIRONMENTAL DATA RESOURCES, INC. IS STRICTLY
LIMITED TO A REFUND OF THE AMOUNT PAID FOR THIS REPORT. Purchaser accepts this Report "AS IS". Any analyses, estimates, ratings, environmental risk
levels or risk codes provided in this Report are provided for illustrative purposes only, and are not intended to provide, nor should they be interpreted as providing
any facts regarding, or prediction or forecast of, any environmental risk for any property. Only a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment performed by an
environmental professional can provide information regarding the environmental risk for any property. Additionally, the information provided in this Report is not to be
construed as legal advice.

Copyright 2009 by Environmental Data Resources, Inc. All rights reserved. Reproduction in any media or format, in whole or in part, of any report or map of
Environmental Data Resources, Inc., or its affiliates, is prohibited without prior written permission.

EDR and its logos (including Sanborn and Sanborn Map) are trademarks of Environmental Data Resources, Inc. or its affiliates. All other trademarks used herein are
the property of their respective owners.

2622183 - 3    page 2

www.edrnet.com/sanborn
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APPENDIX G 
CITY DIRECTORY ABSTRACT 



818 Lakeport Boulevard Site

818 Lakeport Boulevard
Lakeport, CA 95453

Inquiry Number: 2622183.6
November 03, 2009

The EDR-City Directory Abstract

440 Wheelers Farms Road
Milford, CT 06461
800.352.0050
www.edrnet.comEnvironmental Data Resources IncEnvironmental Data Resources IncEnvironmental Data Resources IncEnvironmental Data Resources Inc



TABLE OF CONTENTS

SECTION

Executive Summary

Findings

Thank you for your business. 
Please contact EDR at  1-800-352-0050 

with any questions or comments.

Disclaimer - Copyright and Trademark Notice

This Report contains certain information obtained from a variety of public and other sources reasonably available to 
Environmental Data Resources, Inc. It cannot be concluded from this Report that coverage information for the target and 
surrounding properties does not exist from other sources. NO WARRANTY EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED, IS MADE 
WHATSOEVER IN CONNECTION WITH THIS REPORT. ENVIRONMENTAL DATA RESOURCES, INC. SPECIFICALLY 
DISCLAIMS THE MAKING OF ANY SUCH WARRANTIES, INCLUDING WITHOUT LIMITATION, MERCHANTABILITY 
OR FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR USE OR PURPOSE. ALL RISK IS ASSUMED BY THE USER. IN NO EVENT SHALL 
ENVIRONMENTAL DATA RESOURCES, INC. BE LIABLE TO ANYONE, WHETHER ARISING OUT OF ERRORS OR 
OMISSIONS, NEGLIGENCE, ACCIDENT OR ANY OTHER CAUSE, FOR ANY LOSS OR DAMAGE, INCLUDING, 
WITHOUT LIMITATION, SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL, CONSEQUENTIAL, OR EXEMPLARY DAMAGES. ANY LIABILITY ON 
THE PART OF ENVIRONMENTAL DATA RESOURCES, INC. IS STRICTLY LIMITED TO A REFUND OF THE AMOUNT 
PAID FOR THIS REPORT. Purchaser accepts this Report "AS IS". Any analyses, estimates, ratings, environmental risk 
levels or risk codes provided in this Report are provided for illustrative purposes only, and are not intended to provide, nor 
should they be interpreted as providing any facts regarding, or prediction orforecast of, any environmental risk for any 
property. Only a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment performed by an environmental professional can provide 
information regarding the environmental risk for any property. Additionally, the information provided in this Report is not to 
be construed as legal advice.

Copyright 2009 by Environmental Data Resources, Inc.  All rights reserved.  Reproduction in any media or format, in whole or in  
part, of any report or map of Environmental Data Resources, Inc. or its affiliates is prohibited without prior written permission.   

EDR and its logos (including Sanborn and Sanborn Map) are trademarks of Environmental Data Resources, Inc. or its affiliates. 
All other trademarks used herein are the property of their respective owners.



2009 Enhancements to EDR City Directory Abstract

New for 2009, the EDR City Directory Abstract has been enhanced with additional information and 
features. These enhancements will make your city directory research process more efficient, flexible, and 
insightful than ever before. The enhancements will improve the options for selecting adjoining properties, 
and will speed up your review of the report. 

City Directory Report. Three important enhancements have been made to the EDR City Directory 
Abstract: 

       1. Executive Summary.  The report begins with an Executive Summary that lists the sources 
       consulted in the preparation of the report. Where available, a parcel map is also provided within the 
       report, showing the locations of properties researched. 

       2. Page Images.  Where available, the actual page source images will be included in the Appendix, 
       so that you can review them for information that may provide additional insight. EDR has copyright 
       permission to include these images. 

       3. Findings Listed by Location. Another useful enhancement is that findings are now grouped by 
       address. This will significantly reduce the time you need to review your abstracts. Findings are 
       provided under each property address, listed in reverse chronological order and referencing the 
       source for each entry. 

Options for Selecting Adjoining Properties. Ensuring that the right adjoining property addresses are 
searched is one of the biggest challenges that environmental professionals face when conducting city 
directory historical research. EDR's new enhancements make it easier for you to meet this challenge. 
Now, when you place an order for the EDR City Directory Abstract, you have the following choices for 
determining which addresses should be researched. 

       1. You Select Addresses and EDR Selects Addresses.  Use the "Add Another Address" feature to 
       specify the addresses you want researched. Your selections will be supplemented by addresses 
       selected by EDR researchers using our established research methods. Where available, a digital 
       map will be shown, indicating property lines overlaid on a color aerial photo and their corresponding 
       addresses. Simply use the address list below the map to check off which properties shown on the 
       map you want to include. You may also select other addresses using the "Add Another Address" 
       feature at the bottom of the list. 

       2. EDR Selects Addresses. Choose this method if you want EDR's researchers to select the 
       addresses to be researched for you, using our established research methods. 

       3. You Select Addresses. Use this method for research based solely on the addresses you select or 
       enter into the system. 

       4. Hold City Directory Research Option. If you choose to select your own adjoining addresses, you 
       may pause production of your EDR City Directory Abstract report until you have had a chance to look 
       at your other EDR reports and sources. Sources for property addresses include: your Certified 
       Sanborn Map Report may show you the location of property addresses; the new EDR Property Tax 
       Map Report may show the location of property addresses; and your field research can supplement 
       these sources with additional address information. To use this capability, simply click "Hold City 
       Directory research" box under "Other Options" at the bottom of the page. Once you have determined 
       what addresses you want researched, go to your EDR Order Status page, select the EDR City 
       Directory Abstract, and enter the addresses and submit for production. 

Questions? Contact your EDR representative at 800-352-0050. For more information about all of EDR's 
2009 report and service enhancements, visit www.edrnet.com/2009enhancements



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

DESCRIPTION

Environmental Data Resources, Inc.’s (EDR) City Directory Abstract is a screening tool designed to assist 
environmental professionals in evaluating potential liability on a target property resulting from past activities.  
EDR’s City Directory Abstract includes a search and abstract of available city directory data.  For each 
address, the directory lists the name of the corresponding occupant at five year intervals.

RESEARCH SUMMARY

The following research sources were consulted in the preparation of this report. An "X" indicates where 
information was identified in the source and provided in this report.

Source TPYear Adjoining Text Abstract Source Image

2007 Haines Criss-Cross Directory X X X -

2000 Haines Criss-Cross Directory X X X -

1996 Haines Criss-Cross Directory X X X -

1992 Haines Criss-Cross Directory - X X -

2622183   - 6  Page 1



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

MAP INFORMATION

The Overview Map provides information on nearby property parcel boundaries.  Properties on this map that 
were selected for research are listed below the map.

SELECTED ADDRESSES

The following addresses were selected by the client.  Detailed findings are contained in the findings 
section.  An "X" indicates where information was identified.

Address Type Findings

910 BEVINS CT Map ID: 0 X

675 LAKEPORT BLVD Map ID: 0

1075 MARTIN ST Client Entered

818 Lakeport Boulevard Client Entered X

922 BEVINS CT Client Entered X

940 BEVINS CT Client Entered

958 BEVINS CT Client Entered X

2622183   - 6  Page 2



FINDINGS

TARGET PROPERTY INFORMATION

ADDRESS

818 Lakeport Boulevard MapID: 1
Lakeport, CA   95453

FINDINGS DETAIL

Target Property research detail.

Year Uses Source

2007 Long Keith DDS Haines Criss-Cross Directory

2000 No Return Haines Criss-Cross Directory

1996 Lakeport Dental Gro Haines Criss-Cross Directory

2622183   - 6  Page 3



FINDINGS

ADJOINING PROPERTY DETAIL

The following Adjoining Property addresses were researched for this report.  Detailed findings are provided 
for each address.

BEVINS CT

Not Mapped910  BEVINS CT

Year Uses Source

2007 Lake Co Waste Management Haines Criss-Cross Directory

2000 Lake Co Waste Management Haines Criss-Cross Directory

Lake Co Waste Mng Transfer Sta Haines Criss-Cross Directory

1996 Lake Co Solid Waste Haines Criss-Cross Directory

1992 Lake Co Solid Waste Haines Criss-Cross Directory

Not Mapped922  BEVINS CT

Year Uses Source

2007 Office Building (13 Occupants) Haines Criss-Cross Directory

2000 Office Building (13 Occupants) Haines Criss-Cross Directory

1996 Office Building (12 Occupants) Haines Criss-Cross Directory

1992 Office Building (16 Occupants) Haines Criss-Cross Directory

Not Mapped958  BEVINS CT

Year Uses Source

2007 Residential Haines Criss-Cross Directory

2622183   - 6  Page 4



FINDINGS

TARGET PROPERTY: ADDRESS NOT LISTED IN RESEARCH SOURCE

The following Target Property addresses were researched for this report, and the addresses were not 
listed in the research source.

Address Researched Address Not Listed in Research Source

818 Lakeport Boulevard 1992

ADJOINING PROPERTY: ADDRESSES NOT LISTED IN RESEARCH SOURCE

The following Adjoining Property addresses were researched for this report, and the addresses were not 
listed in research source.

Address Researched Address Not Listed in Research Source

1075 MARTIN ST 2007, 2000, 1996, 1992

675 LAKEPORT BLVD 2007, 2000, 1996, 1992

940 BEVINS CT 2007, 2000, 1996, 1992

958 BEVINS CT 2000, 1996, 1992
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APPENDIX H 
RESUMES OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROFESSIONALS 

 



 

Oakland, CA\11-09\P:\AOC Courthouses\Resumes\Frank Gegunde 10-25-09.doc 1 

FRANK L. GEGUNDE, P.G., R.E.A. 
Senior Geologist 

Overview 
Mr. Gegunde is a California-licensed Professional Geologist and a 
Registered Environmental Assessor.  Mr. Gegunde has extensive 
experience in conducting all aspects of Phase I and Phase II 
environmental site assessments (ESAs).  Mr. Gegunde also has a thorough 
knowledge of soil boring and sampling techniques including continuous 
coring, split-spoon sampling, cone penetrometer testing technology (CPT) 
and Geoprobe™ direct push apparatus and in conducting bedrock 
fracture analysis using state-of-the-art field methods and RockWare™ 
stereonet software.  He is well versed in monitoring well and piezometer 
installation methods as well as groundwater sampling and well monitoring 
procedures.  Mr. Gegunde is proficient in the use of field-testing 
equipment including Hydac, YSI, and Horiba multiple parameter meters, 
photoionization hydrocarbon detection equipment, Explosimeters, 
PetroFLAG™ field hydrocarbon detection tests, and MiniTroll™ water 
monitoring data logger with Win-Situ or similar software.  Mr. Gegunde 
also has conducted numerous passive soil gas investigations using 
GoreSorber™ technology to isolate “hotspots” of contamination for 
further subsurface investigation.     
 
Mr. Gegunde brings organizational and supervisory skills to URS from 27 
years in the dairy and transportation industries. 

Project Specific Experience 
Senior Geologist and Field Task Manager, McKittrick, CA, 
Confidential Client, 2008 - 2009:  Provided observation and 
documentation for Health and Safety and Environmental Sensitivity 
aspects of the completion of a deep sandstone formation Class I Non-
Hazardous Waste Injection Well. The well was authorized to inject into 
the Olig sand zone of the Reef Ridge Formation for the purpose of 
disposal of industrial nonhazardous wastewater fluids. These fluids consist 
primarily of cooling tower blowdown from a power plant cooling process, 
but also include boiler and evaporative cooler blowdown, wash water, 
filter backwash, equipment drains, and storm water from equipment 
containment. 

Project Manager, Phase I Environmental Site Assessments, Kern 
County and Tulare County, CA, Confidential Client, 2008 - 2009, 
$26,000 to $32,000:  Conducted Phase I environmental site assessments 
for a confidential client on properties in Kern and Tulare Counties, 
California. The Phase I ESAs were conducted with an emphasis on 
satisfying requirements for transferring property custodianship of multiple 
professional buildings between County and State agencies. 

Site Auditor, Confidential Client, Limestone Mining and Cement 
Manufacturing, California, 2009: Environmental compliance audit and 
site assessment of this client’s mining and manufacturing sites in 
California. 

Areas of Expertise 
Environmental Site Assessments 
Environmental Geology 
Landfill Investigations 
Water Resources 

Years of Experience 
With URS:  3 Years 
With Other Firms: 6 Years 
 

Education 
BS/Geology/2000/California State 
University, Fresno 
 

Registration/Certification 
2005/Professional Geologist/CA/ 
#7998/Expires June 2011 
Registered Environmental 
Assessor/CA DTSC/#08095/Expires 
June 2010 
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Senior Geologist, TDPI Pipeline Project, Bakersfield/Coalinga 
Area, CA, Chevron, 2008:  Conducted oversight and supervision of 
Phase II pipeline viability assessments of idled or inactive oilfield pipelines 
in conjunction with other Chevron-subcontracted firms.  Activities 
included a rigorous health and safety oversight regimen.  Investigation 
included pipeline location, intrusive activities to reveal pipelines, 
connection isolation, sampling pipeline wrap for asbestos, wall thickness 
measurements, soil sampling, pipeline cold taps, pipeline content 
sampling, air quality monitoring, and project field documentation 
including Global Positioning System (GPS) documentation. 

Project Manager, Phase I Environmental Site Assessments, Fresno, 
CA, Merced, CA, and Stockton, CA, Confidential Client, 2008, 
$6,000 to $8,000:  Conducted Phase I environmental site assessments for 
a confidential client on properties in Fresno, Merced, and San Joaquin 
Counties, California. The Phase I ESAs were conducted with an emphasis 
on satisfying requirements for submission of applications for siting and 
construction of three natural gas-fired electrical power generation plants.  

Senior Geologist, Heated-oil Pipeline Project, Coalinga Area, CA, 
Chevron, 2007:  Conducted boring activities for a portion of the San 
Ardo Heated-oil Pipeline geotechnical investigation in advance of pipeline 
construction.  Duties involved geotechnical boring and field-testing within 
a larger effort to assess feasibility of construction of the pipeline across 
geologically complex and abrupt terrain including multiple faults and 
landslides.  Investigation included directing the drilling subcontractor to 
advance borings ranging from 30 to 60 feet below ground surface using 
Sonic drilling technology and HQ coring methodology, collection of 
continuous core samples, lithologic logging, and documentation of the 
investigation. 

Senior Geologist, Retail Environmental Phase II Site Assessments, 
Los Angeles Area, CA, Shell, 2007:  Supervised field activities for a 
portion of the Inland Empire portfolio within a larger effort to conduct 
94 Phase II ESAs in 90 days.  Field tasks included responsibility for a two 
person team overseeing drilling at active retail stations and coordination 
with project management to meet project objectives and schedule.  
Investigation of each site included directing the drilling subcontractor to 
advance several hollow stem auger borings ranging from 30 to 50 feet 
below ground surface, collection of samples, lithologic logging, and 
documentation of the investigation. 

Senior Geologist, Storm Water Conveyance System Cross 
Connection Survey, Naval Air Station Lemoore, CA, Department of 
the Navy, 2007: Supervised field activities for the Illicit Connection Illicit 
Discharge (ICID) survey of selected storm water conveyance systems as 
necessary for National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
compliance for storm water management at NAVFAC SW facilities.  Field 
survey methods included a review of all available as-built or best 
construction drawings, visual inspections, and where appropriate dye 
testing, smoke testing, closed circuit television inspection, and 
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electromagnetic tracer survey.  Results of the survey were documented in 
a comprehensive investigation report. 

Associate Geologist and Technical Manager, Operational Unit 1, 
Purity Oil Sales Superfund Site, Fresno, CA, Chevron 
Environmental Management Company, 2002 - 2006:  Oversaw the 
design, installation, and implementation of low flow sampling systems 
using QED MicroPurge® bladder pumps in 25 on- and offsite 
monitoring wells. Oversaw quarterly groundwater monitoring, sampling, 
and reporting for the extensive monitoring well network. Oversaw 
operation and maintenance (O&M) of the groundwater extraction and 
treatment system including a three-vessel greensands filtration system and 
a high-volume VOC airstripper. Oversaw several phases of CPT and 
HydroPunch investigations at the site.  Reported monthly progress and 
activities to the lead agencies including the US Environmental Protection 
Agency, the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control. 

Project Manager, Environmental Site Assessments (Phase I/II), 
San Joaquin Valley and Sacramento Valley Region, CA, Multiple 
Clients, 2000 – 2006, $1,500 to $10,000:  Conducted Phase I 
environmental site assessments for GE Capital – Business Asset Funding 
on properties throughout the San Joaquin Valley including Fresno, Kings, 
and San Joaquin Counties, California. Conducted Phase I environmental 
site assessments and Environmental Facility Entrance Assessments for a 
confidential client in the health services field on properties throughout the 
San Joaquin Valley including Fresno, Stanislaus, Placer, Sacramento, and 
San Joaquin Counties, California.  Conducted Phase I and Phase II 
environmental site assessments for Pacific Gas & Electric Company in 
Kern, Madera, Merced and Stanislaus Counties, California. Conducted 
Phase I environmental site assessment for Chevron Pipe Line Company 
for portions of the Wait-Midway crude oil pipeline in Kern County, 
California.   

Project Manager, Drinking Water Availability Studies, 
Fresno/Madera Counties, CA, Private Landowners, 2005 – 2006, 
$5,900 to $7,800:  Conducted groundwater availability investigations and 
potential yield analysis for drinking water sources in the foothill regions of 
Fresno County and Madera County, California.  Investigations included 
local and regional aquifer surveys for groundwater use and groundwater 
conditions, and pumping tests for specific yield data for wells in 
compliance with regulatory mandates for such testing on drinking water 
sources.  

Field Task Manager, Blue Hills Disposal Facility, Coalinga, CA, 
Fresno County Department of Public Works and Planning, 2005 – 
2006:  Supervised quarterly groundwater monitoring at the former 
agricultural chemicals container disposal facility in southwestern Fresno 
County. The California Department of Toxic Substances Control requires 
quarterly monitoring at the site due to elevated concentrations of 
constituents of concern including herbicides in groundwater underling the 
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site.  Also co-authored the revised Groundwater Monitoring Plan for the 
Site Corrective Action Plan. 

Project Geologist and Field Task Manager, Goodyear Tire Service 
Centers, Multiple Locations, CA, Goodyear Tire and Rubber 
Company, 2004 – 2005: Performed soil boring and sampling at multiple 
Goodyear Service Centers in Fresno, Madera, Kings, Kern, Stanislaus, and 
Placer Counties.  Borings were advanced inside the Center’s service bays 
adjacent to hydraulic lifts and oil/water separators. 

Project Geologist and Field Task Manager, Woodville Solid Wastes 
Landfill, Tulare, CA, Tulare County Resource Management 
Agency, 2004 – 2005: Oversight of the implementation and upgrade of 
Detection Monitoring Plans and Evaluation Monitoring Plans (California 
Code of Regulations Title 27) at the Woodville solid waste landfill in 
Tulare County, California. 

Awards 
2007/2cd Quarter 2007 Outstanding Achievement Award – URS 
Corporation 
2000/Department of Geology Special Recognition Award – California 
State University, Fresno 

Specialized Training 
2000/ OSHA 40-Hour HAZWOPER w/ subsequent 8-hour refreshers  
2002/OSHA 8-Hour Hazardous Waste Site Supervisor 
2005/RTBU (Chevron) Loss Prevention System 
2007/American Red Cross Standard First Aid 
2007/American Red Cross Adult CPR 
2006/URS Loss Prevention System (Chevron/Exxon Mobile) 
2008/Westec - Contractor Safety Orientation (BKF Area Oilfields) 
2006/SJVBU (Chevron) Business Partner Orientation 
2009/e-Railsafe Rail Security Awareness Training 
2009/BNSF Railroad Contractor Orientation and Safety Course  

Chronology 
10/06 – Present: URS Corporation, Senior Geologist, Fresno, CA 
07/00 – 10/06: SECOR International Incorporated, Associate 

Geologist, Fresno, CA 

Contact Information 
URS Corporation 
30 River Park Place West, Suite 180 
Fresno, CA 93720 
Tel: 559.256.1444 
Direct: 559.256.1468 
Fax:  559.256.1478 
frank_gegunde@urscorp.com 
 

mailto:frank_gegunde@urscorp.com
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Casper van Keppel 
Project Engineer 

Overview 
Mr. Van Keppel is a chemical process engineer with experience in process 
and environmental engineering, project management, site characterization, 
soil and groundwater remediation, unit operations design, construction 
oversight, start-up assistance, stormwater pollution prevention, air 
emissions reduction and dust control, and environmental compliance 
monitoring and sampling. 
 
Project Specific Experience 
 

Environmental Compliance 

Project Engineer, Confidential Client, Manure Digester Facilities, 
California and Nevada, 2008: Evaluation of environmental compliance 
of candidate dairy sites for proposed bio-energy generation through cow 
manure digesters.   
 
Project Manager, Navy Facilities, Lemoore Naval Air Station, CA, 
2007: Housing and contractor park facilities inspection and preparation of 
an Environmental Conditions of Property report for base housing Public 
Private Venture project. 
 
Project Engineer, Alcoa-Kawneer, Visalia, CA, FAA,  2006: 
Hazardous materials inventory for TRI-ME air emissions program, 
administered by EPA. 
 
Project Engineer, Fresno Yosemite International Airport, Fresno, 
CA, FAA,  2003: Hazardous materials inventory of outdated radar 
installations. 
 
Site Auditor, Private Client, Shafter, CA,  2004: Phase One Site 
Assessment and follow-up Phase 2 investigation the former Air Force 
training base section of the Shafter Airport. This training base was active 
during World War II.   
 
Site Auditor, Private Client, Fremont, CA,  2004: Phase One Site 
Assessment and environmental compliance audit at an electronics 
production facility. 
 
Site Auditor, Unilever, Merced, CA, 2004: Environmental data 
verification audit at a tomato processing plant. 
 
Site Auditor, Grumman – Olsen, Visalia, CA, 2003: Phase One Site 
Assessment at a truck manufacturing facility. 
 
Site Auditor, Private Clients, over 40 sites in Central California, 
2003-present: Phase One Site Assessments. Sites included hospitals, 

Areas of Expertise 
Process Engineering 
Hazop Studies 
Emission Reduction 
Environmental Remediation 
Ethanol Production 

Years of Experience 
With URS: 6 Years 
With Other Firms: 14 Years 

Education 
Masters Degree (Ir.)/Chemical 
Engineer/1988/Delft University of 
Technology, Netherlands 
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industrial production facilities, cellular phone antenna towers, former gas 
station properties, shopping centers, and undeveloped areas. 
 
Project Manager, Private Clients, near Chowchilla, CA, 2005 – 
Present: Environmental compliance assistance and groundwater 
monitoring for three dairy facilities. 
 
Project Manager, Private Client, Tulare County, CA, 2006: 
Preparation of spill prevention, control, and countermeasure plans for 
three agricultural chemicals distribution facilities.   
 

NPDES-Related Projects 

Project Manager / Process Engineer, Aquatic Pesticide Monitoring, 
Alta, Consolidated, and Fresno Irrigation Districts, CA, 2002-2003: 
Project management of monitoring program for aquatic herbicides 
(copper sulfate) application to the canal systems of the three districts 
working together as Upper Districts. Monitoring included observation 
and sampling of all spill locations to the San Joaquin River and Kings 
River during the herbicide application season. The monitoring program 
also included a study on the fate of the applied chemicals.  
 
Project Manager / Process Engineer, Aquatic Pesticide Monitoring, 
Fresno Irrigation Districts, CA, 2002-2003: Project management of a 
monitoring program for aquatic herbicide (acrolein) application to the 
canal system of Fresno Irrigation District. Monitoring included 
observation and sampling of all spill locations to the San Joaquin River 
during the herbicide application season.  
 
Project Engineer, Modern Custom Fabrication, Fresno, CA, 2002: 
Preparation of a spill prevention, control and countermeasure (SPCC) 
plan for tank manufacturing facility.  
 
Area Manger, United States Postal Service, Fresno and Bakersfield, 
CA, 2003-2006: Stormwater monitoring program for five USPS locations.  
 
Water Resources and Wastewater 

Private Client, Fresno County, CA 2006: Evaluate current wastewater 
treatment facilities for a mountain resort, and make recommendations for 
upgrading to 100,000 gpd. 

Community of Riverdale, Fresno County, CA 2006: Peer review of 
process design and operations manuals for arsenic removal installation at 
municipal well site. 

Tulare County Resource Management Agency, Tulare, CA, 2005: 
The well and aquifer study included the evaluation of water demands, 
groundwater supplies and quality, water distribution network, water 
conservation BMPs, and available treatment technologies for existing and 
projected drinking water supplies within the Richgrove Community 
Services District (RCSD). Treatment alternatives addressed contaminants 
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of concern in the drinking water supply, which included arsenic, 
dibromochloropropane, hydrogen sulfide, and nitrate.  

Groundwater Remediation 

Project Manager / Project Engineer, AAF-McQuay, Inc. (American 
Air Filter), Visalia, CA, 2002-present: Managing operations and 
maintenance of Visalia, California site groundwater remediation system. 
System involves several wells and two activated carbon adsorption units. 
 
Project Manager / Project Engineer, Private site, near Earlimart, 
CA, private client, 2003-2008: For this site with deep fuel 
contamination, following scope was implemented: Site characterization to 
150-ft below ground surface with laser-induced fluorescence (push-
probing); preparation of a feasibility study, corrective action plan, and 
remedial action plan; site remediation; and groundwater monitoring.   
 
Project Engineer, Private site, Pinehurst, CA, private, 2002: Design 
of well water treatment for private property. Site was characterized by 
passive soil gas sampling (Gore-Sorber TM technology), results were used 
to develop a groundwater monitoring plan, and to apply for Californina 
UST Fund project funding. 
 
Project Engineer, Former C&T Gas Station, Huron, CA, private, 
2002-2003: Soil vapor extraction pilot test design and design of a soil 
vapor extraction system, comprising thermal oxidizer and carbon 
adsorption system. Application for air pollution control permit. 
 
Project Engineer, Gas-N-Save Gas Station, Merced, CA, private, 
2002-2003: Design of soil vapor extraction system (thermal oxidizer), and 
applications for building permit and air pollution permit. Subcontracting 
construction activities.  
 
Process Engineer / Project Manager, Akzo-Nobel, Weert, Holland, 
Akzo-Nobel, 2001-2002: Design of soil remediation, ground water 
purification part Project manager and lead chemical engineering for tele-
monitored smart pump-and-treat system, involving chlorinated and 
fluorinated hydrocarbons and heavy metals removal. 
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Site Remediation (Brownfields) 

Project Manager, Private Client, Voluntary Remediation of Former 
Crop Dusting Airport for Residential Development, Fresno, CA, 
2004-present:  Phase 1 Investigation, Phase 2 Site characterization, 
removal action plan preparation, interaction with Department of Toxic 
Substances Control, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, 
and Fresno County, and turn-key excavation and disposal of the soils 
impacted by toxaphene, DDD, DDE and DDT. Clean-up to residential 
standards. Excavation and load-out was performed by URS’ Construction 
Division. Excavation volume approx. 50,000 cubic yards. 
 
Project Engineer, 50th Street Property, Rosamond, CA, Department 
of Toxic Substances Control, 2007: Remedial Action Workplan for 
metals-contaminated site. Remedial work will include excavation of 
impacted soils. 
 
Project Engineer, Proposed Livingston High School Site, 
Livingston, CA, Department of Toxic Substances Control, 2007: 
Supplemental Site Investigation Workplan review. Investigative work 
included soil sampling for organochlorine pesticides at a former 
farmstead.  
 
Project Engineer, Proposed Reedley Elementary School Site, 
Reedley, CA, Kings Canyon Unified School District, 2007: 
Preliminary Endangerment Assessment Report. Review of report on 
investigative work according DTSC guidelines for school sites. The report 
included risk assessment calculations.  
 
Project Engineer, Oakdale Unified School District/Department of 
Toxic Substances Control, Oakdale, CA,  2004: Preparation of a 
Remedial Action Workplan for a lead and pesticide contaminated future 
school site. Remedial work will include excavation of impacted soils. 
 
Project Engineer, Fresno Battery Exchange/Department of Toxic 
Substances Control, Fresno, CA, Department of Toxic Substances 
Control, 2004-2005: Preparation of a Remedial Action Workplan for lead 
contaminated future residential site. Remedial work will include debris 
removal and excavation of impacted soils. 
 
Project Engineer, H.S. Mann Property/Department of Toxic 
Substances Control, Fresno, CA, Department of Toxic Substances 
Control, 2004: Waste classification as part of Remedial Action Workplan 
for lead contaminated industrial site. Oversight air monitoring program 
during remediation activities. 
 
Project Manager and Project Engineer, Private Client, Remediation 
of Leaking Underground Storage Tank Site, Tulare County, CA, 
2003-present:  Managing groundwater monitoring, site characterization, 
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and remediation of a farm property where leaking fuel tanks contaminated 
soil and deep groundwater. 

Project Engineer, Former Railroad Property/City of Visalia, Visalia, 
CA, City of Visalia, 2002, Geophysical investigation and soil 
sampling oversight: Site investigation of railroad property within the 
City of Visalia. The Phase II Environmental Site Assessment of this 
property intended to provide additional information to City of Visalia 
regarding environmental risks related to acquisition of the property.  At 
the time of the investigation, an automotive sale and repair shop and a 
fuel and oil storage and distribution company occupied parts of the 
property. After clearing the boring locations by a geophysical survey, soil 
samples from up to 60 feet below ground surface were collected with a 
low-profile direct-push rig and submitted to an analytical laboratory.   

Industrial Projects 

Starwood Midway Power, LLC, Fresno County, CA, 2008: Air Quality 
Construction Mitigation Manager. Preparer of dust control plan and 
stormwater pollution prevention plan.  During construction phase 
responsible for contractor implementation of and compliance with 
particulate emissions mitigation measures. 
 
Process Engineer, Confidential Client, CA, 2008: Design of a sugar 
cane to ethanol plant. Specific tasks in conceptual design: vinasse 
evaporator design; overall design check; compliance with California water 
and wastewater regulations. Project halted in May 2008 due to funding 
issues. 
 
Panoche Energy Center, Fresno County, CA, 2007-2008: Air Quality 
Construction Mitigation Manager. Preparer of dust control plan.  During 
construction phase responsible for contractor implementation of and 
compliance with particulate emissions mitigation measures. 
 
Lead Process Engineer, Colusa Biomass Energy Corporation, 
Colusa, CA, 2007-present: Process development of a cellulosic ethanol 
plant utilizing rice straw as feed stock, and producing silica as a byproduct.  
Project halted in development stage due to poor reproducibility of 
patented process on bench-scale. 
 
Project Engineer, City of Wasco, California, 2006:  
Managed and prepared the air quality section of the Envionmental Impact 
Report (EIR) for a new industrial park in Wasco, California. The project 
included a potential 100M GPY ethanol production plant.  
 
Project Engineer, Flying J Big West Refinery, Bakersfield, 2005-
2006: Process safety study of the clean fuels retrofit EIR for this refinery. 
The study involved an inventory of hazardous materials and related 
release scenarios for the planned refinery upgrade, based on PFDs and 
P&IDs. Further, a conceptual design was developed for sulfuric acid 
alkylation as an alternative to hydrofluoric acid alkylation. 



 

Oakland, CA\1-09\P:\AOC Courthouses\Resumes\van Keppel_Casper 01-09-2009.doc 6 

 
Process Engineer, Pacific Ethanol California, Madera, CA, 2005: 
Report of Waste Discharge preparation for a double-lined evaporation 
basin. Process calculations and mass balance of generated waste indicated 
evaporation basin would not work at that location. Directed client to 
water treatment technology providers. 
 
Phoenix Bio Industries, LLC, Goshen, CA, 2005-2006: Preparation of 
a sampling protocol for monitoring potential ethanol emissions from the 
wet distillers grain storage.  Following its preparation, the protocol was 
implemented during several sampling events. 
 
Process Engineer, TKV Containers, Inc., Fresno, CA,  2002: Vacuum 
and Cooling System design. Basic design of closed loop cooling system 
and centralized vacuum system for this Styrofoam box producer, to 
replace the existing open system. 
 
Process Engineer, Advanced Food Products, LLC, Visalia, CA, 
2003: Monitoring of process wastewater from a cheese sauce plant  via 
data logger technology, and preparation of an air toxics inventory. 
 
Process Engineer, Nedalco BV Bergen op Zoom, Holland,  1995-
1999: Assistance process engineering department. Projects and processes 
dealt with are: 
• Debottlenecking consumption alcohol distillation, which resulted in a 

15% increase of the production with only $100k investment. This 
project included distillation process simulations, reboiler heat transfer 
design calculations, and specification of process modifications. 

• Reconstruction of a 7-effect falling film evaporator train for vinasse 
(distillation bottoms) to reduce scaling. This improved the 
performance with 30%.  Work included numerical modeling of heat 
transfer and mass balance, calibrating the model, optimizing the flow 
rates and equipment sequence, specifying modifications to equipment 
internals, pumps, and piping, construction supervision, startup. 

• Heat exchanger design checks with HTRI software, and specifying 
modifications to the existing equipment resulting in increased 
production capacity. 

• Debottlenecking liquid ring vacuum systems, resulting in ethanol 
emissions reduction. 

• Complete responsibility for various utility design and construction 
projects (steam system / cooling towers / water softener / storage 
tanks) resulting in increased operation efficiency.  

 
Process Engineer, Distillerie Orbat, Forlimpopoli, Italy, 1998-1999: 
Debottlenecking consumption alcohol and absolute alcohol production. 
The quality of the produced alcohol was not high enough, therefore the 
distillation section had to be reorganized. Using as much of the existing 
equipment the alcohol quality was improved considerably, which gave the 
plant a better market position. Modifications were made based on 
computer simulations of the distillation and long-term experience of the 
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Nedalco’s production staff. Further, the distillation bottoms concentrator 
(falling film evaporator train) was analyzed for possible optimizations. 
 
Site Auditor, Eridania, Ferrara, Italy, 1998: Technical and 
environmental assessment of the total production facility for consumption 
and technical grade alcohol on behalf of possible investors. 
Environmental permits and procedures were checked. The production 
process (including utilities and waste stream handling) evaluated. 
Maintenance of the equipment and necessary future investments were 
discussed. 
 
Process Engineer, S.C. Johnson  Polymer B.V., Heerenveen, 
Holland, 1994: Basic design polymer production plant, tank farm and 
utilities (steam / cooling water / process water). A variety of processes 
and equipment were designed for the emulsion polymerization process of 
this new factory (Greenfield project). 
 
Process Engineer, Master Foods C.V., Oud-Beijerland, Holland, 
1992-1993: Design, construction and start-up of a sauce production line 
within an existing plant (Hot Fill). 
 
Process Engineer, ARCO Chemie Nederland Ltd., Rozenburg, 
Holland, 1989: Design of a propylene oxide scrubbing system.  
 
Process Engineer, Avecia NeoResins, Waalwijk, Holland, 2000-
2001: Pilot testing and engineering of dryer system for polymer powder. 
Lead process engineer, selection of test facilities at manufacturers’ 
laboratories, test oversight, evaluation of results, process design of full 
scale unit based on test results, preparation bid package, bid comparison. 
 
Process Engineer, Fuji Photo Film B.V., Tilburg, Holland,  1990-
1992: Design, construction, and start-up of a photo-chemical emulsion 
plant. A variety of unit operations were used in the preparation of 
photographic emulsions. Equipment was sized, specified and ordered. 
Construction supervision and start-up of various systems was part of this 
job too. 
 
Lead Process Engineer, Allied Signal BV, Weert, Holland, 1995: 
Design of cooling water system based on canal water for refrigerant 
production plant. The project involved selection and installation of a 
surface water filtration system, a heat exchanger for process water cooling 
and a water cooled chiller as a backup for the summer season. 
 
Process Engineer, Vlisco BV, Helmond, Holland; Abidjan, Ivory 
Coast; Accra, Ghana, 2000-2001: Process design and budget estimates 
for various engineering/construction projects dealing with 
trichloroethylene recovery and emissions reduction in the client’s wax 
print processes in Europe and Africa. Some projects required design of 
pilot test equipment. 
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Project Manager, Pasminco, Budel, Holland, 2000: Management of 
mechanical design for filtration press section in Cadmium plant of Zinc 
ore processing. Assisting client’s engineering group in designing piping 
and structural steel modifications necessary for installation of new low-
emission filterpresses for cadmium precipitation and purification process. 
 
Process Engineer, Isover B.V., Etten-Leur, Holland, 1999: Technical 
evaluation of electrostatic precipitator section at fiberglass insulation 
manufacturer’s facility. The project involved collection of samples from 
the exhaust of the glass furnace and comparing renovation of the system 
with total replacement to comply with new emissions control act. Isover is 
part of the multinational Saint Gobain group. 
 
Hazop Team Chairman, Trespa BV, Weert, Holland, 2000: Hazop 
study on high-pressure (2000 psi) hydraulic and cooling water system, 
which is part of a woodchip/paper/resin construction laminate factory. 
 
Lead Chemical Engineer, FSM Europe, Sittard, Holland,  2000-
2001: Basic design of production facilities for TV tube shadow masks. An 
improved design was made for the production of TV tube shadow masks 
out of steel sheeting. Special attention has been paid to the handling of 
strong acids used in the etching process. A hazop study was part of this 
project. 
 
Process Engineer, Fuji Photo Film B.V., Tilburg, Holland, 1990: 
Start-up of a silver recovery waste water treatment plant. Assistance at the 
start-up of this silver co-precipitation process. After start-up the process 
was supervised for several weeks to assure proper operation and to 
optimize dosing of various process chemicals.  
 
Process Engineer, AKZO Salt & Basic Chemicals, Holland, 1989-
1990: Reconstruction of a rock salt exploitation location. Well head 
Christmas trees and booster pump stations for brine transportation had to 
be redesigned to facilitate future natural gas storage in the underground 
salt caverns. 
 
Process Engineer, DSM Engineering Stamicarbon, Urmond, 
Holland, 1995: Pressure relief system design check of the refinery’s 
butadiene plant according API rules.  
 
Process Engineer, Vlisco B.V. Helmond, Holland, 1994: Basic 
engineering resin recovery plant. A full-scale filtration system with dry 
cake discharge was designed to recover resin from an industrial waste 
water stream, based on pilot test results.  
 
Process Engineer, Master Foods C.V., Oud-Beijerland, Holland, 
1998: Start-up of utility systems for new sauce production plant. 
Greenfield project. 
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Process Engineer, Hoogers Chemisch Afval B.V., Geldrop, 
Holland, 1994: Emission calculations of solid waste handling activities. 
For this chemical waste handling facility, solvent emissions to air from the 
various recycling and processing steps were calculated. These calculations 
were the basis for their emissions permit. 
 
Professional Societies/Affiliates 
Association of Facilities Engineers, San Joaquin Valley Chapter 
 
Languages 
English, Dutch, German, French 
 
Specialized Training 
2006 Dust Control Training San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 
         District  
2005 HAZWOPER Supervisor 
2003 HAZWOPER 40-hr (annual 8-hr updates since) 
2002 Hazardous Waste Management 
 
Chronology 
01/03 - Present: URS Corporation, Project Engineer, Fresno, CA 
05/02 - 01/03: BSK Associates, Project Engineer, Fresno, CA 
04/89 - 02/02: Tebodin Consultants and Engineers, Process Engineer 
and Project Manager, The Hague, Netherlands 
 
Contact Information 
URS Corporation 
1333 Broadway, Suite 800 
Oakland, CA 94612-1924 
Tel: 510.893.3600 
Direct: 559-2561461 
Fax:  510.874.3268 
casper_vankeppel@urscorp.com 

mailto:casper_vankeppel@urscorp.com


Appendix G 
Noise Measurements and

Vibration Data 



Project Name: Scenario:
Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0
Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 5,840
Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 584
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 35
Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 24
Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily
Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742
Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074
Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 47.7 56.5 54.7 48.6 57.2 57.8
Medium Trucks: 57.4 49.3 42.9 41.4 49.9 50.1
Heavy Trucks: 62.6 50.7 41.6 42.8 52.7 52.9
Vehicle Noise: 65.1 58.4 55.2 50.5 59.1 59.6

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:
Medium Trucks:
Heavy Trucks:
Vehicle Noise:

-101 101 -69 69
-32 32 -22 22
-10 10 -10 10

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

Existing
60100671

SITE DATA
Road Segment: Between Bevins Street and Larrecou Lane

Lakeport Boulevard
Analyst:

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Lake County Courthouse
Brian Allee

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA
65 dBA
70 dBA

60 dBA
65 dBA
70 dBA

Unmitigated Roadway Centerline Noise Contour

-150

-100

-50

0

50

100

150

Roadway Centerline



Project Name: Scenario:
Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0
Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 5,750
Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 575
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 35
Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 24
Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily
Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742
Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074
Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 47.6 56.4 54.6 48.5 57.2 57.8
Medium Trucks: 57.3 49.3 42.9 41.3 49.8 50.0
Heavy Trucks: 62.6 50.6 41.6 42.8 52.7 52.8
Vehicle Noise: 65.0 58.3 55.2 50.5 59.0 59.5

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:
Medium Trucks:
Heavy Trucks:
Vehicle Noise:

-99 99 -68 68
-31 31 -21 21
-10 10 -10 10

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

Existing
60100671

SITE DATA
Road Segment: Between Larrecou Lane and Main Street

Lakeport Boulevard
Analyst:

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Lake County Courthouse
Brian Allee

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA
65 dBA
70 dBA

60 dBA
65 dBA
70 dBA

Unmitigated Roadway Centerline Noise Contour

-150

-100

-50

0

50

100

150

Roadway Centerline



Project Name: Scenario:
Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0
Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 6,670
Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 667
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 30
Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 24
Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily
Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742
Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074
Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 46.3 55.1 53.3 47.2 55.9 56.5
Medium Trucks: 56.9 48.9 42.5 40.9 49.4 49.6
Heavy Trucks: 62.6 50.6 41.6 42.8 52.9 53.1
Vehicle Noise: 65.1 57.6 54.1 49.7 58.3 58.7

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:
Medium Trucks:
Heavy Trucks:
Vehicle Noise:

-82 82 -56 56
-26 26 -18 18

-8 8 -8 8

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

Existing
60100671

SITE DATA
Road Segment: North of Lakeport Boulevard

Main Street
Analyst:

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Lake County Courthouse
Brian Allee

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA
65 dBA
70 dBA

60 dBA
65 dBA
70 dBA

Unmitigated Roadway Centerline Noise Contour

-100

-50

0

50

100

Roadway Centerline



Project Name: Scenario:
Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0
Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 4,950
Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 495
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 30
Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 24
Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily
Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742
Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074
Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 45.0 53.8 52.0 45.9 54.6 55.2
Medium Trucks: 55.6 47.6 41.2 39.6 48.1 48.3
Heavy Trucks: 61.3 49.3 40.3 41.5 51.6 51.8
Vehicle Noise: 63.8 56.3 52.8 48.4 57.0 57.4

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:
Medium Trucks:
Heavy Trucks:
Vehicle Noise:

-61 61 -42 42
-19 19 -13 13

-6 6 -6 6

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

Existing
60100671

SITE DATA
Road Segment: South of Lakeport Boulevard

Main Street
Analyst:

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Lake County Courthouse
Brian Allee

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA
65 dBA
70 dBA

60 dBA
65 dBA
70 dBA

Unmitigated Roadway Centerline Noise Contour

-80

-60

-40

-20

0

20

40

60

80

Roadway Centerline



Project Name: Scenario:
Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0
Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 10,870
Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1087
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 35
Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 24
Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily
Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742
Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074
Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 50.4 59.2 57.4 51.3 59.9 60.5
Medium Trucks: 60.1 52.0 45.6 44.1 52.6 52.8
Heavy Trucks: 65.3 53.4 44.3 45.5 55.4 55.6
Vehicle Noise: 67.8 61.1 57.9 53.2 61.8 62.3

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:
Medium Trucks:
Heavy Trucks:
Vehicle Noise:

-187 187 -128 128
-59 59 -41 41
-19 19 -19 19

60 dBA
65 dBA
70 dBA

Unmitigated
CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA
65 dBA
70 dBA

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Lake County Courthouse
Brian Allee

PROJECT DATA

Future
60100671

SITE DATA
Road Segment: Between Bevins Street and Larrecou Lane

Lakeport Boulevard
Analyst:

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

Roadway Centerline Noise Contour

-250
-200
-150
-100
-50

0
50

100
150
200
250

Roadway Centerline



Project Name: Scenario:
Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0
Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 10,830
Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1083
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 35
Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 24
Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily
Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742
Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074
Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 50.4 59.1 57.4 51.3 59.9 60.5
Medium Trucks: 60.1 52.0 45.6 44.1 52.5 52.8
Heavy Trucks: 65.3 53.4 44.3 45.5 55.4 55.6
Vehicle Noise: 67.7 61.1 57.9 53.2 61.8 62.2

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:
Medium Trucks:
Heavy Trucks:
Vehicle Noise:

-187 187 -128 128
-59 59 -40 40
-19 19 -19 19

60 dBA
65 dBA
70 dBA

Unmitigated
CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA
65 dBA
70 dBA

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Lake County Courthouse
Brian Allee

PROJECT DATA

Future
60100671

SITE DATA
Road Segment: Between Larrecou Lane and Main Street

Lakeport Boulevard
Analyst:

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

Roadway Centerline Noise Contour

-250
-200
-150
-100
-50

0
50

100
150
200
250

Roadway Centerline



Project Name: Scenario:
Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0
Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 13,820
Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1382
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 30
Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 24
Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily
Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742
Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074
Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 49.5 58.3 56.5 50.4 59.1 59.7
Medium Trucks: 60.1 52.0 45.6 44.1 52.6 52.8
Heavy Trucks: 65.7 53.8 44.7 46.0 56.1 56.2
Vehicle Noise: 68.3 60.8 57.2 52.9 61.4 61.9

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:
Medium Trucks:
Heavy Trucks:
Vehicle Noise:

-171 171 -117 117
-54 54 -37 37
-17 17 -17 17

60 dBA
65 dBA
70 dBA

Unmitigated
CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA
65 dBA
70 dBA

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Lake County Courthouse
Brian Allee

PROJECT DATA

Future
60100671

SITE DATA
Road Segment: North of Lakeport Boulevard

Main Street
Analyst:

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

Roadway Centerline Noise Contour

-200

-150

-100

-50

0

50

100

150

200

Roadway Centerline



Project Name: Scenario:
Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0
Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 8,460
Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 846
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 30
Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 24
Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily
Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742
Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074
Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 47.4 56.1 54.4 48.3 56.9 57.5
Medium Trucks: 58.0 49.9 43.5 41.9 50.4 50.7
Heavy Trucks: 63.6 51.7 42.6 43.8 54.0 54.1
Vehicle Noise: 66.1 58.6 55.1 50.8 59.3 59.7

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:
Medium Trucks:
Heavy Trucks:
Vehicle Noise:

-104 104 -71 71
-33 33 -23 23
-10 10 -10 10

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

Future
60100671

SITE DATA
Road Segment: South of Lakeport Boulevard

Main Street
Analyst:

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Lake County Courthouse
Brian Allee

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA
65 dBA
70 dBA

60 dBA
65 dBA
70 dBA

Unmitigated Roadway Centerline Noise Contour

-150

-100

-50

0

50

100

150

Roadway Centerline



Project Name: Scenario:
Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0
Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 11,440
Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1144
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 35
Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 24
Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily
Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742
Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074
Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 50.6 59.4 57.6 51.5 60.2 60.8
Medium Trucks: 60.3 52.3 45.9 44.3 52.8 53.0
Heavy Trucks: 65.5 53.6 44.5 45.8 55.7 55.8
Vehicle Noise: 68.0 61.3 58.2 53.5 62.0 62.5

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:
Medium Trucks:
Heavy Trucks:
Vehicle Noise:

-197 197 -135 135
-62 62 -43 43
-20 20 -20 20

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

Future Plus Project
60100671

SITE DATA
Road Segment: Between Bevins Street and Larrecou Lane

Lakeport Boulevard
Analyst:

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Lake County Courthouse
Brian Allee

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA
65 dBA
70 dBA

60 dBA
65 dBA
70 dBA

Unmitigated Roadway Centerline Noise Contour

-250
-200
-150
-100
-50

0
50

100
150
200
250

Roadway Centerline



Project Name: Scenario:
Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0
Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 10,870
Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1087
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 35
Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 24
Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily
Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742
Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074
Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 50.4 59.2 57.4 51.3 59.9 60.5
Medium Trucks: 60.1 52.0 45.6 44.1 52.6 52.8
Heavy Trucks: 65.3 53.4 44.3 45.5 55.4 55.6
Vehicle Noise: 67.8 61.1 57.9 53.2 61.8 62.3

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:
Medium Trucks:
Heavy Trucks:
Vehicle Noise:

-187 187 -128 128
-59 59 -41 41
-19 19 -19 19

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

Future Plus Project
60100671

SITE DATA
Road Segment: Between Larrecou Lane and Main Street

Lakeport Boulevard
Analyst:

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Lake County Courthouse
Brian Allee

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA
65 dBA
70 dBA

60 dBA
65 dBA
70 dBA

Unmitigated Roadway Centerline Noise Contour

-250
-200
-150
-100
-50

0
50

100
150
200
250

Roadway Centerline



Project Name: Scenario:
Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0
Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 13,850
Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 1385
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 30
Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 24
Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily
Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742
Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074
Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 49.5 58.3 56.5 50.4 59.1 59.7
Medium Trucks: 60.1 52.0 45.7 44.1 52.6 52.8
Heavy Trucks: 65.8 53.8 44.8 46.0 56.1 56.2
Vehicle Noise: 68.3 60.8 57.2 52.9 61.4 61.9

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:
Medium Trucks:
Heavy Trucks:
Vehicle Noise:

-171 171 -117 117
-54 54 -37 37
-17 17 -17 17

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

Future Plus Project
60100671

SITE DATA
Road Segment: North of Lakeport Boulevard

Main Street
Analyst:

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Lake County Courthouse
Brian Allee

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA
65 dBA
70 dBA

60 dBA
65 dBA
70 dBA

Unmitigated Roadway Centerline Noise Contour

-200

-150

-100

-50

0

50

100

150

200

Roadway Centerline



Project Name: Scenario:
Job #:

Roadway:

Centerline Dist to Barrier 0 Road Grade: 0
Barrier (0=wall, 1= berm): 0 Average Daily Traffic: 8,470
Receiver Barrier Dist: 0 Peak Hour Traffic: 847
Centerline Dist. To Observer: 100 Vehicle Speed: 30
Barrier Near Lane CL Dist: 0 Centerline Separation: 24
Barrier Far lane CL Dist: 0
Pad Elevation: 0.5 Site conditions HARD SITE
Road Elevation: 0
Observer Height (above grade): 0 Type Day Evening Night Daily
Barrier Height: 0 Auto 0.775 0.129 0.096 0.9742
Rt View: 90 Lft View: -90 Med. Truck 0.848 0.049 0.103 0.0184

Heavy Truck 0.865 0.027 0.108 0.0074
Autos: 0
Medium Trucks: 2.3
Heavy Trucks: 8

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 47.4 56.1 54.4 48.3 56.9 57.5
Medium Trucks: 58.0 49.9 43.5 41.9 50.4 50.7
Heavy Trucks: 63.6 51.7 42.6 43.8 54.0 54.1
Vehicle Noise: 66.1 58.6 55.1 50.8 59.3 59.7

Vehicle Type Peak Leq Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos:
Medium Trucks:
Heavy Trucks:
Vehicle Noise:

-105 105 -72 72
-33 33 -23 23
-10 10 -10 10

UNMITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (No topographic or barrier attenuation)

MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS (With topographic or barrier attenuation)

NOISE INPUTS

FLEET MIX

NOISE SOURCE ELEVATIONS (Feet)

PROJECT DATA

Future Plus Project
60100671

SITE DATA
Road Segment: South of Lakeport Boulevard

Main Street
Analyst:

Federal Highway Administration RD-77-108
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (CALVENO)

Lake County Courthouse
Brian Allee

CENTERLINE NOISE CONTOUR

Mitigated

60 dBA
65 dBA
70 dBA

60 dBA
65 dBA
70 dBA

Unmitigated Roadway Centerline Noise Contour

-150

-100

-50

0

50

100

150

Roadway Centerline



Appendix H 
Traffic Impact Analysis
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The proposed New Lakeport Courthouse project will be located in Lakeport, California adjacent to 
Highway 29 and just south of Lakeport Boulevard.  The proposed project would encompass 4 
courtrooms. The site plan has not been developed yet. This study recommends feasible locations 
for primary and secondary access to the site.  The site is located on the south side of Lakeport 
Boulevard immediately east of the visitor center. The primary driveway would be located on the 
eastern boundary of the site, where the grading and access is viable. The facility will also require 
secondary access and it is recommended that this access be provided off Bevins Road to the 
south of Lakeport Boulevard. The driveway would be immediately south of the visitor center. The 
site is elevated above road level (approximately 20-30 feet), which restricts access driveways and 
the corner sight distance. 
 
At project build out, the proposed project would generate 403 daily trips; with 61 trips (55 in, 6 out) 
occurring during the AM peak hour.  
 
The traffic analysis of the project consisted of six intersections: 
 

 Parallel Drive / Lakeport Boulevard 
 Highway 29 southbound ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 
 Highway 29 northbound ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 
 Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard 
 Larrecou Lane / Lakeport Boulevard 
 South Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard 

 
Development Conditions  
 
The study analyzed traffic conditions under the following development scenarios: 

 
 Existing Traffic Conditions 
 Existing plus Background Conditions 
 Existing plus Background plus Project Conditions 
 Cumulative Conditions without the project 
 Cumulative Conditions with the project 

 
The City of Lakeport 2025 General Plan was used to determine cumulative volumes and project 
traffic distribution onto the study road network.  The City also provided the background (approved, 
but not yet constructed) project information. 
 
For Existing Conditions, Existing plus Background Conditions, and Existing plus 
Background plus Project Conditions all study intersections operate at acceptable Levels of 
Service (LOS). However inadequate sight distance is evident at the intersection of Lakeport 
Boulevard/Bevins Road on the northbound approach. The secondary access to the project would 
add traffic onto this approach and the southeast corner would have to be graded and a retaining 
wall constructed to increase the sight distance to the required standard. This is an existing 
deficiency. The project may be requested to fund the entire improvement. 
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For Cumulative and Cumulative plus Project Conditions, the following intersections would 
operate at unacceptable conditions and improvements are required. 
 

 Highway 29 southbound ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 
 Highway 29 northbound ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 
 Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard 
 South Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard  
 

Improvements Required:  
1. Signalize the ramp terminal at the Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 

intersection and improve the southbound approach to include a 150 ft right turn lane. 
2. Signalize the ramp terminal at the Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 

intersection and include a 150 ft eastbound left turn lane and improve the northbound 
approach to include a 200 ft right turn lane. 

3. Signalize the Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection. 
4. Signalize the Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection. 

 
The intersections listed above are identified in the City of Lakeport General Plan 2025 as 
intersections recommended for improvement under the City’s Long Range Improvement Program.  
The project would pay a fair share contribution towards improving these intersections. 
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2 INTRODUCTION 
 
2.1 Project Description  
 

The Administration Office of the Courts (AOC) is proposing to construct a new courthouse for the 
Lake County Superior Court of California to replace the existing Lakeport Courthouse, located on 
Forbes Street in Lakeport California.  The proposed project site for the new courthouse is located 
off of Lakeport Boulevard adjacent to the Highway 29 interchange.  The project site is a vacant 
5.74 acre parcel adjacent to the existing Lake County Chamber of Commerce.  The project borders 
Lakeport Boulevard to the north, the visitor center to the west, open space to the south, and 
Bruno’s shopping center to the east.    
 
The new courthouse will be approximately 50,000 square feet and include four (4) courtrooms with 
associated support office space and a parking area with approximately 120 spaces.  The AOC 
plans to complete acquisition of the proposed project site by July 2011, begin construction in 2013, 
and complete construction in 2015.  The Superior Court will begin operations in the new building in 
early to mid-2015.   Figures 1 and 2 provide a Location and Vicinity Map for the proposed project, 
respectively.   
 
This report presents the results from traffic analyses indicating the potential traffic impacts from the 
proposed New Lakeport Courthouse project.  The traffic generated by the project will travel on 
Caltrans and the City of Lakeport roadways. 

 
2.2 Scope of Work 
 

The study identifies potential traffic impacts that may be associated with the development of the 
New Lakeport Courthouse project.  It includes traffic analyses at intersections and street segments 
during typical weekday AM peak hours and site distance analysis at Bevins Street and the main 
access driveway off of Lakeport Boulevard.  The AM peak period is the most critical for court 
houses and presents a worst case scenario. Operational improvements recommended for the AM 
peak period, would suffice for the PM peak period. The following intersections were included in the 
analysis and selected based on project trip distribution and anticipated project impacts. 
 
Intersections  
 
1. Parallel Drive / Lakeport Boulevard 
2. Highway 29 southbound ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 
3. Highway 29 northbound ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 
4. Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard 
5. Larrecou Lane / Lakeport Boulevard 
6. South Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard 
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Figure 1
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Analysis Conditions 
 
The study analyzed traffic conditions under the following development scenarios: 

 
 Existing Traffic Conditions 
 Existing Plus Background Conditions 
 Existing Plus Background Plus Project Conditions  
 Cumulative Conditions without the project 
 Cumulative Conditions with the project 

 
2.3 Trip Generation 
 

The Institute for Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation, 7th Edition is the most widely 
accepted reference for transportation professionals for determining trip generation rates for various 
land use types.  However, the reference does not provide trip generation rates for courthouses.  
Therefore, a methodology for determining the trip generation rate was developed based on a 
similar traffic study performed in San Diego, CA and with information provided by courthouse staff. 
 

2.4 Traffic Operation Evaluation Methodologies 
 
The methodologies outlined in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) was used to perform the 
operational analysis and provide quantitative levels of services (LOS).  Synchro and Sidra, traffic 
operations analysis software programs, were used to evaluate intersection and roundabout 
operations, respectively. 
 
Intersection operations are evaluated based on a LOS grading system.  The system uses a scale 
of “LOS A” through “LOS F” in which “LOS A” represents free flowing conditions and “LOS F” 
represents forced flow conditions.  Different factors are used to determine intersection LOS 
depending on the intersection control device.  The operations of all-way (four-way) stop controlled 
intersections are evaluated based on the average delay per vehicle.  The average delay is 
calculated using the roadway capacity (number of travel lanes) provided for each intersection 
approach and the overall traffic demand.  The relationship between vehicle delay and the level of 
service for all-way stop controlled intersection is provided in Appendix A. 
 
The operating efficiency of vehicle movements is analyzed to determine the level of service for one 
and two-way stop controlled intersections.  Vehicles on minor streets approaching a one or two-
way stop controlled intersection must yield to the major streets vehicle through movements.  The 
operation of the intersection is therefore based upon the distribution of gaps on the major street 
traffic stream and drivers judgment on the minor street on selecting appropriate gaps.  The 
methods of the HCM use this information to calculated vehicle delay and determine the level of 
service of the minor street and the overall intersection level of service.  Appendix A shows the 
relationship between vehicle delay and level of service for one and two-way stop controlled 
intersections. 
 
At signalized intersections, average control delay per vehicle is used to define the level of service.  
This is determined based on a number of factors including signal cycle length, roadway capacity 
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(number of travel lanes) for each intersection approach, and the traffic demand.  Appendix A 
shows the relationship between vehicle delay and the signalized intersection level of service 
categories. 
 
The California Manual on Urban Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) requires that an engineering 
study be performed before traffic signals are installed. Recommendations in this study to provide 
signals are based on limited planning level data for the peak hour signal warrants only and may not 
be sufficient for installing signals. 
 

2.5 LOS Standards 
 
The City of Lakeport has established LOS C as the minimum acceptable LOS for overall 
intersection operations.    
 
The standard for Caltrans level of service is the LOS C/D threshold in which LOS C is acceptable 
in all cases and LOS D is acceptable on a case-by-case basis. 

 
2.6 Thresholds of Significance Criteria 

 
The City of Lakeport does not have an established threshold of Significance Criteria.  California 
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines were used in The Draft EIR City of Lakeport General Plan 
Update (2008) to determine the significance of traffic impacts and therefore were also used in this 
TIA, as well as the Caltrans criteria. 
 
California Environmental Quality Act 
According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project would have a significant 
impact on traffic if the project would: 
 

 Result in a traffic increase that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and 
capacity of the street system, which is defined as causing an existing acceptable 
intersection or roadway level of service to drop to unacceptable levels 

 Result in potentially unsafe conditions or inadequate internal circulation to accommodate 
project traffic 

 Result in a roadway design that would increase traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicycles, 
or pedestrians or substantially impede pedestrian, bicycle or transit system operations 

 Provide an inadequate amount of parking 
 Conflict with adopted policies, plans, programs that support supporting alternative 

transportation (for example, bus turnouts, bicycle racks) 
 
Caltrans 
Caltrans has jurisdiction over the Highway 29 NB and SB ramp intersections with Lakeport 
Boulevard. The standards of significance criteria apply to project and cumulative project traffic 
being added to facilities operating at an LOS that does not meet the required standard. The 
following is the significance criteria for Caltrans: 
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The Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (Caltrans, 2002) states that if an 
existing State Highway facility is operating at less than the target LOS, the existing LOS should be 
maintained, thus adding any trips to a facility operating at adverse LOS would be a significant 
impact. 
 

3 EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 
 

The following sections provide a description of the existing traffic network, existing traffic volumes, 
intersection LOS, and an overview of traffic conditions within the study area. 
 

3.1 Existing Traffic Network 
 
Regional access to the project site is provided from Highways 29.  Roadways in the vicinity of the 
project site include Bevins Street, Lakeport Boulevard, Larrecou Lane, Main Street, and Parallel 
Drive. The following provides a description of the roadway facilities. 
 
Bevins Street is a two-lane collector that runs parallel to Highway 29 and connects Marvin Street 
in the north to Lakeport Boulevard in the south.  It is an undivided facility and provides access to 
various local businesses. The speed limit along Bevins Street is 30 miles per hour in the vicinity of 
the project.   
 
Highway 29 is a north-south state highway that travels from Vallejo in the south to Upper Lake in 
the north.  In the project vicinity it is a four-lane freeway with a posted speed limit of 65 miles per 
hour.  
 
Lakeport Boulevard is a two-lane arterial with a two-way left-turn lane that connects Main to the 
east with Highway 29 to the west.  It transitions at Main Street to K Street which terminates at Clear 
Lake.  Lakeport Boulevard provides access to various business and shopping areas via closely 
spaced driveways.  In the vicinity of the project, Lakeport Boulevard has a speed limit of 35 miles 
per hour and has a downhill grade of about 6% for approximately 0.2 miles. 
 
Larrecou Lane is a short access roadway that provides access to a strip center and a small 
industrial center.  There is no posted speed in the vicinity of the project. 
 
Main Street is a two lane arterial with a two-way left-turn lane that terminates just north of 16th 
Street to the north and transitions to County Road 502 at Soda Bay Road to the south.  It provides 
access to local businesses and residential dwellings.  The post speed limit in the vicinity of the 
project is 30 miles per hour. 
 
Parallel Drive is a two lane collector that runs from just north of Lakeport Boulevard southward 
and terminates at State Route 175.  It provides access to retail establishment to the north of 
Lakeport Boulevard and residential dwellings south of Lakeport Boulevard.  It has a post speed 
limit of 35 miles per hour in the vicinity of the project.  
 
Intersections 
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1.  Parallel Drive / Lakeport Boulevard 
 
The Parallel Drive / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is a four-legged single lane roundabout.   
  
2.  Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 
 
The Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is a stop controlled intersection.  
Lakeport Boulevard is uncontrolled in the eastbound and westbound directions.  The Highway 29 
SB off ramp terminates at Lakeport Boulevard and has access to the eastbound and westbound 
directions. 
 
3.  Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 
 
The Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is a stop controlled intersection.  
Lakeport Boulevard is uncontrolled in the eastbound and westbound directions.  The Highway 29 
NB off ramp terminates at Lakeport Boulevard and has access to the eastbound and westbound 
directions. 
 
4.  Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard 
 
The Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is a four-legged two-way stop controlled 
intersection.  Lakeport Boulevard is uncontrolled it eastbound and westbound directions.  
Northbound and southbound Bevins Street has access to the eastbound and westbound directions 
of Lakeport Boulevard.  
 
5.  Larrecou Lane / Lakeport Boulevard 
 
The Larrecou Lane / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is a stop controlled “T” intersection.  Lakeport 
Boulevard is uncontrolled in the eastbound and westbound directions.  Larrecou Lane has access 
to the eastbound and westbound directions of Lakeport Boulevard.  
 
6. Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard 
 
The Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is an offset all-way stop controlled intersection.  
Main Street has access to the westbound direction of Lakeport Boulevard and the eastbound 
direction of K Street.  Lakeport Boulevard and K Street have access to northbound and southbound 
Main Street.  

 
3.2 Transit 
 

Lake Transit provides mass transit for Lake County and provides local and regional bus service for 
the City of Lakeport along 4 routes (Route 4, 4A, 7, and 8).  Route 8 (Lakeport City) provides 
exclusive service for the City of Lakeport from Peckham Court in the south to Sutter Lakeside 
Hospital in the north.  Routes 4 (South Shore) and 4A (Soda Bay) provide regional service to 
Clearlake and Kit’s Corner, respectively, with limited City service.  Route 7 (Lakeport – Ukiah) 
provides regional service from Lakeport to the Ukiah Municipal Airport, Greyhound, and Amtrak 
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stations.  The transfer point in the City of Lakeport is located on Main Street at the Third Street 
intersection.  Appendix I provides further detail on these bus routes. 
 
Currently, Routes 4, 4A, and 8 travel along Lakeport Boulevard in the vicinity of the project.  Route 
4 does not stop in the vicinity of the project and Route 4A stops at Mendocino College which is off 
of Parallel Drive approximately ½ mile west of the project site.  Route 8 stops at Mendocino 
College and the Bevins Court Health Center off of Bevins Street. 
 

3.3 Bicycle Facilities 
 
According to the 2006 Lake County Regional Bikeway Plan (LCRBP), the County has 5 bikeways.  
None of the 5 bikeways are in the vicinity of the proposed site.  The nearest bikeway facility is a 
Class II Bike Lane located on North High Street approximately 1.5 miles away.  The Transportation 
Element of the City of Lakeport General Plan 2025 identifies Parallel Drive, Lakeport Boulevard, 
Bevins Street, and Main Street as future bikeway locations.  
 
Bicycle facilities range from Class I to Class III Bikeways.  Descriptions of the bicycle facility 
classifications are provided in the following sections. 
 
Class I Bikeway (Bike Path) – A Class I Bikeway is a physically separated bike path that does not 
share the roadway with motorized vehicles.  They can be separated by either open space or a 
physical barrier and are generally two-way facilities.  
 
Class II Bikeway (Bike Lane) – A Class II Bikeway is a bike lane that shares a portion of the 
roadway with motorized vehicles.  They are separated by striping and are signed and marked for 
exclusive use by bicycle traffic.  Class II Bikeways provide service for one-way bicycle traffic and 
are located outside of the through lanes for motorized vehicles. 
 
Class III Bikeway (Bike Route) – A Class III Bikeway is a bike route that shares the roadway with 
motorized vehicles.  They are identified by signs and not separated by striping.  Class III Bikeways 
are utilized in locations that do not have Class I or Class II facilities or to connect Class II Bikeways 
to provide a continuous bikeway system. 
 

3.4 Existing Traffic Data 
 

Traffic counts were collected, for all intersections included in this analysis, in April 2010.  Counts 
were performed during the AM peak hour per guidance from the Administrative Office of the Courts 
(AOC).  The intersection counts and a speed survey were conducted along Lakeport Boulevard on 
April 1, 2010.  The traffic volumes along Lakeport Boulevard were increased by 6.9% to reflect 
seasonal trends as identified in the City of Lakeport General Plan 2025.  Existing intersection 
configuration and traffic volumes are provided in Figures 3 and 4, respectively. 
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3.5 Existing Conditions Intersection Operations  
 
Synchro and Sidra traffic analyses were performed to determine the LOS for the weekday existing 
AM peak hour at each of the intersections within the project area.  The results of these analyses 
are listed in a matrix in Table 1.  All intersections operate at an acceptable LOS during the existing 
weekday AM peak hour. 
 

Table 1:  Existing Intersection Operations AM Peak Hour 

    
Existing 

Intersection 
Intersection Control Delay LOS 

1.  Parallel Drive / Roundabout (Sidra) 8.6 A 
     Lakeport Boulevard       
2.  Highway 29 SB Ramps / Stop Control (SB) 5.3 A 
     Lakeport Boulevard Worst approach 11.8 B 
3.  Highway 29 NB Ramps / Stop Control (NB) 5.0 A 
     Lakeport Boulevard Worst approach 12.7 B 
4.  Bevins Street / Stop Control (NB & SB) 3.3 A 
     Lakeport Boulevard Worst approach 15.6 B 
5.  Larrecou Lane / Stop Control (SB) 0.3 A 
     Lakeport Boulevard Worst approach 10.2 B 
6.  Main Street / Stop Control (All-Way) 10.4 B 
     Lakeport Boulevard Worst approach 11.1 B 
Source:  RBF Consulting 2010.        
Notes:    1.  NB, SB, EB, WB = Northbound, Southbound, Eastbound, 
 Westbound 

 
 
The Synchro and Sidra output calculations are provided in Appendix B.   
  

4 EXISTING PLUS BACKGROUND CONDITIONS ANALYSIS  
 

The following sections provide a description of the analyses performed during the AM peak hour for 
Existing plus Background conditions.   

 
4.1 Background Trips 

 
Existing plus Background conditions include existing traffic plus the traffic generated by approved 
projects within the vicinity of the project.  All background projects were obtained from the City of 
Lakeport Planning Department website per Andrew Britton (Planning Services Manager). The 
Background projects are located throughout the City of Lakeport and indicated in the Appendix J.  
Figure 5 provides the background trip distribution on the existing roadway network. 
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The trip generation for each project was calculated using the Institute of Transportation Engineers 
(ITE) Manual, Trip Generation 7th Edition, 2003. The trip distribution was calculated based on 
typical travel patterns in the City and engineering judgment. The background projects would 
generate approximately 284 AM peak hour trips (80 in and 204 out). The Existing plus Background 
traffic volumes are indicated in Table 2. 
 
Table 2:  Background Trips 

        AM PEAK HOUR 
  ITE     TOTAL       
  LAND 

USE 
PROJECT PEAK       

  CODE SIZE HOUR IN / OUT 

Lake Terrace Estates               
Single Family Detached Homes 210 8 Units 15 4 / 11 

Bella Vista              
Single Family Detached Homes 210 35 Units 34 8 / 26 

Rodriguez              
Townhouse 230 6 Units 5 1 / 4 

Frankovich Subdivision              
Single Family Detached Homes 210 30 Units 30 8 / 22 

Munion Subdivision              
Single Family Detached Homes 210 5 Units 13 3 / 10 

Lakewood Knoll              
Single Family Detached Homes 210 28 Units 29 7 / 22 

Lake County Tribal Health*              
Medical Office 720 19,683 SF 33 18 / 15 

Harper's Landing              
Single Family Detached Homes 210 61 Units 52 13 / 39 

Moody Subdivision              
Single Family Detached Homes 210 30 Units 30 8 / 22 

Pino Subdivision              
Single Family Detached Homes 210 5 Units 13 3 / 10 

JT Meadows Subdivision              

Single Family Detached Homes 210 28 Units 29 7 / 22 

Total       284 80 / 204 
Note:  Bruno's Shop Smart and Plaza Paints were not included as they are currently open for business.  The 
Safeway Expansion was also not included because construction was completed in 2009. 

 
 
4.2 Existing plus Background Conditions Intersection Operations 

 
Synchro and Sidra traffic analysis was performed for the weekday Existing plus Background AM 
peak hour at each of the study intersections within the project area.  The results of the analysis are 
summarized in Table 3.  All intersections would operate at an acceptable LOS. 
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Table 3:  Existing + Background Intersection Operations AM Peak Hour 

    
Existing Existing + 

Background 

Intersection 
Intersection Control Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1.  Parallel Drive / Roundabout 8.6 A 8.7 A 
     Lakeport Boulevard           
2.  Highway 29 SB Ramps / Stop Control (SB) 5.3 A 5.5 A 
     Lakeport Boulevard Worst approach 11.8 B 12.4 B 
3.  Highway 29 NB Ramps / Stop Control (NB) 5.0 A 5.0 A 
     Lakeport Boulevard Worst approach 12.7 B 13.1 B 
4.  Bevins Street / Stop Control (NB & SB) 3.3 A 3.5 A 
     Lakeport Boulevard Worst approach 15.6 B 16.4 C 
5.  Larrecou Lane / Stop Control (SB) 0.3 A 0.3 A 
     Lakeport Boulevard Worst approach 10.2 B 10.5 B 
6.  Main Street / Stop Control (All-Way) 10.4 B 11.2 B 
     Lakeport Boulevard Worst approach 11.1 B 11.8 B 
Source:  RBF Consulting 2010.  
Notes:    1.  NB, SB, EB, WB = Northbound, Southbound, Eastbound, Westbound 

 
 
The Synchro and Sidra output calculations for Existing plus Background conditions are provided in 
Appendix C.  The intersection volumes for Existing plus Background conditions are provided in 
Figure 6. 
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5 EXISTING PLUS BACKGROUND PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 
 

The following sections describe the analysis performed during the AM peak hour for Existing plus 
Background plus Project traffic conditions and provide an explanation of the project trip generation, 
distribution, and assignment. For this development scenario the project trips were added to the 
Existing and Background trips and analyzed.   
 

5.1 Site Access 
 
The proposed project site is located on a parcel land that is at an elevation approximately 30 feet 
above Lakeport Boulevard.  A site plan was not available to indicate the driveway access points to 
the proposed courthouse; therefore, several locations were evaluated to determine the most 
appropriate position.  The following provides a description for each site access location. 
 
Four (4) access points were evaluated for the proposed site and are provided in Figure 7 and are 
listed below. 
 
Location 1:  Off of Lakeport Boulevard positioned in center of project site 
Location 2:  Off of Lakeport Boulevard across from Larrecou Lane 
Location 3:  Off of Bevins Street through the Lake County Chamber of Commerce parking lot 
Location 4:  Off of Bevins Street behind the Lake County Chamber of Commerce 
   
Location 1 is located off of Lakeport Boulevard at the center of the proposed site and would 
provide a central access point the courthouse.  In order to accommodate the driveway at this 
location, significant grading would need to be performed to provide adequate sight distance and to 
construct the driveway up the grades to the elevated the project site.  In addition, the driveway 
would be located in between Larrecou Lane and a shopping center driveway.  This would provide 
limited intersection spacing.  It was determined that, due to the amount of earthwork needed and 
intersection spacing, this location is not feasible for site access. 
 
Location 2 is located at the Larrecou Lane intersection off of Lakeport Boulevard.  This location 
would take advantage of an existing pathway and grading adjacent to the project site.  This location 
would provide adequate sight distance and not limit intersection spacing.  Grading would need to 
be performed but not to the degree of Location 1.  It was determined that this location is feasible for 
site access and is recommended for the main access. 
 
Location 3 takes advantage of the Lake County Chamber of Commerce parking lot, located above 
the project site, to provide an access driveway.  To accommodate this driveway location, grading 
and construction of retaining walls would need to be performed and the elimination of parking 
spaces.  It was determined that this location is not feasible for site access. 
 
Location 4 is located behind the Lake County Chamber of Commerce and will take advantage of 
an existing pathway and grading adjacent to the project site.  Limited grading would need to be 
performed.  It was determined that this location is a feasible site access and is recommended for 
secondary access for prisoner pick-up and drop-off. 
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5.2 Project Trip Generation 
 
The project proposes to relocate the existing courthouse to a new facility.  The office space of the 
existing courthouse building will be held by the county for use by other county agencies.  
Therefore, it is assumed that the trips generated by the proposed project will remain on the road 
network and no trip credit is taken for the relocation.   
 
Table 4 contains the trip generation estimates for the project ultimate build out.  The rates are 
based upon similar traffic studies for courthouse facilities which are described below.  The project 
will generate 403 daily trips; with 61 AM peak hour trips (55 in, 6 out). 

 
The Institute for Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation, 7th Edition is the most widely 
accepted reference for transportation professionals for determining trip generation rates for various 
land use types.  However, the reference does not provide trip generation rates for courthouses.  
Therefore, a methodology for determining the trip generation rate was developed based on a 
similar traffic study performed in San Diego, CA and with information provided by Lake County 
courthouse staff. 
 
In 2000, Linscott Law & Greenspan (LLG) prepared a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) report for the 
San Diego County Courthouse.  The trip generation rate that was developed in this report was 
based on the number of courthouse employees and visitors/jurors.  An employee survey, 
conducted in 1992 by San Diego County, was used to determine mod of travel, daily trips per 
person, and vehicle occupancy rates.  In addition, the report assumed that 30 visitors/jurors were in 
each courtroom.  The number of trips was calculated based on the number of employees and 
visitors/jurors and the results from the employee survey. 
 
RBF used a methodology that is similar to the one identified in the LLG study.  RBF assumed that 
the primary choice of transportation is a passenger car for each employee and visitor/juror.  In 
addition, as in the LLG study, it will be assumed that 25% of employees leave and return the 
courthouse once during the day.  
 
In order to determine the AM peak hour project trips, a comparison was made between the AM 
peak hour average rate and daily rate for the General Office land use in the ITE Trip Generation, 
7th Edition.  The General Office land use was used because it is similar to the proposed project 
and is slightly more conservative than the LLG study.  This provided an AM percentage of the daily 
trips.  This percentage was then applied to the daily trips to calculate the AM peak hour project 
trips.  The directional distribution identified in the LLG study was used to determine inbound and 
outbound project trips. 
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Table 4:  Project Trip Generation 
          AM PEAK HOUR 
  ITE     WEEKDAY TOTAL %       
  LAND 

USE 
PROJECT DAILY PEAK OF       

  CODE SIZE TRIPS HOUR ADT IN / OUT 
Lake County 
Courthouse (Trip 
Generation Used) 

                 

Employees  65 Employees 163 25 15% 23 / 2 
Courtrooms  4 Units 240 36 15% 32 / 4 
                  
Net Total      403 61 15% 55 / 6 

LGG                  
Employees  65 Employees 163 22 13% 20 / 2 
Courtrooms  4 Units 240 32 13% 32 / 3 
                  
Net Total      403 54 13% 52 / 5 
ITE General 
Office                 

Employees 710 65 Employees 310 47 15% 41 / 6 
                   
Net Total       310 47 15% 41 / 6 

 
 
5.3 Project Trip Distribution and Assignment 

 
The county population densities, land use maps, and other traffic studies in the Lakeport area were 
used to determine trip distribution.  Based on this information, 31% of project trips travel to/from 
north of Lakeport on Highway 29, 59% south of Lakeport on Highway 29, and 10% travel within the 
City of Lakeport.  The distribution percentages were then multiplied by the inbound and outbound 
project trips to determine the trip assignment on the local roadway network.  Figures 8 and 9 
provide visual representations of the project trip distribution and trip assignment, respectively.  
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5.4 Existing plus Background plus Project Analysis 
 

5.4.1 Existing plus Background plus Project Conditions Intersection Operations 
 
The project trips were added to the Existing and Background traffic volumes and analyzed. All of 
the study intersections for Existing plus Background plus Project conditions would continue to 
operate at acceptable levels of service. The results of the analysis are summarized in Table 5 and 
Existing plus Background plus Project volumes are provided in Figure 10.   
 

Table 5:  Existing + Background + Project Intersection Operations AM Peak Hour 

    
Existing Existing + 

Background 
Existing + 

Background + 
Project 

Intersection 
Intersection Control Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS 

1.  Parallel Drive / Roundabout 8.6 A 8.7 A 8.7 A 
     Lakeport Boulevard               
2.  Highway 29 SB Ramps / Stop Control (SB) 5.3 A 5.5 A 6.0 A 
     Lakeport Boulevard Worst approach 11.8 B 12.4 B 13.3 B 
3.  Highway 29 NB Ramps / Stop Control (NB) 5.0 A 5.0 A 5.4 A 
     Lakeport Boulevard Worst approach 12.7 B 13.1 B 14.0 B 
4.  Bevins Street / Stop Control (NB & SB) 3.3 A 3.5 A 3.4 A 
     Lakeport Boulevard Worst approach 15.6 B 16.4 C 17.1 C 
5.  Larrecou Lane / Stop Control (SB) 0.3 A 0.3 A 0.4 A 
     Lakeport Boulevard Worst approach 10.2 B 10.5 B 12.0 B 
6.  Main Street / Stop Control (All-Way) 10.4 B 11.2 B 11.2 B 
     Lakeport Boulevard Worst approach 11.1 B 11.8 B 11.8 B 
Source:  RBF Consulting 2010.  
Notes:    1.  NB, SB, EB, WB = Northbound, Southbound, Eastbound, Westbound 

 
The Synchro and Sidra output calculations for Existing plus Background plus Project are provided 
in Appendix D.   
 

5.4.2 Existing plus Background plus Project Conditions Intersection Sight Distance 
 
The initial field visit and subsequent analysis to the project intersections revealed that there is 
potential sight distance deficiencies for northbound left turn vehicles at the Lakeport Boulevard and 
Bevins Street intersection. This intersection is located at the top of a hill with the westbound 
approach being below grade.  Exiting vehicles from northbound Bevins Street have sight distance 
constraints looking at the westbound approach of this intersection due to the crest curve and 
existing earth.  It was witnessed that left turn vehicles on the northbound approach were having 
trouble making the left turn at Bevins Street onto Lakeport Boulevard.  Exiting vehicles were 
observed to make right turns and then make a U-turn at Larrecou Lane to continue westbound. A 
sight distance analysis was performed on this intersection. 
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The Larrecou Lane / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is the proposed main access driveway and is 
located approximately 30 ft below the proposed site.  This intersection was also evaluated for sight 
distance. 
 
The results of the sight distance analysis are provided in Table 6. 
 

Table 6:  Intersection Sight Distance - Left Turn from Stop (AASHTO Case B1) 
    Sight Distance (ft) 

Intersection 
Intersection 

Control Approach 
Gap (tg)       

(seconds) 

85th 
percentile 

speed 
(mph) 

AASHTO 
Minimum Measured Difference 

1.  Bevins Street / 
     Lakeport Boulevard 

Stop Control NB 8.0 37 435.1 261 -174.1 

5.  Larrecou Lane / 
     Lakeport Boulevard 
(Driveway) 

Stop Control NB 8.0* 37 435.1 >600 >164.9 

* It was assumed that northbound left turn vehicles will have to cross a 12ft median because of the TWLT lane in the existing condition. 
Intersection Sight Distance Analysis performed per AASHTO Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, 2004. 

 
Table 7:  Intersection Sight Distance - Right Turn from Stop (AASHTO Case B2) 

    Sight Distance (ft) 

Intersection 
Intersection 

Control Approach 
Gap (tg)       

(seconds) 

85th 
percentile 

speed 
(mph) 

AASHTO 
Minimum Measured Difference 

5.  Larrecou Lane / 
     Lakeport Boulevard 
(Driveway) 

Stop Control NB 6.5 38 363.1 450 86.9 

Intersection Sight Distance Analysis performed per AASHTO Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, 2004. 
 
The sight distance analysis shows that left turning vehicles on the northbound approach at the 
Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection do not have sufficient sight distance to safely 
proceed onto westbound Lakeport Boulevard under the existing configuration.  Project traffic will be 
added to this intersection, which will have an impact on safety.  To mitigate this impact, it is 
recommended that earthwork be performed on the south eastern side of the intersection to re-
grade and increase the sight distance.   Because this is a pre-existing condition, the project would 
pay a fair share contribution towards improving this intersection. 
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Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Northbound approach looking east            Southbound approach looking east 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Larrecou Lane / Courthouse Driveway Access / Lakeport Boulevard intersection  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Northbound approach (Access Driveway)                   Southbound approach looking east 
looking west             
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6 CUMULATIVE WITHOUT PROJECT TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 
 

The following sections describe the results of the traffic analysis performed under cumulative traffic 
conditions (projected 2030 traffic conditions).  These conditions do not include trips generated by 
the project site. 

 
6.1 Cumulative Volumes 

 
The year 2030 volumes on the study road network were calculated based on the General Plan 
build out growth factors identified in the City of Lakeport General Plan Update (2008).  The growth 
factors were then applied to existing traffic volumes to determine the 2030 traffic volumes.  The 
turning movements were balanced based on the existing turning movement counts and the 
expected development in the area. Where the cumulative volumes were lower than the background 
volumes, the higher background volume was utilized. 
 

6.2 Cumulative Without Project Analysis 
 
6.2.1 Cumulative Without Project Conditions Intersection Operations 

The cumulative traffic volumes were analyzed at the study intersections.  All of the study 
intersections would operate at acceptable levels of service with the exception of the following: 
 

 Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 
 Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 
 Bevins Street  / Lakeport Boulevard (worst approach) 
 Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard 
 

Intersection levels of service under Cumulative without Project conditions are summarized in Table 
8.   

Table 8:  Cumulative Intersection Operations AM Peak Hour 

    
Cumulative 

Intersection 
Intersection Control Delay LOS 

1.  Parallel Drive / Roundabout 19.4 B 
     Lakeport Boulevard       
2.  Highway 29 SB Ramps / Stop Control (SB) 251.6 F 
     Lakeport Boulevard Worst approach 620.7 F 
3.  Highway 29 NB Ramps / Stop Control (NB) 146.8 F 
     Lakeport Boulevard Worst approach 461.9 F 
4.  Bevins Street / Stop Control (NB & SB) 5.9 A 
     Lakeport Boulevard Worst approach 72.6 F 
5.  Larrecou Lane / Stop Control (SB) 0.4 A 
     Lakeport Boulevard Worst approach 13.3 B 
6.  Main Street / Stop Control (All-Way) 42.4 E 
     Lakeport Boulevard Worst approach 60.9 F 
Source:  RBF Consulting 2010.  
Notes:    1.  NB, SB, EB, WB = Northbound, Southbound, Eastbound, Westbound 
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The Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard intersection would operate at and 
unacceptable LOS of F during the AM peak hour with the southbound off ramp approach also 
operating at LOS F. 
 
The Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is forecast to operate at an overall 
LOS F during the AM peak hour.  The northbound off ramp approach (worst approach) is also 
forecast to operate at LOS F during the AM peak hour. 
 
The Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is forecast to operate at an overall LOS A 
during the AM peak hour but the southbound approach (worst approach) is forecast to operate at 
LOS F. 
 
The Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is forecast to operate at an overall LOS E and 
worst approach of LOS F during the AM peak hour. 
 
The Synchro and Sidra output calculations are provided in Appendix E and the Cumulative peak 
hour volumes are provided in Figure 11.    
 

6.2.2 Intersection Improvements 
The City of Lakeport General Plan 2025 identifies either the installation of modern roundabouts or 
the signalization of the Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard intersection, the Highway 
29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard intersection, the Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard 
intersection, and the Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard as part of the City’s Long Range 
Roadway Improvement Program.  The installation of traffic signals is anticipated to improve the 
operations of the intersections for Cumulative conditions as follows. The close spacing of the 
intersections would require communication between the intersections to coordinate the signals: 
 
The installation of a traffic signal at the Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard is 
anticipated to improve the operations of the intersection to LOS C during the Cumulative AM peak 
hour.  The traffic signal would be coordinated with the Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 
and Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersections.  The signal would provide a protected left 
turn for westbound traffic.  In addition, the southbound approach should be improved to include a 
150 ft right turn lane to reduce vehicle queues.  
 
The installation of a traffic signal at the Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard is 
anticipated to improve the operations of the intersection to LOS B during the Cumulative AM peak 
hour.  The traffic signal would be coordinated with the Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 
and Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersections.  The signal would provide a protected left 
turn for eastbound traffic.  In addition, the intersection should be re-striped to provide 
approximately 150 ft of vehicle storage length for the eastbound left turn lane.  Also, the 
northbound approach should be improved to include a 200 ft right turn lane to reduce vehicle 
queues. 
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The installation of a traffic signal at the Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection would 
improve the operations of the intersection to LOS C during the Cumulative AM peak hour.  The 
traffic signal would be coordinated with the Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard and 
Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard intersections.   
 
The installation of a traffic signal at the Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is 
anticipated to improve the operations of the intersection to LOS B during the Cumulative AM peak 
hour.  The signal will be split phased in the east-west direction and protected in the north-south 
direction.  The southbound right turn lane will have an overlap phase with the eastbound split 
phase. 
 
Each of the intersections meets the California MUTCD signal warrant for peak hour traffic volumes.  
The calculation sheets are included in Appendix H.   
 
The LOS calculation sheets for mitigated intersection conditions are included in Appendix G. 
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7  CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 
 

This section describes the analysis results of the study intersection operations under cumulative 
traffic conditions, which includes the project trips.  

 
7.1 Cumulative Projects Trip Generation 

 
The project traffic was added to the cumulative volumes and analyzed.  Figure 12 indicates the 
Cumulative plus Project traffic volumes for the AM peak hour at the study intersections.    
 

7.2 Cumulative With Project Analysis 
 

7.2.1 Cumulative With Project Conditions Intersection Operations 
Project trips were added to the cumulative traffic volumes and analyzed at the study intersections.  
All of the study intersections would operate at acceptable levels of service with the exception of the 
following: 
 

 Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 
 Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 
 Bevins Street  / Lakeport Boulevard (worst approach) 
 Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard 
 

Intersection levels of service under Cumulative with Project conditions are summarized in Table 9. 
 

Table 9:  Cumulative + Project Intersection Operations AM Peak Hour 

    
Cumulative Cumulative 

+ Project 
Intersection 

Intersection Control Delay LOS Delay LOS 
1.  Parallel Drive / Roundabout 19.4 B 19.4 B 
     Lakeport Boulevard           
2.  Highway 29 SB Ramps / Stop Control (SB) 251.6 F 275.4 F 
     Lakeport Boulevard Worst approach 620.7 F 671.7 F 
3.  Highway 29 NB Ramps / Stop Control (NB) 146.8 F 165.7 F 
     Lakeport Boulevard Worst approach 461.9 F 509.7 F 
4.  Bevins Street / Stop Control (NB & SB) 5.9 A 6.4 A 
     Lakeport Boulevard Worst approach 72.6 F 80.0 F 
5.  Larrecou Lane / Stop Control (SB) 0.4 A 0.5 A 
     Lakeport Boulevard Worst approach 13.3 B 16.2 C 
6.  Main Street / Stop Control (All-Way) 42.4 E 42.6 E 
     Lakeport Boulevard Worst approach 60.9 F 61.6 F 
Source:  RBF Consulting 2010.  
Notes:    1.  NB, SB, EB, WB = Northbound, Southbound, Eastbound, Westbound 
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The Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard intersection would continue to operate at and 
unacceptable level of service of F during the AM peak hour with the southbound off ramp approach 
also operating at LOS F. 
 
The Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is forecast to continue to operate 
at an overall LOS F during the AM peak hour.  The northbound off ramp approach is also forecast 
to operate at LOS F during the AM peak hour. 
 
The Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is forecast to continue to operate at an 
overall LOS A during the AM peak hour but the southbound approach is forecast to continue to 
operate at LOS F. 
 
The Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is forecast to continue to operate at an overall 
LOS E and worst approach of LOS F during the AM peak hour.  It should be noted that this 
intersection was studied in the City of Lakeport General Plan 2025 and was forecast to operate at 
an overall LOS F during the PM peak hour.  
 
The Synchro and Sidra output calculations are provided in Appendix F and Cumulative plus 
Project peak hour volumes are provided in Figure 11.    
 

7.2.2 Intersection Mitigations 
With the improvements identified under the Cumulative Intersection Mitigations, all intersection 
would operate at acceptable levels of service. 
 
The improvements listed in the Cumulative Intersection Mitigations are identified in the City of 
Lakeport General Plan 2025 and the intersections are recommended for improvement under the 
City’s Long Range Improvement Program.  The project would pay a fair share contribution towards 
improving these intersections. 
 
Each of the intersections meets the California MUTCD signal warrant for peak hour traffic volumes.  
The calculation sheets are included in Appendix H.   
 
The LOS calculation sheets for mitigated intersection conditions are included in Appendix G. 
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8 MULTIMODAL ACCESS  
 
Currently, there are no bus stops at the project site.  Bus stops should be constructed immediately 
east and west of the Larrecou Lane / Lakeport Boulevard intersection per Lake Transit standards.  
The addition of the bus stops will provide direct access from the local bus system and indirect 
access from the regional bus system to and from the proposed project.  It is also recommended 
that high visibility crosswalks be installed to provide safe access for pedestrians to and from the 
bus stops.  In addition, pedestrian access should be provided throughout the proposed project with 
links to the existing pedestrian pathways and sidewalks.  Also, bicycle storage facilities should be 
provided on site for cyclists. 
 



APPENDIX A 

Level of Service Descriptions and LOS Table 



LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) DESCRIPTION 
UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS WITH ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL (AWSC)

AWSC intersections require every vehicle to stop at the intersection before proceeding.  
Since each driver must stop, the judgement as to whether to proceed into the intersection 
is a function of traffic conditions on the other approaches. While giving priority to the driver 
on the right is a recognized rule in some areas, it is not a good descriptor of actual 
intersection operations. What happens is the development of a consensus of right-of-way 
that alternates between the drivers on the intersection approaches, a consensus that 
depends primarily on the intersection geometry and the arrival patterns at the stop line.

If no traffic is present on the other approaches, a driver can proceed immediately after the 
stop is made. If there is traffic on one or more of the other approaches, a driver proceeds 
only after determining that there are no vehicles currently in the intersection and that it is 
the driver’s turn to proceed. Since no traffic signal controls the stream movement or 
allocates the right-of-way to each conflicting stream, the rate of departure is controlled by 
the interaction between the traffic streams themselves.

For AWSC intersections, the average control delay (in seconds per vehicle) is used as the 
primary measure of performance. Control delay is the increased time of travel for a vehicle 
approaching and passing through an AWSC intersection, compared with a free-flow 
vehicle if it were not required to slow down or stop at the intersection. 

The criteria for AWSC intersections have different threshold values than do those for 
signalized intersections, primarily because drivers expect different levels of performance 
from different kinds of traffic control devices (i.e traffic signals, two way stop or all way 
stop, etc.). The expectation is that a signalized intersection is designed to carry higher 
traffic volumes than an AWSC intersection and a higher level of control delay is acceptable 
at a signalized intersection for the same LOS. 

For AWSC analysis using the HCM 2000 method, the LOS shown reflects the weighted 
average of the delay on each of the approaches.  

LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) CRITERIA FOR AWSC INTERSECTIONS
(Reference Highway Capacity Manual 2000)

Level of Service Control Delay (seconds / vehicle)

A 0 - 10

B >10 - 15 

C >15 - 25

D >25 - 35

E >35 - 50

F >50



LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) DESCRIPTION 
UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS WITH TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL (TWSC)

TWSC intersections are widely used and stop signs are used to control vehicle movements 
at such intersections. At TWSC intersections, the stop-controlled approaches are referred 
to as the minor street approaches; they can be either public streets or private driveways. 
The intersection approaches that are not controlled by stop signs are referred to as the 
major street approaches. A three-leg intersection is considered to be a standard type of 
TWSC intersection if the single minor street approach (i.e. the stem of the T configuration) 
is controlled by a stop sign. Three-leg intersections where two of the three approaches are 
controlled by stop signs are a special form of unsignalized intersection control. 

At TWSC intersections, drivers on the controlled approaches are required to select gaps in 
the major street flow through which to execute crossing or turning maneuvers on the basis 
of judgement. In the presence of a queue, each driver on the controlled approach must use 
some time to move into the front-of-queue position and prepare to evaluate gaps in the 
major street flow. Capacity analysis at TWSC intersections depends on a clear description 
and understanding of the interaction of drivers on the minor or stop-controlled approach 
with drivers on the major street.  Both gap acceptance and empirical models have been 
developed to describe this interaction. 

Thus, the capacity of the controlled legs is based on three factors: 
• the distribution of gaps in the major street traffic stream,; 
• driver judgement in selecting gaps through which to execute the desired 

maneuvers; and 
• the follow-up time required by each driver in a queue.

The delay experienced by a motorist is made up of a number of factors that relate to 
control, geometrics, traffic and incidents. Total delay is the difference between the travel 
time actually experienced and the reference travel time that would result during base 
conditions, in the absence of incident, control, traffic or geometric delay. Average control 
delay for any particular minor movement is a function of the capacity of the approach and 
the degree of saturation and referred to as level of service. 

LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) CRITERIA FOR TWSC INTERSECTIONS
(Reference Highway Capacity Manual 2000)

Level of Service Control Delay (seconds / vehicle)

A 0 - 10

B >10 - 15 

C >15 - 25

D >25 - 35

E >35 - 50

F >50



LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) DESCRIPTION 
SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

The capacity of an urban street is related primarily to the signal timing and the geometric 
characteristics of the facility as well as to the composition of traffic on the facility. 
Geometrics are a fixed characteristic of a facility. Thus, while traffic composition may vary 
somewhat over time, the capacity of a facility is generally a stable value that can be 
significantly improved only by initiating geometric improvements. A traffic signal essentially 
allocates time among conflicting traffic movements that seek to use the same space.  The 
way in which time is allocated significantly affects the operation and the capacity of the 
intersection and its approaches. 

The methodology for signalized intersection is designed to consider individual intersection 
approaches and individual lane groups within approaches. A lane group consists of one or 
more lanes on an intersection approach. The outputs from application of the method 
described in the HCM 2000 are reported on the basis of each lane. For a given lane group 
at a signalized intersection, three indications are displayed: green, yellow and red. The red 
indication may include a short period during which all indications are red, referred to as an 
all-red interval and the yellow indication forms the change and clearance interval between 
two green phases. 

The methodology for analyzing the capacity and level of service must consider a wide 
variety of prevailing conditions, including the amount and distribution of traffic movements, 
traffic composition, geometric characteristics, and details of intersection signalization. The 
methodology addresses the capacity, LOS, and other performance measures for lane 
groups and the intersection approaches and the LOS for the intersection as a whole.

Capacity is evaluated in terms of the ratio of demand flow rate to capacity (v/c ratio), 
whereas LOS is evaluated on the basis of control delay per vehicle (in seconds per 
vehicle). The methodology does not take into account the potential impact of downstream 
congestion on intersection operation, nor does the methodology detect and adjust for the 
impacts of turn-pocket overflows on through traffic and intersection operation. 

LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) CRITERIA FOR SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS
(Reference Highway Capacity Manual 2000)

Level of Service Control Delay (seconds / vehicle)

A <10

B >10 - 20 

C >20 - 35

D >35 - 55

E >55 - 80

F >80





APPENDIX B 

Intersection Level of Service Calculations 
Existing Conditions 



LANE SUMMARY Site: Lakeport/Parallel - Ex AM
Existing
Roundabout

Lane Use and Performance
Demand Flows 95% Back of Queue

HV Cap.
Deg.
 Satn

Lane
 Util.

Average
 Delay  

Level of
 Service

Lane  
Length

SL 
Type

Cap.
 Adj.

Prob. 
Block.L T R Total Vehicles Distance

veh/h veh/h veh/h veh/h % veh/h v/c % sec veh ft ft % %
South: Parallel Drive
Lane 1 7 33 44 84 2.0 953 0.088 100 7.9 LOS A 0.5 13.6 1600 – 0.0 0.0
Approach 7 33 44 84 2.0 0.088 7.9 LOS A 0.5 13.6

East: Lakeport Boulevard
Lane 1 58 44 192 293 2.0 1167 0.251 100 7.5 LOS A 1.6 39.8 1600 – 0.0 0.0
Approach 58 44 192 293 2.0 0.251 7.5 LOS A 1.6 39.8

North: Parallel Drive
Lane 1 110 18 5 133 2.0 963 0.138 100 11.7 LOS B 0.7 18.6 1600 – 0.0 0.0
Approach 110 18 5 133 2.0 0.138 11.7 LOS B 0.7 18.6

West: Lakeport Boulevard
Lane 1 7 47 3 56 2.0 893 0.063 100 7.4 LOS A 0.3 8.0 1600 – 0.0 0.0
Approach 7 47 3 56 2.0 0.063 7.4 LOS A 0.3 8.0

Intersection 566 2.0 0.251 8.6 LOS A 1.6 39.8

Level of Service (Aver. Int. Delay): LOS A.  Based on average delay for all lanes.  LOS Method: Delay (HCM).  
Level of Service (Worst Lane): LOS B.  LOS Method for individual lanes: Delay (HCM).  
Approach LOS values are based on the worst delay for any lane.
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Signalised Intersections.
Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard.

Processed: Wednesday, June 02, 2010 6:29:46 PM
SIDRA INTERSECTION 4.0.18.1102

Copyright ©2000-2010 Akcelik & Associates Pty Ltd
www.sidrasolutions.com

Project: H:\PDATA\60100671\Traffic\Calcs\Sidra\0671-Ex-AM.sip
8000182, RBF CONSULTING, SINGLE

www.sidrasolutions.com


HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
2: Lakeport Blvd & Highway 29 SB Off Ramp 6/2/2010

Existing Synchro 7 -  Report
RBF Consulting Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 0 170 38 89 171 0 0 0 0 139 0 134
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 195 44 102 197 0 0 0 0 160 0 154
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh) 1
Median type None TWLTL
Median storage veh) 2
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 197 239 674 597 195 597 640 197
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 195 195 401 401
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 478 401 195 239
vCu, unblocked vol 197 239 674 597 195 597 640 197
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.1 5.5 6.1 5.5
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 92 100 100 100 70 100 82
cM capacity (veh/h) 1376 1328 411 519 846 530 493 845

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 SB 1
Volume Total 195 44 102 197 314
Volume Left 0 0 102 0 160
Volume Right 0 44 0 0 154
cSH 1700 1700 1328 1700 845
Volume to Capacity 0.11 0.03 0.08 0.12 0.37
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 6 0 43
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 7.9 0.0 11.8
Lane LOS A B
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 2.7 11.8
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 5.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 35.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: Lakeport Blvd & Highway 29 Northbound On Ramp 6/2/2010

Existing Synchro 7 -  Report
RBF Consulting Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 60 249 0 0 195 98 65 1 259 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly flow rate (vph) 67 277 0 0 217 109 72 1 288 0 0 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh) 1
Median type TWLTL None
Median storage veh) 2
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 326 277 681 736 277 682 681 271
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 410 410 271 271
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 271 326 411 410
vCu, unblocked vol 326 277 681 736 277 682 681 271
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.1 5.5 6.1 5.5
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 95 100 86 100 62 100 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 1234 1286 516 479 762 346 509 768

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 NB 1
Volume Total 67 277 326 361
Volume Left 67 0 0 72
Volume Right 0 0 109 288
cSH 1234 1700 1700 956
Volume to Capacity 0.05 0.16 0.19 0.38
Queue Length 95th (ft) 4 0 0 44
Control Delay (s) 8.1 0.0 0.0 12.7
Lane LOS A B
Approach Delay (s) 1.6 0.0 12.7
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 5.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 35.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: Lakeport Blvd & Bevins 6/2/2010

Existing Synchro 7 -  Report
RBF Consulting Page 4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 138 357 13 3 176 26 8 4 1 21 2 109
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Hourly flow rate (vph) 152 392 14 3 193 29 9 4 1 23 2 120
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh) 1 1
Median type None TWLTL
Median storage veh) 2
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 222 407 964 931 399 913 924 208
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 703 703 214 214
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 261 229 698 710
vCu, unblocked vol 222 407 964 931 399 913 924 208
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.1 5.5 6.1 5.5
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 89 100 97 99 100 94 99 86
cM capacity (veh/h) 1347 1152 331 361 650 358 366 833

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 152 407 3 222 14 145
Volume Left 152 0 3 0 9 23
Volume Right 0 14 0 29 1 120
cSH 1347 1700 1152 1700 369 1008
Volume to Capacity 0.11 0.24 0.00 0.13 0.04 0.14
Queue Length 95th (ft) 9 0 0 0 3 13
Control Delay (s) 8.0 0.0 8.1 0.0 15.6 11.1
Lane LOS A A C B
Approach Delay (s) 2.2 0.1 15.6 11.1
Approach LOS C B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 3.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 40.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
5: Lakeport Blvd & Larrecou Ln 6/2/2010

Existing Synchro 7 -  Report
RBF Consulting Page 5

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 10 369 200 2 4 5
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly flow rate (vph) 11 410 222 2 4 6
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type TWLTL TWLTL
Median storage veh) 2 2
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 224 656 223
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 223
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 432
vCu, unblocked vol 224 656 223
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s) 5.4
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 99 99 99
cM capacity (veh/h) 1344 596 816

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 11 410 224 10
Volume Left 11 0 0 4
Volume Right 0 0 2 6
cSH 1344 1700 1700 701
Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.24 0.13 0.01
Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 0 0 1
Control Delay (s) 7.7 0.0 0.0 10.2
Lane LOS A B
Approach Delay (s) 0.2 0.0 10.2
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 29.4% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
6: Lakeport Blvd & South Main 6/2/2010

Existing Synchro 7 -  Report
RBF Consulting Page 6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 185 9 80 0 1 0 56 160 8 14 191 130
Peak Hour Factor 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89
Hourly flow rate (vph) 208 10 90 0 1 0 63 180 9 16 215 146

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 208 100 1 63 189 230 146
Volume Left (vph) 208 0 0 63 0 16 0
Volume Right (vph) 0 90 0 0 9 0 146
Hadj (s) 0.53 -0.60 0.03 0.53 0.00 0.07 -0.67
Departure Headway (s) 6.6 5.5 6.6 6.5 5.9 5.9 5.1
Degree Utilization, x 0.38 0.15 0.00 0.11 0.31 0.37 0.21
Capacity (veh/h) 518 616 489 532 582 591 672
Control Delay (s) 12.4 8.3 9.6 9.1 10.4 11.1 8.3
Approach Delay (s) 11.1 9.6 10.0 10.0
Approach LOS B A B B

Intersection Summary
Delay 10.4
HCM Level of Service B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 46.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



APPENDIX C 

Intersection Level of Service Calculations 
Existing + Background Conditions 



LANE SUMMARY Site: Lakeport/Parallel - Ex + Back
AM

Existing
Roundabout

Lane Use and Performance
Demand Flows 95% Back of Queue

HV Cap.
Deg.
 Satn

Lane
 Util.

Average
 Delay  

Level of
 Service

Lane  
Length

SL 
Type

Cap.
 Adj.

Prob. 
Block.L T R Total Vehicles Distance

veh/h veh/h veh/h veh/h % veh/h v/c % sec veh ft ft % %
South: Parallel Drive
Lane 1 7 33 45 85 2.0 935 0.091 100 8.1 LOS A 0.6 14.2 1600 – 0.0 0.0
Approach 7 33 45 85 2.0 0.091 8.1 LOS A 0.6 14.2

East: Lakeport Boulevard
Lane 1 62 44 211 316 2.0 1174 0.269 100 7.5 LOS A 1.7 43.7 1600 – 0.0 0.0
Approach 62 44 211 316 2.0 0.269 7.5 LOS A 1.7 43.7

North: Parallel Drive
Lane 1 127 18 5 151 2.0 964 0.156 100 11.9 LOS B 0.8 21.4 1600 – 0.0 0.0
Approach 127 18 5 151 2.0 0.156 11.9 LOS B 0.8 21.4

West: Lakeport Boulevard
Lane 1 7 47 3 56 2.0 876 0.064 100 7.5 LOS A 0.3 8.2 1600 – 0.0 0.0
Approach 7 47 3 56 2.0 0.064 7.5 LOS A 0.3 8.2

Intersection 608 2.0 0.269 8.7 LOS A 1.7 43.7

Level of Service (Aver. Int. Delay): LOS A.  Based on average delay for all lanes.  LOS Method: Delay (HCM).  
Level of Service (Worst Lane): LOS B.  LOS Method for individual lanes: Delay (HCM).  
Approach LOS values are based on the worst delay for any lane.
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Signalised Intersections.
Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard.

Processed: Wednesday, June 02, 2010 6:31:18 PM
SIDRA INTERSECTION 4.0.18.1102

Copyright ©2000-2010 Akcelik & Associates Pty Ltd
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
2: Lakeport Blvd & Highway 29 SB Off Ramp 6/2/2010

Existing + Background Synchro 7 -  Report
RBF Consulting Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 0 183 39 93 180 0 0 0 0 147 0 142
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 210 45 107 207 0 0 0 0 169 0 163
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh) 1
Median type None TWLTL
Median storage veh) 2
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 207 255 713 631 210 631 676 207
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 210 210 421 421
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 502 421 210 255
vCu, unblocked vol 207 255 713 631 210 631 676 207
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.1 5.5 6.1 5.5
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 92 100 100 100 67 100 80
cM capacity (veh/h) 1364 1310 390 505 830 512 478 834

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 SB 1
Volume Total 210 45 107 207 332
Volume Left 0 0 107 0 169
Volume Right 0 45 0 0 163
cSH 1700 1700 1310 1700 820
Volume to Capacity 0.12 0.03 0.08 0.12 0.41
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 7 0 49
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 8.0 0.0 12.4
Lane LOS A B
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 2.7 12.4
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 5.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 37.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: Lakeport Blvd & Highway 29 Northbound On Ramp 6/2/2010

Existing + Background Synchro 7 -  Report
RBF Consulting Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 63 267 0 0 208 104 65 1 263 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly flow rate (vph) 70 297 0 0 231 116 72 1 292 0 0 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh) 1
Median type TWLTL None
Median storage veh) 2
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 347 297 726 783 297 726 726 289
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 437 437 289 289
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 289 347 437 437
vCu, unblocked vol 347 297 726 783 297 726 726 289
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.1 5.5 6.1 5.5
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 94 100 85 100 61 100 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 1212 1265 495 461 743 325 492 750

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 NB 1
Volume Total 70 297 347 366
Volume Left 70 0 0 72
Volume Right 0 0 116 292
cSH 1212 1700 1700 929
Volume to Capacity 0.06 0.17 0.20 0.39
Queue Length 95th (ft) 5 0 0 47
Control Delay (s) 8.2 0.0 0.0 13.1
Lane LOS A B
Approach Delay (s) 1.6 0.0 13.1
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 5.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 37.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: Lakeport Blvd & Bevins 6/2/2010

Existing + Background Synchro 7 -  Report
RBF Consulting Page 4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 153 364 13 3 184 37 8 4 1 30 2 120
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Hourly flow rate (vph) 168 400 14 3 202 41 9 4 1 33 2 132
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh) 1 1
Median type None TWLTL
Median storage veh) 2
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 243 414 1019 993 407 968 980 223
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 743 743 229 229
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 276 249 739 751
vCu, unblocked vol 243 414 1019 993 407 968 980 223
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.1 5.5 6.1 5.5
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 87 100 97 99 100 90 99 84
cM capacity (veh/h) 1323 1145 305 339 644 334 345 817

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 168 414 3 243 14 167
Volume Left 168 0 3 0 9 33
Volume Right 0 14 0 41 1 132
cSH 1323 1700 1145 1700 343 1035
Volume to Capacity 0.13 0.24 0.00 0.14 0.04 0.16
Queue Length 95th (ft) 11 0 0 0 3 14
Control Delay (s) 8.1 0.0 8.2 0.0 16.4 11.7
Lane LOS A A C B
Approach Delay (s) 2.3 0.1 16.4 11.7
Approach LOS C B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 3.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 41.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
5: Lakeport Blvd & Larrecou Ln 6/2/2010

Existing + Background Synchro 7 -  Report
RBF Consulting Page 5

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 10 385 220 3 5 5
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly flow rate (vph) 11 428 244 3 6 6
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type TWLTL TWLTL
Median storage veh) 2 2
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 248 696 246
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 246
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 450
vCu, unblocked vol 248 696 246
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s) 5.4
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 99 99 99
cM capacity (veh/h) 1318 580 793

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 11 428 248 11
Volume Left 11 0 0 6
Volume Right 0 0 3 6
cSH 1318 1700 1700 670
Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.25 0.15 0.02
Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 0 0 1
Control Delay (s) 7.8 0.0 0.0 10.5
Lane LOS A B
Approach Delay (s) 0.2 0.0 10.5
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 30.3% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
6: Lakeport Blvd & South Main 6/2/2010

Existing + Background Synchro 7 -  Report
RBF Consulting Page 6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 194 9 89 0 1 0 68 188 8 14 212 147
Peak Hour Factor 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89
Hourly flow rate (vph) 218 10 100 0 1 0 76 211 9 16 238 165

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 218 110 1 76 220 254 165
Volume Left (vph) 218 0 0 76 0 16 0
Volume Right (vph) 0 100 0 0 9 0 165
Hadj (s) 0.53 -0.60 0.03 0.53 0.01 0.06 -0.67
Departure Headway (s) 6.8 5.7 6.9 6.6 6.1 6.0 5.3
Degree Utilization, x 0.41 0.17 0.00 0.14 0.37 0.42 0.24
Capacity (veh/h) 502 593 463 519 568 577 652
Control Delay (s) 13.3 8.7 9.9 9.5 11.4 12.2 8.8
Approach Delay (s) 11.8 9.9 10.9 10.8
Approach LOS B A B B

Intersection Summary
Delay 11.2
HCM Level of Service B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 49.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



APPENDIX D 

Intersection Level of Service Calculations 
Existing + Background + Project Conditions 



LANE SUMMARY Site: Lakeport/Parallel - Ex + Back
+ Proj AM

Existing
Roundabout

Lane Use and Performance
Demand Flows 95% Back of Queue

HV Cap.
Deg.
 Satn

Lane
 Util.

Average
 Delay  

Level of
 Service

Lane  
Length

SL 
Type

Cap.
 Adj.

Prob. 
Block.L T R Total Vehicles Distance

veh/h veh/h veh/h veh/h % veh/h v/c % sec veh ft ft % %
South: Parallel Drive
Lane 1 7 33 45 85 2.0 934 0.091 100 8.1 LOS A 0.6 14.2 1600 – 0.0 0.0
Approach 7 33 45 85 2.0 0.091 8.1 LOS A 0.6 14.2

East: Lakeport Boulevard
Lane 1 62 44 211 316 2.0 1174 0.269 100 7.5 LOS A 1.7 43.7 1600 – 0.0 0.0
Approach 62 44 211 316 2.0 0.269 7.5 LOS A 1.7 43.7

North: Parallel Drive
Lane 1 129 18 5 152 2.0 965 0.158 100 11.9 LOS B 0.9 21.7 1600 – 0.0 0.0
Approach 129 18 5 152 2.0 0.158 11.9 LOS B 0.9 21.7

West: Lakeport Boulevard
Lane 1 7 47 3 56 2.0 875 0.064 100 7.5 LOS A 0.3 8.2 1600 – 0.0 0.0
Approach 7 47 3 56 2.0 0.064 7.5 LOS A 0.3 8.2

Intersection 610 2.0 0.269 8.7 LOS A 1.7 43.7

Level of Service (Aver. Int. Delay): LOS A.  Based on average delay for all lanes.  LOS Method: Delay (HCM).  
Level of Service (Worst Lane): LOS B.  LOS Method for individual lanes: Delay (HCM).  
Approach LOS values are based on the worst delay for any lane.
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Signalised Intersections.
Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard.
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
2: Lakeport Blvd & Highway 29 SB Off Ramp 6/2/2010

Existing + Background + Project Synchro 7 -  Report
RBF Consulting Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 0 184 39 97 180 0 0 0 0 164 0 142
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 211 45 111 207 0 0 0 0 189 0 163
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh) 1
Median type None TWLTL
Median storage veh) 2
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 207 256 723 641 211 641 686 207
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 211 211 430 430
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 511 430 211 256
vCu, unblocked vol 207 256 723 641 211 641 686 207
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.1 5.5 6.1 5.5
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 91 100 100 100 63 100 80
cM capacity (veh/h) 1364 1309 384 499 829 505 471 834

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 SB 1
Volume Total 211 45 111 207 352
Volume Left 0 0 111 0 189
Volume Right 0 45 0 0 163
cSH 1700 1700 1309 1700 780
Volume to Capacity 0.12 0.03 0.09 0.12 0.45
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 7 0 59
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 8.0 0.0 13.3
Lane LOS A B
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 2.8 13.3
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 6.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 39.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: Lakeport Blvd & Highway 29 Northbound On Ramp 6/2/2010

Existing + Background + Project Synchro 7 -  Report
RBF Consulting Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 63 285 0 0 212 105 65 1 295 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly flow rate (vph) 70 317 0 0 236 117 72 1 328 0 0 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh) 1
Median type TWLTL None
Median storage veh) 2
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 352 317 751 809 317 751 751 294
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 457 457 294 294
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 294 352 457 457
vCu, unblocked vol 352 317 751 809 317 751 751 294
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.1 5.5 6.1 5.5
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 94 100 85 100 55 100 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 1207 1243 484 452 724 287 482 745

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 NB 1
Volume Total 70 317 352 401
Volume Left 70 0 0 72
Volume Right 0 0 117 328
cSH 1207 1700 1700 886
Volume to Capacity 0.06 0.19 0.21 0.45
Queue Length 95th (ft) 5 0 0 60
Control Delay (s) 8.2 0.0 0.0 14.0
Lane LOS A B
Approach Delay (s) 1.5 0.0 14.0
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 5.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 39.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: Lakeport Blvd & Bevins 6/2/2010

Existing + Background + Project Synchro 7 -  Report
RBF Consulting Page 4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 153 414 13 3 189 37 8 4 1 32 2 120
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Hourly flow rate (vph) 168 455 14 3 208 41 9 4 1 35 2 132
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh) 1 1
Median type None TWLTL
Median storage veh) 2
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 248 469 1080 1053 462 1029 1040 228
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 798 798 235 235
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 281 255 794 805
vCu, unblocked vol 248 469 1080 1053 462 1029 1040 228
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.1 5.5 6.1 5.5
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 87 100 97 99 100 89 99 84
cM capacity (veh/h) 1317 1092 287 321 600 311 325 811

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 168 469 3 248 14 169
Volume Left 168 0 3 0 9 35
Volume Right 0 14 0 41 1 132
cSH 1317 1700 1092 1700 323 1041
Volume to Capacity 0.13 0.28 0.00 0.15 0.04 0.16
Queue Length 95th (ft) 11 0 0 0 3 14
Control Delay (s) 8.1 0.0 8.3 0.0 17.1 12.0
Lane LOS A A C B
Approach Delay (s) 2.1 0.1 17.1 12.0
Approach LOS C B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 3.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 44.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
5: Lakeport Blvd & Larrecou Ln 6/2/2010

Existing + Background + Project Synchro 7 -  Report
RBF Consulting Page 5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 10 385 52 3 220 3 5 0 1 5 0 5
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.92 0.92 0.90 0.90 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.90 0.92 0.90
Hourly flow rate (vph) 11 428 57 3 244 3 5 0 1 6 0 6
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type TWLTL TWLTL
Median storage veh) 2 2
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 248 484 736 733 456 704 759 246
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 478 478 253 253
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 258 254 451 507
vCu, unblocked vol 248 484 736 733 456 704 759 246
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.1 5.5 6.1 5.5
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 99 100 99 100 100 99 100 99
cM capacity (veh/h) 1318 1078 509 500 604 526 487 793

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 11 484 251 7 11
Volume Left 11 0 3 5 6
Volume Right 0 57 3 1 6
cSH 1318 1700 1078 523 632
Volume to Capacity 0.01 0.28 0.00 0.01 0.02
Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 0 0 1 1
Control Delay (s) 7.8 0.0 0.1 12.0 10.8
Lane LOS A A B B
Approach Delay (s) 0.2 0.1 12.0 10.8
Approach LOS B B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 33.4% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
6: Lakeport Blvd & South Main 6/2/2010

Existing + Background + Project Synchro 7 -  Report
RBF Consulting Page 6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 195 9 89 0 1 0 69 188 8 14 212 149
Peak Hour Factor 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89
Hourly flow rate (vph) 219 10 100 0 1 0 78 211 9 16 238 167

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 219 110 1 78 220 254 167
Volume Left (vph) 219 0 0 78 0 16 0
Volume Right (vph) 0 100 0 0 9 0 167
Hadj (s) 0.53 -0.60 0.03 0.53 0.01 0.06 -0.67
Departure Headway (s) 6.8 5.7 6.9 6.6 6.1 6.0 5.3
Degree Utilization, x 0.42 0.17 0.00 0.14 0.37 0.43 0.25
Capacity (veh/h) 501 593 462 519 567 576 651
Control Delay (s) 13.4 8.7 9.9 9.5 11.5 12.2 8.8
Approach Delay (s) 11.8 9.9 11.0 10.9
Approach LOS B A B B

Intersection Summary
Delay 11.2
HCM Level of Service B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 49.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



APPENDIX E 

Intersection Level of Service Calculations 
Cumulative Conditions 



MOVEMENT SUMMARY Site: Lakeport/Parallel - Cu AM
Existing
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles
95% Back of Queue     

Mov ID Turn
Demand

Flow HV
Deg.
Satn

Average
Delay  

Level of
Service

Prop.  
Queued

Effective
Stop Rate

Average
Speed  Vehicles Distance

veh/h % v/c sec veh ft per veh mph
South Parallel Drive

3L L 67 2.0 0.599 14.2 LOS B 6.3 160.0 0.67 0.76 29.2
8T T 240 2.0 0.601 7.6 LOS A 6.3 160.0 0.67 0.62 30.7
8R R 279 2.0 0.601 9.2 LOS A 6.3 160.0 0.67 0.64 30.7

Approach 586 2.0 0.601 9.1 LOS B 6.3 160.0 0.67 0.65 30.5

East Lakeport Boulevard

1L L 534 2.0 0.952 31.3 LOS C 25.0 634.6 1.00 1.28 21.7
6T T 51 2.0 0.956 24.4 LOS C 25.0 634.6 1.00 1.28 22.6
6R R 199 2.0 0.955 24.9 LOS C 25.0 634.6 1.00 1.21 22.6

Approach 784 2.0 0.953 29.2 LOS C 25.0 634.6 1.00 1.26 22.0

North Parallel Drive

7L L 121 2.0 0.548 20.1 LOS C 5.0 127.3 0.87 1.05 26.2
4T T 152 2.0 0.549 13.2 LOS B 5.0 127.3 0.87 0.98 28.2
4R R 7 2.0 0.571 14.1 LOS B 5.0 127.3 0.87 0.92 28.1

Approach 279 2.0 0.549 16.2 LOS C 5.0 127.3 0.87 1.01 27.3

West Lakeport Boulevard

5L L 11 2.0 0.281 18.7 LOS B 1.9 49.1 0.80 0.98 27.0
2T T 67 2.0 0.279 12.0 LOS B 1.9 49.1 0.80 0.88 29.3
2R R 45 2.0 0.279 12.9 LOS B 1.9 49.1 0.80 0.80 29.1

Approach 123 2.0 0.278 13.0 LOS B 1.9 49.1 0.80 0.86 29.0

All Vehicles 1773 2.0 0.956 19.4 LOS B 25.0 634.6 0.85 0.99 25.5

Level of Service (Aver. Int. Delay): LOS B.  Based on average delay for all vehicle movements.  LOS Method: Delay (HCM).  
Level of Service (Worst Movement): LOS C.  LOS Method for individual vehicle movements: Delay (HCM).  
Approach LOS values are based on the worst delay for any vehicle movement.
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Signalised Intersections.
Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard.
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
2: Lakeport Blvd & Highway 29 SB Off Ramp 6/3/2010

Cumulative Synchro 7 -  Report
RBF Consulting Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 0 384 71 177 391 0 0 0 0 367 0 326
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 441 82 203 449 0 0 0 0 422 0 375
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh) 1
Median type None TWLTL
Median storage veh) 2
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 449 523 1485 1298 441 1298 1379 449
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 441 441 856 856
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 1044 856 441 523
vCu, unblocked vol 449 523 1485 1298 441 1298 1379 449
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.1 5.5 6.1 5.5
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 81 100 100 100 0 100 39
cM capacity (veh/h) 1111 1044 83 278 616 247 242 610

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 SB 1
Volume Total 441 82 203 449 797
Volume Left 0 0 203 0 422
Volume Right 0 82 0 0 375
cSH 1700 1700 1044 1700 346
Volume to Capacity 0.26 0.05 0.19 0.26 2.31
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 18 0 1531
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 9.3 0.0 620.7
Lane LOS A F
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 2.9 620.7
Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 251.6
Intersection Capacity Utilization 92.4% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: Lakeport Blvd & Highway 29 Northbound On Ramp 6/2/2010

Cumulative Synchro 7 -  Report
RBF Consulting Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 204 547 0 0 384 173 184 3 416 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly flow rate (vph) 227 608 0 0 427 192 204 3 462 0 0 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh) 1
Median type TWLTL None
Median storage veh) 2
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 619 608 1584 1680 608 1586 1584 523
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 1061 1061 523 523
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 523 619 1063 1061
vCu, unblocked vol 619 608 1584 1680 608 1586 1584 523
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.1 5.5 6.1 5.5
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 76 100 0 98 7 100 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 961 971 180 180 496 13 213 554

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 NB 1
Volume Total 227 608 619 670
Volume Left 227 0 0 204
Volume Right 0 0 192 462
cSH 961 1700 1700 344
Volume to Capacity 0.24 0.36 0.36 1.95
Queue Length 95th (ft) 23 0 0 1154
Control Delay (s) 9.9 0.0 0.0 461.9
Lane LOS A F
Approach Delay (s) 2.7 0.0 461.9
Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 146.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 92.4% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: Lakeport Blvd & Bevins 6/2/2010

Cumulative Synchro 7 -  Report
RBF Consulting Page 4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 273 665 25 6 324 50 17 11 2 40 4 216
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Hourly flow rate (vph) 300 731 27 7 356 55 19 12 2 44 4 237
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh) 1 1
Median type None TWLTL
Median storage veh) 2
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 411 758 1835 1769 745 1735 1755 384
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 1345 1345 397 397
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 490 424 1338 1358
vCu, unblocked vol 411 758 1835 1769 745 1735 1755 384
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.1 5.5 6.1 5.5
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 74 99 64 92 99 63 97 64
cM capacity (veh/h) 1148 853 52 146 414 118 148 664

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 300 758 7 411 33 286
Volume Left 300 0 7 0 19 44
Volume Right 0 27 0 55 2 237
cSH 1148 1700 853 1700 85 544
Volume to Capacity 0.26 0.45 0.01 0.24 0.39 0.52
Queue Length 95th (ft) 26 0 1 0 39 76
Control Delay (s) 9.2 0.0 9.3 0.0 72.6 18.7
Lane LOS A A F C
Approach Delay (s) 2.6 0.1 72.6 18.7
Approach LOS F C

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 5.9
Intersection Capacity Utilization 58.9% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
5: Lakeport Blvd & Larrecou Ln 6/2/2010

Cumulative Synchro 7 -  Report
RBF Consulting Page 5

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 16 691 372 7 13 8
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly flow rate (vph) 18 768 413 8 14 9
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type TWLTL TWLTL
Median storage veh) 2 2
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 421 1221 417
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 417
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 803
vCu, unblocked vol 421 1221 417
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s) 5.4
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 98 96 99
cM capacity (veh/h) 1138 390 636

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 18 768 421 23
Volume Left 18 0 0 14
Volume Right 0 0 8 9
cSH 1138 1700 1700 457
Volume to Capacity 0.02 0.45 0.25 0.05
Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 0 0 4
Control Delay (s) 8.2 0.0 0.0 13.3
Lane LOS A B
Approach Delay (s) 0.2 0.0 13.3
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 46.4% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
6: Lakeport Blvd & South Main 6/2/2010

Cumulative Synchro 7 -  Report
RBF Consulting Page 6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 402 15 103 0 3 0 72 299 12 36 360 285
Peak Hour Factor 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89
Hourly flow rate (vph) 452 17 116 0 3 0 81 336 13 40 404 320

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 452 133 3 81 349 445 320
Volume Left (vph) 452 0 0 81 0 40 0
Volume Right (vph) 0 116 0 0 13 0 320
Hadj (s) 0.53 -0.58 0.03 0.53 0.01 0.08 -0.67
Departure Headway (s) 8.1 7.0 9.2 8.3 7.8 7.5 6.8
Degree Utilization, x 1.02 0.26 0.01 0.19 0.76 0.93 0.60
Capacity (veh/h) 437 500 368 424 453 476 518
Control Delay (s) 75.4 11.2 12.3 12.0 29.9 51.0 18.2
Approach Delay (s) 60.9 12.3 26.5 37.3
Approach LOS F B D E

Intersection Summary
Delay 42.4
HCM Level of Service E
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.3% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15



APPENDIX F 

Intersection Level of Service Calculations 
Cumulative + Project Conditions 



MOVEMENT SUMMARY Site: Lakeport/Parallel - Cu + Proj
AM

Existing
Roundabout

Movement Performance - Vehicles
95% Back of Queue     

Mov ID Turn
Demand

Flow HV
Deg.
Satn

Average
Delay  

Level of
Service

Prop.  
Queued

Effective
Stop Rate

Average
Speed  Vehicles Distance

veh/h % v/c sec veh ft per veh mph
South Parallel Drive

3L L 67 2.0 0.605 14.2 LOS B 6.3 160.9 0.67 0.77 29.1
8T T 240 2.0 0.602 7.6 LOS A 6.3 160.9 0.67 0.62 30.6
8R R 279 2.0 0.602 9.3 LOS A 6.3 160.9 0.67 0.64 30.7

Approach 586 2.0 0.603 9.2 LOS B 6.3 160.9 0.67 0.65 30.5

East Lakeport Boulevard

1L L 534 2.0 0.952 31.3 LOS C 25.0 635.3 1.00 1.28 21.7
6T T 51 2.0 0.956 24.4 LOS C 25.0 635.3 1.00 1.28 22.6
6R R 199 2.0 0.955 24.9 LOS C 25.0 635.3 1.00 1.21 22.6

Approach 784 2.0 0.953 29.3 LOS C 25.0 635.3 1.00 1.27 22.0

North Parallel Drive

7L L 122 2.0 0.552 20.1 LOS C 5.1 128.3 0.87 1.05 26.2
4T T 152 2.0 0.551 13.3 LOS B 5.1 128.3 0.87 0.99 28.2
4R R 7 2.0 0.571 14.2 LOS B 5.1 128.3 0.87 0.92 28.1

Approach 281 2.0 0.552 16.3 LOS C 5.1 128.3 0.87 1.01 27.3

West Lakeport Boulevard

5L L 11 2.0 0.281 18.7 LOS B 1.9 49.2 0.80 0.98 27.0
2T T 67 2.0 0.279 12.1 LOS B 1.9 49.2 0.80 0.88 29.3
2R R 45 2.0 0.279 12.9 LOS B 1.9 49.2 0.80 0.80 29.1

Approach 123 2.0 0.279 13.0 LOS B 1.9 49.2 0.80 0.86 29.0

All Vehicles 1774 2.0 0.956 19.4 LOS B 25.0 635.3 0.86 0.99 25.5

Level of Service (Aver. Int. Delay): LOS B.  Based on average delay for all vehicle movements.  LOS Method: Delay (HCM).  
Level of Service (Worst Movement): LOS C.  LOS Method for individual vehicle movements: Delay (HCM).  
Approach LOS values are based on the worst delay for any vehicle movement.
Roundabout LOS Method: Same as Signalised Intersections.
Roundabout Capacity Model: SIDRA Standard.
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
2: Lakeport Blvd & Highway 29 SB Off Ramp 6/3/2010

Cumulative + Project Synchro 7 -  Report
RBF Consulting Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 0 385 71 181 391 0 0 0 0 384 0 326
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 443 82 208 449 0 0 0 0 441 0 375
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh) 1
Median type None TWLTL
Median storage veh) 2
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 449 524 1495 1308 443 1308 1390 449
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 443 443 866 866
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 1053 866 443 524
vCu, unblocked vol 449 524 1495 1308 443 1308 1390 449
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.1 5.5 6.1 5.5
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 80 100 100 100 0 100 39
cM capacity (veh/h) 1111 1042 82 274 615 243 238 610

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 SB 1
Volume Total 443 82 208 449 816
Volume Left 0 0 208 0 441
Volume Right 0 82 0 0 375
cSH 1700 1700 1042 1700 337
Volume to Capacity 0.26 0.05 0.20 0.26 2.42
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 19 0 1614
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 9.3 0.0 671.7
Lane LOS A F
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 2.9 671.7
Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 275.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.6% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: Lakeport Blvd & Highway 29 Northbound On Ramp 6/2/2010

Cumulative + Project Synchro 7 -  Report
RBF Consulting Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 204 565 0 0 388 174 184 3 448 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Hourly flow rate (vph) 227 628 0 0 431 193 204 3 498 0 0 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh) 1
Median type TWLTL None
Median storage veh) 2
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 624 628 1609 1706 628 1611 1609 528
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 1081 1081 528 528
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 528 624 1083 1081
vCu, unblocked vol 624 628 1609 1706 628 1611 1609 528
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.1 5.5 6.1 5.5
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 76 100 0 98 0 0 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 957 954 175 176 483 0 209 550

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 NB 1
Volume Total 227 628 624 706
Volume Left 227 0 0 204
Volume Right 0 0 193 498
cSH 957 1700 1700 343
Volume to Capacity 0.24 0.37 0.37 2.05
Queue Length 95th (ft) 23 0 0 1263
Control Delay (s) 9.9 0.0 0.0 509.7
Lane LOS A F
Approach Delay (s) 2.6 0.0 509.7
Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 165.7
Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.6% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: Lakeport Blvd & Bevins 6/2/2010
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RBF Consulting Page 4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 273 715 25 6 329 50 17 11 2 42 4 216
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Hourly flow rate (vph) 300 786 27 7 362 55 19 12 2 46 4 237
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh) 1 1
Median type None TWLTL
Median storage veh) 2
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 416 813 1895 1829 799 1795 1815 389
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 1399 1399 402 402
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 496 430 1393 1413
vCu, unblocked vol 416 813 1895 1829 799 1795 1815 389
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.1 5.5 6.1 5.5
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 74 99 61 91 99 57 97 64
cM capacity (veh/h) 1143 814 48 138 385 108 139 659

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 300 813 7 416 33 288
Volume Left 300 0 7 0 19 46
Volume Right 0 27 0 55 2 237
cSH 1143 1700 814 1700 79 493
Volume to Capacity 0.26 0.48 0.01 0.24 0.42 0.58
Queue Length 95th (ft) 26 0 1 0 42 92
Control Delay (s) 9.3 0.0 9.5 0.0 80.0 22.1
Lane LOS A A F C
Approach Delay (s) 2.5 0.1 80.0 22.1
Approach LOS F C

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 6.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.7% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
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Cumulative + Project Synchro 7 -  Report
RBF Consulting Page 5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 16 691 52 3 372 7 5 0 1 13 0 8
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.92 0.92 0.90 0.90 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.90 0.92 0.90
Hourly flow rate (vph) 18 768 57 3 413 8 5 0 1 14 0 9
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type TWLTL TWLTL
Median storage veh) 2 2
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 421 824 1260 1259 796 1228 1284 417
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 832 832 424 424
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 429 428 804 860
vCu, unblocked vol 421 824 1260 1259 796 1228 1284 417
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.1 5.5 6.1 5.5
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 98 100 98 100 100 96 100 99
cM capacity (veh/h) 1138 806 320 337 387 330 329 636

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 WB 2 NB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 18 824 3 421 7 23
Volume Left 18 0 3 0 5 14
Volume Right 0 57 0 8 1 9
cSH 1138 1700 806 1700 329 404
Volume to Capacity 0.02 0.48 0.00 0.25 0.02 0.06
Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 0 0 0 2 5
Control Delay (s) 8.2 0.0 9.5 0.0 16.2 14.5
Lane LOS A A C B
Approach Delay (s) 0.2 0.1 16.2 14.5
Approach LOS C B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 49.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 403 15 103 0 3 0 73 299 12 36 360 287
Peak Hour Factor 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89
Hourly flow rate (vph) 453 17 116 0 3 0 82 336 13 40 404 322

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 453 133 3 82 349 445 322
Volume Left (vph) 453 0 0 82 0 40 0
Volume Right (vph) 0 116 0 0 13 0 322
Hadj (s) 0.53 -0.58 0.03 0.53 0.01 0.08 -0.67
Departure Headway (s) 8.1 7.0 9.2 8.3 7.8 7.5 6.8
Degree Utilization, x 1.02 0.26 0.01 0.19 0.76 0.93 0.61
Capacity (veh/h) 437 500 368 424 453 475 518
Control Delay (s) 76.3 11.2 12.3 12.0 29.9 51.0 18.4
Approach Delay (s) 61.6 12.3 26.5 37.3
Approach LOS F B D E

Intersection Summary
Delay 42.6
HCM Level of Service E
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.4% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 384 71 177 391 0 0 0 0 367 0 326
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1863 1583 1770 1863 1770 1583
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1863 1583 1770 1863 1770 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 441 82 203 449 0 0 0 0 422 0 375
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 93
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 441 61 203 449 0 0 0 0 0 422 282
Turn Type Perm Prot Perm Perm
Protected Phases 4 3 8 6
Permitted Phases 4 6 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 18.6 18.6 10.5 33.1 24.9 24.9
Effective Green, g (s) 18.6 18.6 10.5 33.1 24.9 24.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.28 0.28 0.16 0.50 0.38 0.38
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 525 446 282 934 668 597
v/s Ratio Prot c0.24 c0.11 0.24
v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.24 0.18
v/c Ratio 0.84 0.14 0.72 0.48 0.63 0.47
Uniform Delay, d1 22.3 17.7 26.4 10.8 16.8 15.6
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.90 0.33 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 11.5 0.1 6.2 0.3 4.5 2.7
Delay (s) 33.8 17.8 29.9 3.8 21.3 18.2
Level of Service C B C A C B
Approach Delay (s) 31.3 12.0 0.0 19.9
Approach LOS C B A B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 20.3 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.72
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 66.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 92.4% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 204 547 0 0 384 173 184 3 416 0 0 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1863 1785 1775 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1863 1785 1775 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 227 608 0 0 427 192 204 3 462 0 0 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 25 0 0 0 230 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 227 608 0 0 594 0 0 207 232 0 0 0
Turn Type Prot Perm Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 8 2
Permitted Phases 2 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 11.4 40.0 24.6 18.0 18.0
Effective Green, g (s) 11.4 40.0 24.6 18.0 18.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.61 0.37 0.27 0.27
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 306 1129 665 484 432
v/s Ratio Prot c0.13 0.33 c0.33
v/s Ratio Perm 0.12 c0.15
v/c Ratio 0.74 0.54 0.89 0.43 0.54
Uniform Delay, d1 25.9 7.6 19.5 19.8 20.5
Progression Factor 0.94 0.27 0.54 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 6.6 0.3 12.5 2.7 4.7
Delay (s) 30.9 2.4 23.1 22.5 25.2
Level of Service C A C C C
Approach Delay (s) 10.1 23.1 24.4 0.0
Approach LOS B C C A

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 18.4 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.74
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 66.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 92.4% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 273 665 25 6 324 50 17 11 2 40 4 216
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.96 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1853 1770 1825 1807 1583 1781 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.86 1.00 0.77 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1853 1770 1825 1594 1583 1426 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Adj. Flow (vph) 300 731 27 7 356 55 19 12 2 44 4 237
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 8 0 0 0 2 0 0 191
Lane Group Flow (vph) 300 756 0 7 403 0 0 31 0 0 48 46
Turn Type Prot Prot Perm Perm Perm Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 6
Permitted Phases 2 2 6 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 16.0 40.4 0.8 25.2 12.8 12.8 12.8 12.8
Effective Green, g (s) 16.0 40.4 0.8 25.2 12.8 12.8 12.8 12.8
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.24 0.61 0.01 0.38 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 429 1134 21 697 309 307 277 307
v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 c0.41 0.00 0.22
v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 0.00 c0.03 0.03
v/c Ratio 0.70 0.67 0.33 0.58 0.10 0.00 0.17 0.15
Uniform Delay, d1 22.8 8.4 32.3 16.2 21.9 21.4 22.2 22.1
Progression Factor 0.93 0.73 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 7.5 1.2 9.1 3.5 0.6 0.0 0.3 0.2
Delay (s) 28.8 7.3 41.5 19.7 22.5 21.5 22.5 22.3
Level of Service C A D B C C C C
Approach Delay (s) 13.4 20.0 22.5 22.3
Approach LOS B C C C

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 16.5 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.55
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 66.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 58.9% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 402 15 103 0 3 0 72 299 12 36 360 285
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.87 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1619 1863 1770 1852 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1619 1863 1770 1852 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89
Adj. Flow (vph) 452 17 116 0 3 0 81 336 13 40 404 320
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 78 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 112
Lane Group Flow (vph) 452 55 0 0 3 0 81 348 0 40 404 208
Turn Type Split Split Prot Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 5 2 1 6 4
Permitted Phases 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 20.8 20.8 1.0 5.2 22.7 2.7 20.2 41.0
Effective Green, g (s) 20.8 20.8 1.0 5.2 22.7 2.7 20.2 41.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.33 0.33 0.02 0.08 0.36 0.04 0.32 0.65
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 583 533 29 146 665 76 595 1127
v/s Ratio Prot c0.26 0.03 c0.00 c0.05 0.19 0.02 c0.22 0.06
v/s Ratio Perm 0.07
v/c Ratio 0.78 0.10 0.10 0.55 0.52 0.53 0.68 0.18
Uniform Delay, d1 19.1 14.7 30.7 27.9 16.0 29.6 18.7 4.4
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 6.4 0.1 1.6 4.5 2.9 6.4 6.1 0.1
Delay (s) 25.5 14.8 32.2 32.4 18.9 36.1 24.8 4.5
Level of Service C B C C B D C A
Approach Delay (s) 23.1 32.2 21.4 16.9
Approach LOS C C C B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 20.0 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.68
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 63.2 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.9% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 0 385 71 181 391 0 0 0 0 384 0 326
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1863 1583 1770 1863 1770 1583
Flt Permitted 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1863 1583 1770 1863 1770 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87
Adj. Flow (vph) 0 443 82 208 449 0 0 0 0 441 0 375
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 88
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 443 61 208 449 0 0 0 0 0 441 287
Turn Type Perm Prot Perm Perm
Protected Phases 4 3 8 6
Permitted Phases 4 6 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 18.6 18.6 10.5 33.1 24.9 24.9
Effective Green, g (s) 18.6 18.6 10.5 33.1 24.9 24.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.28 0.28 0.16 0.50 0.38 0.38
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 525 446 282 934 668 597
v/s Ratio Prot c0.24 c0.12 0.24
v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.25 0.18
v/c Ratio 0.84 0.14 0.74 0.48 0.66 0.48
Uniform Delay, d1 22.3 17.7 26.4 10.8 17.0 15.6
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 0.90 0.33 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 11.8 0.1 7.0 0.3 5.1 2.8
Delay (s) 34.1 17.8 30.8 3.8 22.1 18.4
Level of Service C B C A C B
Approach Delay (s) 31.6 12.4 0.0 20.4
Approach LOS C B A C

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 20.7 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.74
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 66.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.6% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
3: Lakeport Blvd & Highway 29 Northbound On Ramp 6/3/2010

Cumulative + Project Mitigation Synchro 7 -  Report
RBF Consulting Page 3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 204 565 0 0 388 174 184 3 448 0 0 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1863 1785 1775 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1863 1785 1775 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 227 628 0 0 431 193 204 3 498 0 0 0
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 0 0 25 0 0 0 221 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 227 628 0 0 599 0 0 207 277 0 0 0
Turn Type Prot Perm Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 8 2
Permitted Phases 2 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 11.4 40.1 24.7 17.9 17.9
Effective Green, g (s) 11.4 40.1 24.7 17.9 17.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.61 0.37 0.27 0.27
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 306 1132 668 481 429
v/s Ratio Prot c0.13 0.34 c0.34
v/s Ratio Perm 0.12 c0.18
v/c Ratio 0.74 0.55 0.90 0.43 0.65
Uniform Delay, d1 25.9 7.7 19.4 19.8 21.3
Progression Factor 0.95 0.26 0.55 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 6.4 0.4 12.8 2.8 7.3
Delay (s) 31.1 2.4 23.5 22.6 28.6
Level of Service C A C C C
Approach Delay (s) 10.0 23.5 26.8 0.0
Approach LOS B C C A

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 19.3 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.78
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 66.0 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.6% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
4: Lakeport Blvd & Bevins 6/3/2010

Cumulative + Project Mitigation Synchro 7 -  Report
RBF Consulting Page 4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 273 665 25 6 324 50 17 11 2 40 4 216
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.96 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1853 1770 1825 1807 1583 1781 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.86 1.00 0.77 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1853 1770 1825 1594 1583 1426 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Adj. Flow (vph) 300 731 27 7 356 55 19 12 2 44 4 237
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 8 0 0 0 2 0 0 191
Lane Group Flow (vph) 300 756 0 7 403 0 0 31 0 0 48 46
Turn Type Prot Prot Perm Perm Perm Perm
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 2 6
Permitted Phases 2 2 6 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 16.0 40.4 0.8 25.2 12.8 12.8 12.8 12.8
Effective Green, g (s) 16.0 40.4 0.8 25.2 12.8 12.8 12.8 12.8
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.24 0.61 0.01 0.38 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 429 1134 21 697 309 307 277 307
v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 c0.41 0.00 0.22
v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 0.00 c0.03 0.03
v/c Ratio 0.70 0.67 0.33 0.58 0.10 0.00 0.17 0.15
Uniform Delay, d1 22.8 8.4 32.3 16.2 21.9 21.4 22.2 22.1
Progression Factor 0.93 0.77 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 7.1 1.2 9.1 3.5 0.6 0.0 0.3 0.2
Delay (s) 28.3 7.6 41.5 19.7 22.5 21.5 22.5 22.3
Level of Service C A D B C C C C
Approach Delay (s) 13.5 20.0 22.5 22.3
Approach LOS B C C C

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 16.6 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.55
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 66.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 58.9% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
6: Lakeport Blvd & South Main 6/3/2010

Cumulative + Project Mitigation Synchro 7 -  Report
RBF Consulting Page 6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 403 15 103 0 3 0 73 299 12 36 360 287
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.87 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1619 1863 1770 1852 1770 1863 1583
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1619 1863 1770 1852 1770 1863 1583
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89
Adj. Flow (vph) 453 17 116 0 3 0 82 336 13 40 404 322
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 78 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 113
Lane Group Flow (vph) 453 55 0 0 3 0 82 348 0 40 404 209
Turn Type Split Split Prot Prot pm+ov
Protected Phases 4 4 8 8 5 2 1 6 4
Permitted Phases 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 20.9 20.9 1.0 5.2 22.7 2.7 20.2 41.1
Effective Green, g (s) 20.9 20.9 1.0 5.2 22.7 2.7 20.2 41.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.33 0.33 0.02 0.08 0.36 0.04 0.32 0.65
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 584 535 29 145 664 75 595 1128
v/s Ratio Prot c0.26 0.03 c0.00 c0.05 0.19 0.02 c0.22 0.06
v/s Ratio Perm 0.07
v/c Ratio 0.78 0.10 0.10 0.57 0.52 0.53 0.68 0.19
Uniform Delay, d1 19.1 14.7 30.7 28.0 16.0 29.7 18.7 4.4
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 6.4 0.1 1.6 5.0 2.9 7.1 6.1 0.1
Delay (s) 25.5 14.8 32.3 32.9 19.0 36.8 24.9 4.5
Level of Service C B C C B D C A
Approach Delay (s) 23.1 32.3 21.6 16.9
Approach LOS C C C B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 20.1 HCM Level of Service C
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.68
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 63.3 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 62.0% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group
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Peak Hour Warrants 



California MUTCD 2010

General Information
Description

Major Approach Street Name Lakeport Blvd
Minor Approach Street Name Highway 29 SB Ramps
Geometry
Number of Approach Legs
Number of Major Approach Lanes
Number of Minor Approach Lanes
Volumes and Delay
Major Approach Volumes (Both Directions)
Minor Approach Volume (One Direction Only)
Total Entering Volume
Minor Approach Delay per Vehicle

WARRANT 3 - Peak Hour
(Part A or Part B must be satisfied)
PART A SATISFIED YES NO
(All parts 1, 2, and 3 below must be satisfied for the same
one hour, for any four consecutive 15-minute periods)

1. The total delay experienced for traffic on one minor street approach (one direction only)
controlled by a STOP sign equals or exceeds four vehicle-hours for a one-lane YES NO
approach, or five vehicle-hours for a two-lane approach; AND

Total Delay (Vehicle Hours)

2. The volume on the same minor street approach (one direction only equal or exceeds
100 vph for one moving lane of traffic or 150 vph for two moving lanes; AND YES NO

Total Minor Approach Volume

3. The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or excceds 800 vph
for inersections with four or more approaches or 650 vph for intersections with YES NO
three approaches.

Total Entering Volume

PART B SATISFIED YES NO

One
2 or 

More Hour

1020

693

The plotted point falls above the curve in Figure 4C-3. YES NO

OR.  The plotted point falls above the curve in Figure 4C-4. YES NO

The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal.

Chapter 4C – Traffic Control Signal Needs Studies

SIGNAL WARRANT SATISFIED

CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS - PEAK HOUR VOLUME WARRANT
(URBAN CONDITIONS)

Both Approaches - Major Street

Higher Approach - Minor Street

1020
693

616.7

2

1723

3

APPROACH LANES

Intersection 2:  Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport Blvd

118.71

1

693

1723



California MUTCD 2010

Peak Hour AM

Major Stre Minor 

1020
2

* Note:

  Lower Threshold Volume for a Minor Street Approach with One Lane.

Source: MUTCD 2010

Chapter 4C – Traffic Control Signal Needs Studies

CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS - PEAK HOUR VOLUME WARRANT

Highway 29 SB Ramps

(URBAN CONDITIONS)

Total of Both Approaches (VPH):

Lakeport Blvd

693
1

Higher Volume Approach (VPH):
Number of Approach Lanes:

p pp pp
vph Applies as the

Number of Approach Lanes:

SIGNAL WARRANT SATISFIED

*

Figure 4C-3. Peak Hour Warrant (Urban)
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California MUTCD 2010

General Information
Description

Major Approach Street Name Lakeport Blvd
Minor Approach Street Name Highway 29 NB Ramps
Geometry
Number of Approach Legs
Number of Major Approach Lanes
Number of Minor Approach Lanes
Volumes and Delay
Major Approach Volumes (Both Directions)
Minor Approach Volume (One Direction Only)
Total Entering Volume
Minor Approach Delay per Vehicle

WARRANT 3 - Peak Hour
(Part A or Part B must be satisfied)
PART A SATISFIED YES NO
(All parts 1, 2, and 3 below must be satisfied for the same
one hour, for any four consecutive 15-minute periods)

1. The total delay experienced for traffic on one minor street approach (one direction only)
controlled by a STOP sign equals or exceeds four vehicle-hours for a one-lane YES NO
approach, or five vehicle-hours for a two-lane approach; AND

Total Delay (Vehicle Hours)

2. The volume on the same minor street approach (one direction only equal or exceeds
100 vph for one moving lane of traffic or 150 vph for two moving lanes; AND YES NO

Total Minor Approach Volume

3. The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or excceds 800 vph
for inersections with four or more approaches or 650 vph for intersections with YES NO
three approaches.

Total Entering Volume

PART B SATISFIED YES NO

One
2 or 

More Hour

1308

603

The plotted point falls above the curve in Figure 4C-3. YES NO

OR.  The plotted point falls above the curve in Figure 4C-4. YES NO

The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal.

Chapter 4C – Traffic Control Signal Needs Studies

SIGNAL WARRANT SATISFIED

CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS - PEAK HOUR VOLUME WARRANT
(URBAN CONDITIONS)

Both Approaches - Major Street

Higher Approach - Minor Street

1308
603

461.9

2

1921

3

APPROACH LANES

Intersection 3:  Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Blvd

77.37

1

603

1921



California MUTCD 2010

Peak Hour AM

Major Stre Minor 

1308
2

* Note:

  Lower Threshold Volume for a Minor Street Approach with One Lane.

Source: MUTCD 2010

Chapter 4C – Traffic Control Signal Needs Studies

CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS - PEAK HOUR VOLUME WARRANT

Highway 29 NB Ramps

(URBAN CONDITIONS)

Total of Both Approaches (VPH):

Lakeport Blvd

603
1

Higher Volume Approach (VPH):
Number of Approach Lanes:

p pp pp
vph Applies as the

Number of Approach Lanes:

SIGNAL WARRANT SATISFIED

*

Figure 4C-3. Peak Hour Warrant (Urban)
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California MUTCD 2010

General Information
Description

Major Approach Street Name Lakeport Blvd
Minor Approach Street Name Bevins St
Geometry
Number of Approach Legs
Number of Major Approach Lanes
Number of Minor Approach Lanes
Volumes and Delay
Major Approach Volumes (Both Directions)
Minor Approach Volume (One Direction Only)
Total Entering Volume
Minor Approach Delay per Vehicle

WARRANT 3 - Peak Hour
(Part A or Part B must be satisfied)
PART A SATISFIED YES NO
(All parts 1, 2, and 3 below must be satisfied for the same
one hour, for any four consecutive 15-minute periods)

1. The total delay experienced for traffic on one minor street approach (one direction only)
controlled by a STOP sign equals or exceeds four vehicle-hours for a one-lane YES NO
approach, or five vehicle-hours for a two-lane approach; AND

Total Delay (Vehicle Hours)

2. The volume on the same minor street approach (one direction only equal or exceeds
100 vph for one moving lane of traffic or 150 vph for two moving lanes; AND YES NO

Total Minor Approach Volume

3. The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or excceds 800 vph
for inersections with four or more approaches or 650 vph for intersections with YES NO
three approaches.

Total Entering Volume

PART B SATISFIED YES NO

One
2 or 

More Hour

1343

260

The plotted point falls above the curve in Figure 4C-3. YES NO

OR.  The plotted point falls above the curve in Figure 4C-4. YES NO

The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal.

Chapter 4C – Traffic Control Signal Needs Studies

1613

4

APPROACH LANES

Intersection 4:  Bevins St / Lakeport Blvd

1.35

1

260

1613

SIGNAL WARRANT SATISFIED

CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS - PEAK HOUR VOLUME WARRANT
(URBAN CONDITIONS)

Both Approaches - Major Street

Higher Approach - Minor Street

1343
260

18.7

2



California MUTCD 2010

Peak Hour AM

Major Stre Minor 

1343
2

* Note:

  Lower Threshold Volume for a Minor Street Approach with One Lane.

Source: MUTCD 2010

Chapter 4C – Traffic Control Signal Needs Studies

1
Higher Volume Approach (VPH):
Number of Approach Lanes:

p pp pp
vph Applies as the

Number of Approach Lanes:

SIGNAL WARRANT SATISFIED

CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS - PEAK HOUR VOLUME WARRANT

Bevins St

(URBAN CONDITIONS)

Total of Both Approaches (VPH):

Lakeport Blvd

260

*

Figure 4C-3. Peak Hour Warrant (Urban)
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California MUTCD 2010

General Information
Description

Major Approach Street Name Main St
Minor Approach Street Name Lakeport Blvd
Geometry
Number of Approach Legs
Number of Major Approach Lanes
Number of Minor Approach Lanes
Volumes and Delay
Major Approach Volumes (Both Directions)
Minor Approach Volume (One Direction Only)
Total Entering Volume
Minor Approach Delay per Vehicle

WARRANT 3 - Peak Hour
(Part A or Part B must be satisfied)
PART A SATISFIED YES NO
(All parts 1, 2, and 3 below must be satisfied for the same
one hour, for any four consecutive 15-minute periods)

1. The total delay experienced for traffic on one minor street approach (one direction only)
controlled by a STOP sign equals or exceeds four vehicle-hours for a one-lane YES NO
approach, or five vehicle-hours for a two-lane approach; AND

Total Delay (Vehicle Hours)

2. The volume on the same minor street approach (one direction only equal or exceeds
100 vph for one moving lane of traffic or 150 vph for two moving lanes; AND YES NO

Total Minor Approach Volume

3. The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or excceds 800 vph
for inersections with four or more approaches or 650 vph for intersections with YES NO
three approaches.

Total Entering Volume

PART B SATISFIED YES NO

One
2 or 

More Hour

1064

520

The plotted point falls above the curve in Figure 4C-3. YES NO

OR.  The plotted point falls above the curve in Figure 4C-4. YES NO

The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal.

Chapter 4C – Traffic Control Signal Needs Studies

SIGNAL WARRANT SATISFIED

CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS - PEAK HOUR VOLUME WARRANT
(URBAN CONDITIONS)

Both Approaches - Major Street

Higher Approach - Minor Street

1064
520

52.8

2

1594

4

APPROACH LANES

Intersection 6:  Main St / Lakeport Blvd

7.63

2

520

1594



California MUTCD 2010

Peak Hour AM

Major Stre Minor 

1064
2

* Note:

  Lower Threshold Volume for a Minor Street Approach with One Lane.

Source: MUTCD 2010.

Chapter 4C – Traffic Control Signal Needs Studies

CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS - PEAK HOUR VOLUME WARRANT

Lakeport Blvd

(URBAN CONDITIONS)

Total of Both Approaches (VPH):

Main St

520
2

Higher Volume Approach (VPH):
Number of Approach Lanes:

p pp pp
vph Applies as the

Number of Approach Lanes:

SIGNAL WARRANT SATISFIED

*

Figure 4C-3. Peak Hour Warrant (Urban)
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Public Notice









 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix J 
Public Comments 



Public Comments 
 
The AOC made the Draft Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration available to the public 
for a 30-day public review period from Monday, August 23, 2010 through Wednesday, 
September 22, 2010. The AOC filed a Notice of Completion with the State Clearinghouse and 
notified the public that copies of the Draft Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration could be 
viewed at the Lakeport Main Library, the Lakeport Community Development Department (City 
Hall), or by downloading the document from the AOC website. 

As indicated in the Public Notice (included in Appendix I), the AOC held a Public Meeting on 
September 15, 2010 at the Lake County Courthouse located at 255 North Forbes Street in 
Lakeport, CA, 95453. An affidavit of publication and a copy of the sign-in sheet, which attendees 
were asked to complete, is included in Appendix I. At that meeting, the AOC presented a general 
description of the proposed project, including the objectives and timeline, and the CEQA process. 
After the AOC presentation, attendees were given the opportunity to provide comments and/or 
ask questions regarding the proposed project, either orally at the meeting, in writing by filling out 
a comment form that would be addressed at the meeting, or in writing by means of a separate 
submittal, which could be sent to the AOC by e-mail or regular mail. These latter options were 
also made available to the general public (non-attendees) through the Public Notice, which 
included all necessary contact information. 

The public meeting was attended by interested community members and representatives from the 
Superior Court, the City of Lakeport and the AOC.  Meeting participants asked questions and/or 
provided comments during the meeting about various topics, including parking, traffic and 
transportation impacts, hydrology and stormwater management impacts, and courthouse design. 
The comments presented at the public meeting and responses to those comments are organized by 
topic below. 

Parking / Traffic and Transportation 

• Did you address parking? 

• It is important to look at all modes of travel that people are going to use to get to and from the 
courthouse / there is a lot of potential to improve the circulation in the area. 

Response to Above Parking / Traffic and Transportation-Related Comment: As proposed, there 
will be on-site parking via a surface parking lot adjacent to the new courthouse, in addition to 
parking underneath the building for more secure parking (potentially for Judges and staff).  A 
parking study was completed in August 2010 to carefully balance the parking demand with the 
parking that will be provided on-site.   

The Traffic Impact Analysis that was prepared for the proposed project discusses alternative 
modes of transportation (refer to Appendix H of the Draft IS/MND).  Also refer to Section 3.16, 
Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft IS/MND.  Specifically, Mitigation Measures TRANS-3 
and TRANS-4 (on page 3-91 of the Draft IS/MND) address the use of transit and pedestrian 
access.  The AOC does not have precise design information for the proposed project at this time; 



however, additional details about the project design (including access and alternative modes of 
transportation) will be provided as the design process moves forward and is finalized.  Also refer 
to comment letter 5, responses 5a through 5h, below. 

Hydrology and Stormwater Management 
 
• A hydrology study has not been completed for the proposed project. 

• There is no discussion regarding stormwater management / off-site runoff. 

• There is no discussion regarding on-site retention. 

• Infrastructure isn’t in place other than the curb and gutter to convey stormwater to the nearest 
drop inlet which is a block and a half away. 

Response to Above Hydrology and Stormwater Management-Related Comment: As stated in the 
Draft IS/MND, the proposed project will be consistent with the guidelines provided in the 
California Stormwater BMP Handbook for stormwater runoff, including using landscape areas 
for percolation of runoff.  In addition, the proposed project will be designed to the LEED silver 
rating and the AOC will seek certification of the silver rating by the U.S. Green Building Council.  
LEED requirements include stormwater design for quantity control.  The LEED Checklist was 
provided in Appendix A of the Draft IS/MND.  The LEED 2009 For New Construction and Major 
Renovations Rating System, which is the guidance document for the preparation of the LEED 
Checklist, is included in Appendix A of the Final IS/MND. 
 
All AOC capital projects must be reviewed and approved by the State of California Public Works 
Board.  This process requires CEQA analysis before acquisition approval, which is typically very 
early in the process and before detailed design has begun.  Therefore, the CEQA process is based 
on very basic design information and assumptions.  These assumptions are based on previous 
capital projects and/or the AOC’s experience in building and operating courthouses.  Detailed 
design for this proposed project will not be available until after the completion of the CEQA 
process.  However, the AOC, in consultation with the city, will determine the best stormwater 
management techniques for the proposed project site as the design process moves forward and 
more information is made available.  Please also refer to comment letter 3, responses 3s. through 
3x., below. 
 
Courthouse Design 
 
• The project description and proposed project is really quite vague. 

• The precise footprint or where the building will be located on the site isn’t known. 

• A 51,000 square foot building that is being built in a large community may not be viewed as a 
significant or substantial construction or development project, but in a community of 5,200 
people, it’s a significant project.   



Response to Above Courthouse Design-Related Comments:  As stated above, the state’s capital 
project process requires CEQA to be completed before a site is acquired, and the site has to be 
acquired before more detailed design can begin.  Therefore, the CEQA process is based on some 
assumptions.  The detail of design will not be known until after acquisition and completion of the 
CEQA process.  The project description provided in the IS/MND assumes worst case scenario, in 
terms of size and height of the proposed project, therefore allowing the CEQA analysis to 
evaluate all potential impacts and identify appropriate mitigations. 
 
No written comments were submitted at the public meeting. 

The following individuals/agencies submitted comments regarding the proposed project in 
writing to the AOC: 

• John W. Andress, a concerned citizen, submitted comments via e-mail on September 16, 
2010; 

• Dave Carstensen, District 1 Community Planning with the California Department of 
Transportation, submitted comments in a letter dated September 21, 2010; 

• Richard Knoll, Community Development, Redevelopment & Housing Director with the City 
of Lakeport, submitted comments in a letter dated September 21, 2010; 

• Warren Massie, AQE with the Lake County Air Quality Management District, submitted 
comments in a letter dated September 22, 2010. 

• Terri Persons, Associate Transportation Planner with the Lake County/City Area Planning 
Council, submitted comments in a letter dated September 22, 2010. 

The AOC appreciates the effort these agencies and individuals undertook to be involved in the 
public review process, and has given these submittals serious consideration to determine whether 
the comments raise any issues regarding the proposed project that: 1) warrant refinement or 
modification of mitigation measures presented in the IS/MND; 2) warrant implementation of 
further mitigation measures beyond those originally presented in the IS/MND; or 3) indicate 
potential environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated. Based on the review of public 
comments received, the AOC has determined that the evaluation of potential impacts performed 
for the IS/MND is adequate and that the mitigation measures presented should effectively 
mitigate potential environmental impacts due to the proposed project. 

Copies of the comment letters/submittals are provided in the following pages.  Each comment 
letter is followed by the corresponding AOC response(s). 



Comment Letter No. 1 
September 16, 2010 e-mail from Mr. Andress 

 

1a. 

1b. 



Response to Comment Letter No. 1 
September 16, 2010 e-mail from Mr. Andress 
 
 
1a. The issues raised by the commenter are not CEQA related; therefore, no response or change 

to the Draft Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) is necessary.  
However, the AOC does take security issues very seriously, and the AOC’s Office of 
Emergency Response and Security (ORES) does review potential security risks for every 
courthouse.  In the case of this proposed project, ORES is intricately involved in the 
project, and will continue to be involved throughout design development in an effort to 
identify any and all security risks. 

 
1b. The commenter has statements / concerns regarding the direction of runoff.  As stated on 

page 3-21 of the Draft IS/MND, most runoff from the proposed project site enters 
constructed ditches that convey flow to the east.  Flow will eventually enter the city’s storm 
drain system, which then discharges into Clear Lake approximately one-quarter mile east of 
the proposed project site. 

 
The AOC is required to apply for a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) General Permit for Discharges of Stormwater Runoff Associated with 
Construction Activity (General Construction Permit).  The NPDES permit program under 
Section 402(p) of the Clean Water Act (CWA) controls water pollution by regulating storm 
water discharges into waters of the United States.  Under the NPDES program, the 
construction contractor would be required to prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) and Erosion Control Plan.  Implementation of these plans would manage stormwater 
flow and prevent sediment generated during construction from flowing into receiving waters.  
The Erosion Control Plan would address best management practices (BMPs) to protect 
bodies of water from sedimentation.  BMPs can include minimizing or restricting earthwork 
during periods of rain, establishing a vegetative buffer between the construction area and the 
creeks, silt fencing, and straw bales to prevent runoff.  Specifically, page 2, order item # 4 
of the State Water Resources Control Board Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES General 
Permit No. CAS000002, Waste Discharge Requirements For Discharges of Storm Water 
Runoff Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities, states the following: 

 
“4. This General Permit does not preempt or supersede the authority of local storm water 
management agencies to prohibit, restrict, or control storm water discharges to municipal 
separate storm sewer systems or other watercourses within their jurisdictions.” 
 
In addition, page 12 of the California General Permit, Item L.75 states: 
 
“75. This General Permit includes performance standards for post-construction that are 
consistent with State Water Board Resolution No. 2005-0006, "Resolution Adopting the 
Concept of Sustainability as a Core Value for State Water Board Programs and Directing 
Its Incorporation," and 2008-0030, “Requiring Sustainable Water Resources 
Management.“  The requirement for all construction sites to match pre-project hydrology 
will help ensure that the physical and biological integrity of aquatic ecosystems are 
sustained.  This “runoff reduction” approach is analogous in principle to Low Impact 
Development (LID) and will serve to protect related watersheds and waterbodies from both 
hydrologic-based and pollution impacts associated with the post-construction landscape.” 
 
The AOC is required to match (or decrease) pre-project hydrology.  No change to the Draft 
IS/MND is necessary. 



Comment Letter No. 2 
September 21, 2010 letter from the California Department of Transportation 
 
 

 

2a. 

2b. 

2c. 

2d. 



 

2e. 

2f. 



Response to Comment Letter No. 2 
September 21, 2010 letter from the California Department of Transportation 

 
 

2a. The commenter recommends that the traffic impact analysis be expanded to include PM 
peak volumes at State Route 29/Lakeport Boulevard ramp intersections; therefore, 
additional (worst case) Synchro analysis was performed in response to this comment.  The 
highest ramp volumes for both AM (Traffic Impact Assessment counts) and PM (Caltrans 
counts) peak traffic periods were analyzed, showing the highest volumes on all legs of the 
ramp.  The AM peak hour volumes were increased by 100 percent at the northbound on-
ramp to State Route 29 and at the southbound on-ramp to State Route 29 on Lakeport 
Boulevard, in order to reflect 10 percent of the Caltrans average daily trip (ADT) ramp 
volume counts (Peak Hour).  The analysis indicates that the worst approaches would 
operate at level of service (LOS) C.  There are reverse volume peaks occurring between 
AM and PM, so the analysis is accurate in one direction for the AM, and the reverse 
increases in the PM.  Since the intersection operations are acceptable for worst case, they 
will be acceptable for PM peak hour.  Therefore, no additional mitigation is required for the 
proposed project.  No change to the Draft IS/MND is necessary. 

 
2b. The commenter recommends that the mitigation measures be modified to reflect any 

opening day improvements as a result of the above further analysis.  Refer to response 2a., 
above.  Since additional mitigation is not required, no changes to the Draft IS/MND are 
necessary. 

 
2c. The commenter recommends that the traffic impact analysis include discussion and details 

of how a single roundabout would function to cover the movement of the State Route 
29/Lakeport Boulevard and the Lakeport Boulevard/Bevins Street intersections.  It is also 
suggested that the traffic impact analysis include information regarding how and when 
roundabouts would be implemented at each intersection identified in Mitigation Measure 
TRANS-1 (on page 3-87 of the Draft IS/MND).  Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 indicates 
the proposed project’s fair share contribution towards improving Highway 29 SB 
Ramps/Lakeport Boulevard; Highway 29 NB Ramps/Lakeport Boulevard; Bevins 
Street/Lakeport Boulevard; and Main Street/Lakeport Boulevard.  Please see 2d, below, for 
a summary of the proposed project’s fair share fees per intersection.  No change to the 
Draft IS/MND is necessary. 

 
2d. The commenter recommends that a more detailed explanation of how the fair share portion 

will be determined, when and to whom the funds are to be paid.  The proposed project will 
pay the fair share portion or the percentage of project traffic as a proportion of the total 
improvement costs.  A summary of the proposed project’s fair share fees per intersection 
are as follows: 
 
Intersection     Proposed Project Fair Share of Total Improvement Cost 
#2  State Route 29 SB Ramps/Lakeport Blvd   2.3% 
#3  State Route 29 NB Ramps/Lakeport Blvd   5.5% 
#4  Bevins Street/Lakeport Blvd     7.3% 
#6  Main Street/Lakeport Blvd     0.6% 
 
The proposed project will pay the fair share fees prior to the opening of the courthouse.  
The fees will be paid to either the city of Lakeport or Caltrans, depending upon the 
intersection’s jurisdiction.  No change to the Draft IS/MND is necessary. 



2e. The commenter recommends that pedestrian links from the proposed project site to the 
north side of Lakeport Boulevard and then to the west side of State Route 29 accessing 
“Hamburger Hill,” along with the appropriate Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) ramp 
requirements be installed prior to proposed project opening.  The AOC is required to 
comply with the ADA.  The details of pedestrian access and ADA facilities will be 
provided through the design process.  At that time, the location of the building, ramps, and 
sidewalks will become known and pedestrian and ADA access can be finalized.  The 
purpose of the CEQA analysis is to describe the proposed project, and evaluate the 
potential impacts of the project.  Since the recommended pedestrian links are not identified 
as project environmental impacts, no change to the Draft IS/MND is necessary. 

 
2f. The commenter requests that the applicant notify Caltans and the City of Lakeport when 

funding is secured and construction timeline is defined, so that construction does not 
significantly impact the state and local roadway network.  Comment noted.  No change to 
the Draft IS/MND is necessary. 

 
 
 



Comment Letter No. 3 
September 21, 2010 letter from the City of Lakeport 
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Response to Comment Letter No. 3 
September 21, 2010 letter from the City of Lakeport 
 
 
General Comments 
 
3a. The commenter states that the project description in Chapter 2 of the Draft IS/MND is 

inadequate. As stated above, the AOC does not have more detailed design information for 
the proposed project at this time. The project description provided is a “maximum 
envelope” for the proposed project, which allows the AOC to evaluate maximum impacts.  
The purpose of the CEQA analysis is to describe the proposed project, and evaluate the 
potential impacts of the project.  The project description, including project location, square 
footage of the proposed courthouse, proposed height of the building, traffic counts and 
ingress/egress options, and area of site disturbance (for purposes of the CEQA analysis, we 
assumed the entire site would be disturbed), is adequate for CEQA purposes.  More 
detailed design information about the proposed project will be provided as the design 
process moves forward and is finalized.   

 
The Draft IS/MND provides a description of the proposed project’s anticipated design 
features, based on the best information currently available, and a detailed evaluation of the 
proposed project’s potential impacts.  Chapter 2 (specifically, page 2-9 in the Draft 
IS/MND) describes the AOC’s design requirements for new courthouses. As the AOC 
finalizes the design process, it will share design information with the city, consult with, and 
solicit the city’s input and review.  

 
The new details and conceptual site plans that are referenced in the comment letter were 
preliminary in nature, and were only made available at a Project Advisory Group meeting 
on August 18, 2010 (which included city staff).  The plans were very preliminary in nature, 
were high level “test fits,” and while they do not change or contribute to the CEQA 
analysis, they have been included as Appendix K in an effort to respond to the comment 
received.  The AOC recognizes that if substantial changes or new information is provided 
that was not previously identified or analyzed in the IS/MND, as with any project under 
CEQA, any future discretionary project approvals shall be evaluated in light of Section 
21166 of CEQA and State CEQA Guidelines Section 15162.  No change to the Draft 
IS/MND is necessary. 

 
3b. The commenter states that the Draft IS/MND reflects the incorrect date for the month in 

which the Lakeport General Plan was adopted.  Comment noted.  The Lakeport General 
Plan adoption date has been modified on page 2-3 of the Draft IS/MND to reflect April 
2009. 

 
3c. The commenter states that the reference to “Lakeport Visitor’s Bureau” should be changed 

to “Lake County Chamber of Commerce.”  Comment noted.  All references to the 
“Lakeport Visitor’s Bureau” in the Draft IS/MND have been modified to reflect the “Lake 
County Chamber of Commerce.” 

 
3d. The commenter states that Figure 2 of the Draft IS/MND illustrates a poor topographic 

map.  Figures 1, 2, and 3 in the Draft IS/MND are consistent with State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15071(b) requirements: “the location of the project, preferably shown on a 
map…”, and the figures are consistent with the AOC’s standards. No change to the Draft 
IS/MND is necessary. 



3e. The commenter states that Figure 3 text should be revised to read “Lake County Chamber 
of Commerce.”  Comment noted.  Figure 3 in the Draft IS/MND has been modified to 
reflect the “Lake County Chamber of Commerce.” 

 
 
Aesthetics 
 
3f. The commenter is concerned about potentially significant impacts to the view corridor that 

is located east of the proposed courthouse site.  The Draft IS/MND provides a description 
of the proposed project based on the best information that is currently available, and the 
AOC’s design standards for new courthouses.  The AOC’s 2006 design standards are 
available in: California Trial Court Facilities Standards which is available at:  
http://www.courtinfo.ca.gov/programs/occm/documents/06_April_Facilities_Standards-
Final-Online.pdf.  Strict adherence to the California Trail Court Facilities Standards will 
reduce potential aesthetic impacts. 

 
In addition, since the AOC is the lead agency for the proposed project, and is acting for the 
State of California on behalf of the Judicial Council of California, local government land 
use planning and zoning regulations do not apply.  The Draft IS/MND analysis did, 
however, note that the City’s General Plan (Figure 16) identifies a view corridor near the 
proposed project site in Section 3.1.c).  The AOC will continue to work with the City of 
Lakeport and interested stakeholders to address potential aesthetic issues during the more 
detailed design process.  This coordination will ensure that, as stated in the IS/MND, “the 
AOC is attempting to site the courthouse in a way that reduces impacts on the view from 
the Visitors Center…”.  The AOC will also need to site the courthouse in a way that is 
compliant with the “cone of vision” easement on the project site.  Given these efforts, the 
analysis concludes that the proposed project will minimize any potential impact to the view 
corridor that is located east of the proposed courthouse site.  No change to the Draft 
IS/MND is necessary. 

 
3g. The commenter suggests that a mitigation measure be added to address the potential view 

corridor impact.  Refer to response 3f., above.  No change to the Draft IS/MND is 
necessary. 

 
3h. The commenter suggests that mitigation measures be added which require the provision of 

adequately-sized refuse enclosures, propane tank enclosures, and the use of anti-glare 
related building materials/finishes.  Comment noted.  The proposed project will adhere to 
the California Trial Court Facilities Standards (Judicial Council of California 2006), 
which ensure that the building will be appropriate to the surroundings.  The courthouse’s 
design will represent the dignity of the law, the importance of the activities within the 
courthouse, and the stability of the judicial system. The design will be responsive to local 
context, geography, climate, culture, and history.  The proposed project design will include 
landscaping elements that will enhance, rather than degrade, the visual and aesthetic quality 
of the area, thus maintaining the important visual elements in the city.  The California Trial 
Court Facilities Standards emphasize that the state’s courthouse buildings will be 
appropriate to the surroundings and will not have substantial metallic finishes that generate 
substantial glare.  The proposed project will also incorporate LEED criteria in order to 
reduce light and glare pollution. No change to the Draft IS/MND is necessary. 

 
3i. The commenter suggests that the recorded “cone of vision” easement which extends 

through the proposed project site (protecting the adjoining view corridor area) be 

http://www.courtinfo.ca.gov/programs/occm/documents/06_April_Facilities_Standards-


addressed.  Although the design process has not yet been finalized, the proposed project 
will be placed outside of the “cone of vision” easement.  Refer to response 3f., above.  No 
change to the Draft IS/MND is necessary. 

 
 
Air Quality 
 
3j. The commenter notes that natural gas is not available in Lakeport.  Comment noted.  All 

references to “natural gas” in the Draft IS/MND have been modified to state “propane.”   
 
3k. The commenter notes that statements in Sections 3.3.b) and 3.3.c) regarding PM10 

emissions and California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) appear to be in conflict.  
Table 3.3-1 and Table 3.3-2 contain typographical errors and do not appear consistent with 
the less than significant conclusions in the analysis.  This is because the modeled project 
peak concentrations for PM10 are incorrect.  Additionally, the background concentrations 
for PM10 and PM2.5 are incorrect.  Table 3.1-1 (on page 3-9) and Table 3.1-2 (on page 3-12) 
of the Draft IS/MND have been modified as follows: 

 
Table 3.3-1 

Construction Emissions 
 

Pollutant – Averaging Time 
Estimated Emissions CO (g/m3) 

1 Hour 

NOX 
(g/m3) 
1 Hour 

PM10  
(g/m3) 
24 Hour 

PM2.5 (g/m3) 
24 Hour 

Project peak 
concentration (2012) 56.05 98.96 73.92 26.89 16.81 

Background 
Concentration 3.5 0.45 48.5 17.6 29.0 7.8 

Total 59.15 99.41 122.42 44.49 45.81 24.61 
NAAQS 40,000 203 150 35 
Significant? No No No No 
CAAQS 23,000 339 50 - 
Significant? No No No No 
ppm = parts per million; g/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; CAAQS = California Ambient Air 
Quality Standards; NAAQS = National Ambient Air Quality Standards  

 

Table 3.3-2 
Operational Emissions 

 

Pollutant – Averaging Time 
Estimated Emissions CO (g/m3) 

1 Hour 

NOX 
(g/m3) 
1 Hour 

PM10  
(g/m3) 
24 Hour 

PM2.5 
(g/m3) 
24 Hour 

Project peak 
concentration 146.40 17.09 9.48 1.85 

Background 
Concentration 3.5 0.45 48.5 17.6 29.0 7.8 

Total 149.90 17.54 57.98 27.08 30.85 9.65 
NAAQS 40,000 203 150 35 
Significant? No No No No 
CAAQS 23,000 339 50 35 
Significant? No No No No 
ppm = parts per million; g/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; CAAQS = California Ambient Air 
Quality Standards; NAAQS = National Ambient Air Quality Standards 



As seen in the modified tables above, PM10 total emissions do not exceed the state AAQS 
and PM2.5 emissions do not exceed the state and federal AAQS.  Therefore, construction-
related emissions are less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  The following 
page contains the output of the revised SCREEN3 modeling.   

 





Biological Resources  
 
3l. The commenter states that Figure 3 in the Draft IS/MND is unlabeled and does not include 

a legend.  Figure 3 (only in the hard copies of the Draft IS/MND) did not print properly; 
this has been corrected and the figure has been replaced in the Final IS/MND.  The 
Biological Study Report, available online for viewing during the 30-day public review 
period (Appendix C of the Draft IS/MND, available at: 
http://www.courtinfo.ca.gov/programs/occm/projects_lake_lakeport.htm), correctly 
illustrated Figure 3, which was labeled “Special-Status Plant Population Locations and 
Density Representation.”  A legend was also provided.   

 
3m. The commenter states that although the Biological Study Report was prepared without the 

benefit of a site plan, the proposed mitigation measures on pages 3-19 and 3-20 of the Draft 
IS/MND appear to be thorough.  The AOC concurs that the mitigation measures included in 
the Draft IS/MND will provide adequate mitigation for biological resources regardless of 
the ultimate site plan configuration.  Since the release of the Draft IS/MND, the AOC was 
able to initiate consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game regarding 
mitigation for biological impacts. 

 
3n. The commenter questions whether or not mitigation measures are necessary for a 

jurisdictional determination by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps).  Following 
publication of the Draft IS/MND, the Corps staff reviewed the draft wetland delineation 
report (included in Appendix C of the Draft IS/MND) and concluded that the on-site waters 
are not subject to Corps jurisdiction.  These waters consist of two very shallow, seasonally 
ponded depressions overlying bedrock and several drainage ditches.  The Corps concluded 
that the two depressions over bedrock are not subject to its jurisdiction because they lack 
hydric soils and have less than five percent vegetative cover.  The Corps also concluded 
that the constructed ditches are not subject to its jurisdiction because they were constructed 
wholly in uplands and do not receive or intercept flow from jurisdictional waters.  A 
revised map showing no waters on the proposed project site was submitted to the Corps on 
August 10, 2010.  The Corps responded on August 27, 2010, with a “preliminary 
jurisdictional determination” (JD) concurring that no wetlands or others waters subject to 
Corps jurisdiction occur on the proposed project site.  A copy of the August 27, 2010 JD 
letter follows this response.   
 
Subsequently, Regional Water Quality Control Board (Board) staff was contacted to 
determine if the Board would exert jurisdiction over the features pursuant to its authority 
under the Porter-Cologne Act.  As documented in the attached September 9, 2010 email 
following this response, the Board will not exert jurisdiction over on-site features under the 
Porter-Cologne Act.   
 
Because neither of the above agencies are exerting jurisdiction over the features, the need 
for mitigation should be evaluated on the basis of their environmental values (as opposed to 
regulatory requirements).  The most important of these values would be their ability to 
support flora and fauna, potential to contribute to groundwater recharge, and potential to 
improve the quality of stormwater runoff.  Most of the features are essentially unvegetated, 
while the two features that do support vegetation are dominated by introduced annual 
grasses and forbs.  No invertebrates were observed in the features during the wildlife 
survey (conducted on March 17, 2010) or early-season botanical surveys (conducted on 
April 9 and 29, May 17, and June 19, 2010).  Although the features could be used as a 
water source for certain species such as killdeer on an occasional basis, they are very 

http://www.courtinfo.ca.gov/programs/occm/projects_lake_lakeport.htm


unlikely to support critical life stages of wildlife species.  Further, the features have 
minimal potential to provide groundwater recharge because most of the features overlie 
bedrock.  Because the features have minimal vegetative cover, they also have limited 
potential to filter pollutants out of runoff or to provide for nutrient uptake.  Given the 
negligible environmental values of the features and the absence of resource-agency 
jurisdiction, loss of the features due to proposed project implementation is not a significant 
environmental impact and no mitigation is warranted.  No change to the Draft IS/MND is 
necessary. 
 











 





 



 



3o. The commenter stated that the reference to mitigation measures should be changed from 
“BIO-2” to “BIO-1.”  Comment noted.  Section 3.4.e) on page 3-23 of the Draft IS/MND 
has been modified to reference the correct mitigation measure. 

 
 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
3p. The commenter requests that the existing pedestrian facilities along Lakeport Boulevard be 

described to depict that there are areas without fully developed sidewalks.  In addition, the 
commenter recommends a mitigation measure which requires the proposed project to 
comply with the city’s right-of-way development standards in order to avoid a potentially 
significant impact to the city’s circulation system.   

 
 Based on the comment received, Table 3.7-2 (on page 3-43 of the Draft IS/MND) has been 

modified as follows: 
 

Project Design Feature Project Applicability Percent 
Reduction 

Include pedestrian and bicycle facilities 
within projects and ensure that existing 
non-motorized routes are maintained and 
enhanced.  

Compliant.  The proposed project’s 
design would include bicycle racks to 
encourage non-motorized travel.  
Also, portions of Lakeport 
Boulevard contains improved 
sidewalks which promote pedestrian 
activity.  The proposed project will 
include sidewalks around the site as 
well. 

2 

 
The AOC included the table above as a review of the project’s consistency with the state’s 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction targets.  Since the Lake County Air Quality 
Management District does not currently have quantitative thresholds of significance for 
GHG emissions, the AOC used the Attorney General’s recommendations for design 
features that would reduce GHG.  To the extent feasible, the AOC will include sidewalks 
and improve pedestrian and other non-motorized access on the proposed project site, which 
is consistent with the Attorney General’s recommendations.  No change to the Draft 
IS/MND is necessary. 

 
3q. The commenter requests that the discussion regarding the proposed extension 

(improvement) of the bicycle route be expanded.  Figure 7 (Bikeway Plan) of the city’s 
General Plan illustrates a proposed bicycle route along Lakeport Boulevard to connect to 
the existing route which terminates at the proposed project site.  Implementation Program T 
21.1-a of the city’s Bikeway Plan states: “Implement the bikeway route system as shown on 
Figure 7; Responsibility: Community Development and Public Works Departments.”  Since 
the city’s General Plan illustrates the proposed bicycle route, no change to the Draft 
IS/MND is necessary. 

 
 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
 
3r. The commenter suggests discussion and possibly mitigation measures related to the 

potential use of underground or above-ground propane tanks needed to serve the project.  
Refer to response 3j., above.  References to “natural gas” in the Draft IS/MND have been 



modified to state “propane.”  Propane, also known as liquid petroleum gas, is often used in 
place of natural gas, with the connection to the building provided by a large tank.  It is 
regulated under the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), 29 CFR Parts 1910 and 1926, 
through the U.S. Department of Labor, Occupation Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA).  The National Fire Protection Agency (NFPA) also provides safety regulations for 
propane, under NFPA 58, Liquid Petroleum Gas Code.  Propane is not listed as a hazardous 
material per the American Standards for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Standard Practice 
E 1527-05.  The use of propane on the proposed project site will be subject to all federal, 
state, and local laws and regulations regarding safety.  Therefore, impacts remain less than 
significant and no mitigation is required.  No change to the Draft IS/MND is necessary.   

 
 
Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
3s. The commenter states that there has been no quantification of additional stormwater runoff 

resulting from the proposed project.  Section 3.9, beginning on page 3-56 of the Draft 
IS/MND, discusses drainage and stormwater runoff.  Based on the comment received, 
rough estimates regarding existing and proposed project completion runoff amounts were 
calculated.  Please note that these estimates are very general, and can vary greatly based on 
a number of factors, including site design, footprint, and landscape area.  The Lake County 
Hydrology Design Standards (Lake County Department of Public Works Water Resources 
Division, June 1999) were used to estimate the worst case stormwater runoff scenario for 
the 10-year and 100-year storm events for existing and proposed project completion 
conditions.  Because the AOC does not have precise design information at this time, the 
worst case stormwater runoff amounts were estimated.  The estimated existing worst case 
stormwater runoff amounts assume that the existing soils are clay with low infiltration 
capacity.  The estimated proposed project completion worst case stormwater runoff 
amounts assume that the six-acre project site would be almost entirely covered with 
impervious surface, except those areas required for landscaping and stormwater 
percolation.  

 
 The 10-year worst case stormwater runoff amounts are estimated as follows: 

• Existing conditions: 3.1 cubic feet per second (cfs) 
• Proposed project completion conditions: 6.9 cfs 
• Increase in worst case stormwater runoff amount: 3.8 cfs 

 
 The 100-year worst case stormwater runoff amounts are estimated as follows: 

• Existing conditions: 4.5 cfs 
• Proposed project completion conditions: 10.0 cfs 
• Increase in worst case stormwater runoff amount: 5.5 cfs 

 
 The worst case increase for stormwater runoff at the proposed project site would be 3.8 cfs 

during a 10-year storm event and 5.5 cfs during the 100-year storm event.  The proposed 
project will be required to be consistent with the guidelines provided in the California 
Stormwater BMP Handbook for stormwater runoff, including using landscape areas for 
percolation of runoff.  The proposed project’s stormwater drainage facilities will be 
designed to ensure adequate capacities.  Since the proposed project is required to be 
consistent with the California Stormwater BMP Handbook, no mitigation is required.  Once 
more detailed design information is available, the AOC will consult with the city to 
determine the best stormwater management techniques for the proposed project. 

 



In addition, pursuant to the California Trial Court Facilities Standards, all courthouse 
projects shall be designed for sustainability and, at a minimum, to the standards of a 
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) “certified” rating.  The proposed 
project will be designed to the LEED silver rating and the AOC will seek certification of the 
silver rating by the U.S. Green Building Council.  LEED requirements will include 
stormwater design for quantity control.  Given this design requirement, stormwater runoff 
volumes are anticipated to be similar to existing flows.  The AOC does not have more 
precise design information at this time; additional details about the proposed project design, 
footprint, and infrastructure will be provided as more detailed design is completed.  No 
change to the Draft IS/MND is necessary. 

 
3t. The commenter feels the Draft IS/MND does not identify the drainage patterns 

appropriately and states that the stormwater generated from the proposed project site will 
drain to the east and northeast.  Comment noted.  Section 3.9.d) on page 3-59 of the Draft 
IS/MND discusses the groundwater gradient as to the east, down gradient toward Clear 
Lake. Sections 3.9.a) through e) discuss water quality and runoff as related to the CEQA 
Checklist questions regarding water quality, groundwater supply, erosion and siltation, on- 
and offsite flooding, and stormwater runoff. Please refer to response 1b, above, pertaining 
to runoff direction and response 3s, above, pertaining to stormwater runoff.  No change to 
the Draft IS/MND is necessary. 

 
3u. The commenter states that the city is in the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control 

Board’s jurisdiction.  Comment noted.  References to the North Coast Regional Water 
Quality Control Board have been modified in the Draft IS/MND to reflect the City of 
Lakeport’s location within the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board’s 
jurisdiction. 

 
3v. The commenter states that no mitigation measures are provided for erosion or siltation and 

that the physical characteristics of the proposed project site may not accommodate 
vegetated swales.  As stated above and in the Draft IS/MND, the proposed project will 
incorporate BMPs consistent with the California Stormwater BMP Handbook guidelines.  
The incorporation of these BMPs will result in a less than significant impact and, therefore, 
no mitigation measures are required.  In addition, Section 3.9.c) refers to vegetated swales 
as part of stormwater management techniques; however, the Draft IS/MND states 
“vegetated swales or similar stormwater management techniques.” 

 
 The Draft IS/MND provides an adequate CEQA analysis of this issue, as the proposed 

project will be consistent with the California Stormwater BMP Handbook.  Since more 
detailed design is not available at this time, the Draft IS/MND also includes options and 
techniques the AOC may use to manage stormwater runoff.  The AOC, in consultation with 
the city, will determine the best stormwater management techniques for the proposed 
project site as the design process moves forward and is finalized. No change to the IS/MND 
is necessary. 

 
3w. The commenter is concerned about the increased amount of stormwater flows resulting 

from the project’s new impervious surfaces.  Comment noted.  Please refer to response 3s., 
above, pertaining to stormwater runoff.  No change to the Draft IS/MND is necessary. 

 
3x. The commenter is concerned about the increase in the rate and amount of stormwater 

generated by the site, particularly because there is a lack of nearby municipal storm 



drainage facilities near the proposed project site.  Comment noted.  Please refer to response 
3s., above, pertaining to stormwater runoff.  No change to the Draft IS/MND is necessary.   

 
 
Transportation and Traffic 
 
3y. The commenter is concerned about the limited amount of time they have had to consider 

the proposed project, and is concerned about potentially significant impacts.  Proposed 
project impacts have been identified in the Draft IS/MND, which was available for public 
review, commencing on August 23, 2010, and ending on September 22, 2010.  The AOC 
recognizes that if substantial changes or new information is provided that was not 
previously analyzed in the IS/MND, as with any project under CEQA, any future 
discretionary project approvals shall be evaluated in light of Section 21166 of CEQA and 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15162.   

 
3z. The commenter recommends a mitigation measure requiring the dedication of land to the 

city for street right-of-way through the proposed project site, the construction of the 
collector street to extend through the proposed project site, and the AOC’s participation in 
the construction of a traffic roundabout.  This is new information that was not revealed to 
the project team in time to be incorporated into the Draft IS/MND.  The City of Lakeport 
has been consulted regarding the future dedication of land for a street right-of-way.  
However, this dedication will not be mitigation, but rather, an effort to coordinate the 
proposed project with the long-term goals of the city.  Currently, the project description 
does not include the dedication of right-of-way, and until more detailed analysis can be 
completed, the project description remains as is.  Mitigation measures for the proposed 
project were based on an extensive traffic analysis included as Appendix H to the IS/MND.   

 
 The city was consulted as part of the preparation of the Draft IS/MND.  A record of this 

correspondence follows this response.  The dedication of the street right-of-way is not 
required for mitigation purposes; however, based on the comment received, Section 3.16.a) 
on page 3-85 in the Draft IS/MND has been modified to reflect the following: 

 
The city of Lakeport plans to extend the future Court Street alignment from Lakeport 
Boulevard southward along the eastern boundary of the proposed project site. To 
accommodate this future city project, the AOC, if feasible, would dedicate right-of-
way to the city to support this future arterial extension.  

 
3aa. The commenter would like more information regarding how the proposed project’s “fair 

share contribution” will be determined.  Refer to response 2d, above.  No change to the 
Draft IS/MND is necessary. 

 
3bb. The commenter verifies that Bevins Street right-of-way ends at Lakeport Boulevard and 

recommends fair share contributions be provided.  Comment noted.  Refer to response 2d., 
above, for clarification on proposed project payment of “fair share contribution” fees.  
References to the driveway that serves the Chamber of Commerce and the Lake County 
Agriculture/Air Quality Departments as Bevins Street have been modified on pages 3-88 
and 3-99 of the Draft IS/MND.   

 
3cc. The commenter recommends eliminating references to Bevins Street at the Chamber of 

Commerce location, as the Bevins Street right-of-way ends at Lakeport Boulevard.  
Comment noted.  Refer to response 3bb., above. 



3dd. The commenter provides calculations related to the slope and length required for an 
accessible pathway based on the elevation change from the street to the top of the building 
site.  Comment noted.  No change to the Draft IS/MND is necessary. 

 
3ee. The commenter recommends a mitigation measure which requires the proposed project to 

comply with the city’s right-of-way development standards in order to avoid a potentially 
significant impact to the city’s circulation system.  As a state agency, the AOC is not 
required to comply with the city of Lakeport development standards.  Also, please refer to 
responses 3p. and 3z., above.  No change to the Draft IS/MND is necessary. 

 
3ff. The commenter would like more information regarding bikeway-related improvements.  

Refer to response 3ee., above.  To the extent feasible, the AOC will include bikeways, 
sidewalks, and other non-motorized access on the proposed project site.  Bike facility and 
connectivity improvements will be reviewed during the more detailed design phase of the 
project.  No change to the Draft IS/MND is necessary. 

 
3gg. The commenter recommends the addition of a mitigation measure calling for the 

development of right-of-way improvements along the proposed project site’s Lakeport 
Boulevard frontage in accordance the City’s Municipal Code.  Additionally, the commenter 
would like information regarding the need for off-site pedestrian improvements to serve the 
proposed project, particularly along the south side of Lakeport Boulevard to the west of the 
proposed project site.  Refer to response 3z, above regarding right-of-way improvements.  
The AOC is aware of the lack of sidewalks on Lakeport Boulevard.  As the AOC completes 
a more detailed design analysis, additional pedestrian access and additional public 
transportation options will be reviewed.  However, mitigation measures for improving 
pedestrian access were identified in the Draft IS/MND.  Refer to response 3ee., above. No 
change to the Draft IS/MND is necessary. 

 
 







 





 



 



Utilities and Service Systems 
 
3hh. The commenter would like estimates regarding the anticipated water usage and wastewater 

generation in conjunction with the proposed project.  Based on the comment received, 
rough estimates regarding the anticipated water usage and wastewater generation in 
conjunction with the proposed project were calculated.  Please note that these estimates are 
very general, and can vary greatly based on a number of factors, including but not limited 
to: climate, water conservation efforts, the number of bathrooms, number of fixture units, 
and number of occupants. 

 
For a commercial / office building consisting of approximately 51,000 square feet (SF), the 
estimated water usage would be approximately 102,000 gallons per day (GPD) based on 
the simple rule of thumb of 2.0 gpd / SF.  According to the City’s 2008 Water Master Plan, 
the city’s maximum day demand (MDD) is roughly 1.8 million gallons per day (MGD).  
Worst-case scenario, the proposed project would use an estimated 5.7 percent of the total 
current water capacity; therefore, the city will be able to meet the projected water needs of 
the proposed project.   
 
The estimated wastewater generation would be approximately 1,500 gpd based on the 
simple rule of thumb of 30 gpd / 1,000 SF.  Wastewater produced by the new courthouse 
would be limited to restroom facilities for the courthouse during business hours (8:00 a.m. 
to 5:00 p.m.).  Per information from the city’s September 21, 2010 comment letter, the 
original design capacity of the City of Lakeport Municipal Sewer District facility was 1.05 
million gallons (MG) per day of dry weather flow and a maximum daily discharge not to 
exceed 3.8 MG. In 2007, the City of Lakeport received a Cease and Desist Order from the 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board Central Valley Region which reduced 
capacity to 0.42 MGD dry weather flow.  According to the city’s 2008 Sewer Master Plan, 
the design peak flow capacity of the WWTP is estimated at 3.0 MGD. The proposed project 
would use an estimated 0.05 percent of the design peak flow capacity; therefore, the 
WWTP will be able to meet the projected needs of the proposed project. 

 
3ii. The commenter notes that the city does not have water rights to Scotts Valley, but does 

have an agreement with Yolo County Flood Control.  Based on the comment received, text 
in Section 3.17.d) on page 3-94 of the Draft IS/MND has been modified to reflect the 
following: 

 
The city currently has an agreement with Yolo County Flood Control, who has the water 
rights for 750 acre-feet per year from the Scotts Valley Aquifer and another water rights to 
Clear Lake to draw up to 2,000 acre-feet per year. from both the Scotts Valley Aquifer 
and Clear Lake. 

 
3jj. The commenter is concerned about the increase in stormwater runoff.  As discussed above, 

the proposed project will incorporate BMPs consistent with the California Stormwater 
BMP Handbook guidelines.  The incorporation of these BMPs will result in a less than 
significant impact and, therefore, no mitigation measures are required.  Also, please refer to 
response 3s., above, pertaining to stormwater runoff.  No change to the Draft IS/MND is 
necessary. 

 
3kk. The commenter provides design capacity and additional information regarding the 

wastewater treatment plant.  Based on the comment received, text in Section 3.17.e) on 
page 3-95 of the Draft IS/MND has been modified to reflect the following: 



Wastewater generated by the City of Lakeport is collected and transported to the City of 
Lakeport wastewater treatment plant (WWTP), located southwest of the city limits.  The 
WWTP (which is owned and operated by the CLMSD) with a design capacity is 2.5 
million gallons per day (mgd). had an original design treatment capacity of 1.05 million 
gallons per day (MGD) of dry weather flow and a maximum daily discharge not to 
exceed 3.8 million gallons (MG).  In 2007, the City of Lakeport received a Cease and 
Desist Order from the California Regional Water Quality Control Board Central 
Valley Region which reduced capacity to 0.42 MGD dry weather flow.   

 
3ll. The commenter questions the RUEs used in the Draft IS/MND.  The reference to the City 

of Lakeport Sewer System Management Plan (SSMP) in Section 3.17.e) on page 3-95 of 
the Draft IS/MND was incorrect.  The number of available residential unit equivalents 
(RUEs) came from page 3-155 of the November 2008 Draft Environmental Impact Report 
for the General Plan Update, which states: “According to Lakeport public works officials, 
the plant has the capacity to serve an additional 888 residential unit equivalent (RUEs) in 
its current condition.”  Based on the comment received, text in Section 3.17.e) on page 3-95 
of the Draft IS/MND has been modified to reflect the following: 

 
According to the City of Lakeport Sewer System Management Plan (SSMP), the WWTP 
has the capacity to serve an additional 888 residential unit equivalents above its current 
treatment levels.  Currently, the CLMSD has adequate capacity for approximately 100 
residential unit equivalents under the Cease and Desist Order restrictions.  In addition, 
the SSMP acknowledges that the CLSMD intends to expand the sewer system over the next 
10 years to accommodate the potential commercial and residential growth within the city.  

 
3mm. The commenter provides information that the Bevins Street transfer station ceased 

operation in 2010.  Based on the comment received, text in Section 3.17.f) on page 3-95 of 
the Draft IS/MND has been modified to reflect the following: 

 
Most solid waste refuse from Lakeport is transported first to a transfer station on Bevins 
Street in south Lakeport, located on Soda Bay Road outside of the Lakeport city limits, 
and then on to the East Lake Landfill, located just outside the City of Clearlake.   

 
3nn. The AOC thanks you for your comments and suggestions.  The AOC looks forward to a 

continued partnership with the city of Lakeport and the community. 
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Response to Comment Letter No. 4 
September 22, 2010 letter from the Lake County Air Quality Management District 

 
 

4a. The commenter summarizes the Lake County Air Quality Management District’s 
(LCAQMD) concerns which are addressed below.  Thank you for your comment.   

 
4b.  The commenter notes that the proposed project is located on mapped areas known to 

contain serpentine rock and/or soil, which requires a Serpentine Dust Control Plan.  Based 
on the comment received, text in Section 2 on page 2-12 of the Draft IS/MND has been 
enhanced and modified to reflect the following: 

 
Air quality management measures. The construction contractor will: 

- Provide an asbestos-dust-hazard mitigation plan (also referred to as a 
serpentine dust control plan) prior to any construction activities on-site.  The 
plan should include provisions for dust control measures to achieve no visible 
emissions, prevent material track-out onto the public road, provide for worker 
notification of the plan requirements and asbestos hazards, the posting of an 
asbestos warning notice at the site, and the covering of all disturbed serpentine 
surfaces subject to traffic wear or wind erosion with non-asbestos containing 
materials.  Exposed serpentine surfaces that may be subject to vehicular traffic 
should have restricted access (fencing or other effective barriers) until such time 
as the surface is adequately covered with non-asbestos material. 

 
- Discontinue construction activities that generate substantial dust blowing on unpaved 

surfaces during windy conditions, trackout, or nuisance conditions.  The 
construction contractor will be required to stop work until corrective measures 
are in place. 

 
4c. The commenter states that the LCAQMD is a Federal and State authority agency with 

regulation powers.  As stated on page 2-10 of the Draft IS/MND, the AOC would 
implement the proposed project in compliance with standard conditions and 
requirements for state and/or federal regulations or laws that are independent of CEQA 
compliance. The Lake County Air Quality Management District is listed as an agency based on 
the comment received, text in Section 2 on page 2-13 of the Draft IS/MND has been 
modified to reflect the following: 

 
Since the AOC is the lead agency for the proposed project, and is acting for the State of 
California on behalf of the Judicial Council of California, local government land use 
planning and zoning regulations do not apply to the proposed project. However, the Lake 
County Air Quality Management District (LCAQMD) is a federal and state authority 
agency with regulation powers.  All air quality issues must be submitted to the 
LCQAMD for approval, which includes Serpentine Dust Mitigation Plans and 
permitting of equipment that emits air pollutants such as diesel generations that 
might be used for emergency backup power.   

 
4d. The commenter notes that Table 3.3-1 (on page 3-9 of the Draft IS/MND) shows that 

construction emissions would result in a violation of a state or national AAQS; therefore, 
construction related emissions could be significant.  Refer to response 3k., above. 

 



4e. The commenter notes that natural gas is not available in Lakeport.  References to “natural 
gas” in the Draft IS/MND have been modified to state “propane.”  Propane has similar 
emission characteristics to natural gas, thus the area source emission estimates would not 
change.  Additionally, as noted by the commenter, the proposed project’s energy 
conservation features are discussed under Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 

 
4f. The commenter is concerned about the movement of serpentine soil.  Construction 

activities associated with the proposed project would require approximately 78,750 cubic 
yards of excavated material that would be relocated off-site.  As naturally occurring 
asbestos is known to underlie the proposed project site, the project will be required to 
comply with LCAQMD Rules and Regulations (specifically, Chapter II, Article IV, Part 
V).  Compliance with the LCAQMD Rules and Regulations regarding naturally occurring 
asbestos are included in Mitigation Measure AQ-2 (on page 3-13 of the Draft IS/MND).  
Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-2 will ensure that impacts from naturally 
occurring asbestos will be less than significant.  No change to the Draft IS/MND is 
necessary. 

 
4g. The commenter notes that the proposed project site is in close proximity to the LCAQMD’s 

air monitoring equipment and short and long term activities have the potential to effect the 
Lake County Air Basin attainment status.  Based on the comment received, Section 3.3.c) 
on page 3-13 in the Draft IS/MND has been modified as follows to address the project’s 
proximity to the LCAQMD air monitoring equipment and its potential to affect the Basin’s 
attainment status: 

 
Less than Significant with Mitigation. The Basin is currently designated “unclassified” or 
“attainment” for all criteria pollutants under applicable California or national AAQS.  
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in an increase of a criteria pollutant for 
which the region is non-attainment.  Also, construction emissions would be reduced with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1,. Therefore, construction activities 
occurring in close proximity to the LCAQMD’s air monitoring equipment would not 
exceed the California or national AAQS and would not affect the Lake County Air 
Basin Attainment Status. Furthermore, and operational emissions combined with 
existing background concentrations would be below the California and national AAQS.  
A less than significant impact would occur after implementation of Mitigation Measure 
AQ-1. Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 

 
4h. The commenter requests that the proposed project include the improvements of sidewalks 

for public and government walkers to local eateries on the west side of Lakeport Boulevard.  
Comment noted.  Additional public transportation and pedestrian connectivity 
improvements will be addressed during the more detailed design phase of the proposed 
project.  No change to the Draft IS/MND is necessary. 

 
4i. The commenter recommends that fair share improvements be done prior to the opening of 

the new courthouse, allowing for the safety of pedestrian crossing and the control of vehicle 
traffic.  It is also recommended that, at a minimum, a roundabout at the Bevins Street / 
Lakeport Boulevard intersection, with crosswalks and safe pedestrian access to fast food 
facilities across State Route 29 be provided.   

 
Refer to response 2d., above, for the summary of the proposed project’s fair share fees per 
intersection.  The proposed project will pay the fair share fees before the opening of the 
courthouse.  The fees will be paid to either the city or Caltrans depending upon the 



intersection’s jurisdiction.  Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 on page 3-87 of the Draft 
IS/MND indicates the installation of either a roundabout or traffic signal.  Additional 
pedestrian facility details directly related to the proposed project will be addressed during 
the more detailed design phase of the project. 

 
4j. Thank you for your comments.  The AOC hopes that your concerns have been addressed. 
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Comment Letter No. 5  
September 22, 2010 letter from the Lake County/City Area Planning Council 
 
 
5a. The commenter recommends a more extensive traffic study that considers all modes of 

travel, including auto, truck, bicycle, pedestrian, transit, and wheelchair/motorized scooter.  
In addition, it is recommended that both on- and off-site circulation issues including 
emergency vehicle access be addressed, and that transportation improvements and 
mitigations for the proposed project be consistent with the Complete Streets Act of 2008.  
The commenter also states that the proposed courthouse will result in an increase in 
vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian traffic along the Martin Street / Bevins Street corridor, and 
the Lakeport Boulevard corridor.  Mitigation Measures TRANS-3 and TRANS-4 (on page 
3-91 of the Draft IS/MND) address the use of transit and pedestrian access.  In addition, the 
Traffic Impact Analysis that was prepared for the proposed project also discusses 
alternative modes of transportation.  Emergency vehicle access will be provided at the site 
access locations.  In addition, the AOC’s Office of Emergency Response and Security 
routinely reviews emergency vehicle access during the more detailed design phase of any 
AOC capital project.  No change to the Draft IS/MND is necessary. 

 
5b. The commenter states that the description of the protected turn lanes on page 29 of the 

Traffic Impact Study is not accurate in regards to the direction of the turning traffic.  
Comment noted.  Access to the proposed project is marginally offset with Larrecou Lane 
(refer to Figure 7 in Appendix H, Traffic Impact Analysis of the Draft IS/MND).  Also 
refer to Response 3z., above.   

 
5c. The commenter requests that the MUTCD 2010 be referenced.  Comment noted.  Site 

analysis is consistent with the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) 
2010; this reference has been updated in Appendix H of the Traffic Impact Analysis. 

 
5d. The commenter notes that there are not adequate pedestrian facilities along the frontage of 

the proposed project site on both the north and south sides of Lakeport Boulevard.  The 
commenter also notes that there is a sidewalk along the north side of the Lakeport 
Boulevard overpass over State Route 29, but not along the south side of the overpass.  The 
AOC is aware of the lack of sidewalks on Lakeport Boulevard.  As the AOC completes a 
more detailed design analysis, additional pedestrian access will be reviewed.  However, 
mitigation measures for improving pedestrian access were identified in the Draft IS/MND.  
No change to the Draft IS/MND is necessary. 

 
5e. The commenter recommends that a bus stop be located and designed to the standards 

established by Lake Transit, and that ADA compliant access from the bus stop site(s) to the 
courthouse be incorporated into proposed project design.  Comment noted.  No change to 
the Draft IS/MND is necessary. 

 
5f. The commenter requests additional information regarding bicycle route improvements 

(including the bicycle lane improvements as well as signage and striping) in the vicinity of 
the proposed project site.  The AOC will consider additional improvements to improve 
bicycle access that can be incorporated into the proposed project during detailed design. 
However, the Draft IS/MND includes specific mitigation measures already.  No change to 
the Draft IS/MND is necessary. 

 



5g. The commenter requests that bicycle parking and shower/locker facilities be incorporated 
into the design of the project.  Refer to response 5f., above.  In addition, the proposed 
project will be designed to the LEED silver rating.  LEED requirements include bicycle 
parking and shower/locker facilities.  No change to the Draft IS/MND is necessary. 

 
5h. The commenter requests that the Lake County 2010 Regional Transportation Plan and the 

Lake County Regional Bikeway Plan be referenced as the proposed project design 
progresses.  Comment noted.  No change to the Draft IS/MND is necessary. 
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Preliminary Conceptual Site Plans 
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Chapter 1 

Initial Study – Overview 
 
1. Project Title: New Lakeport Courthouse 

Superior Court of California, County of Lake 
 

2. Lead Agency Name and Address: Judicial Council of California 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
455 Golden Gate Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102-3688 
 

3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Laura Sainz, Manager 
Environment Analysis and Compliance Unit 
Office of Court Construction and Management 
(916) 263-7992 
 

4. Project Location: 675 Lakeport Boulevard 
Lakeport, California 
 

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address: Administrative Office of the Courts 
455 Golden Gate Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102-3688 
 

6. General Plan Designation(s): MR (Major Retail) 
 

7. Zoning Designation(s): C-2 (Major Retail) 
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Chapter 2 

Project Description 
Introduction 
The Judicial Council of California (“Judicial Council”) is the rule-making arm of the California 
court system. It was created by an amendment to article VI of the California Constitution in 1926. 
In accordance with the California Constitution and under the leadership of the Chief Justice of the 
Supreme Court of California, the Council is responsible for ensuring the "consistent, independent, 
impartial, and accessible administration of justice." The Judicial Council's staff agency, the 
Administrative Office of the Courts, (AOC) is responsible for implementing the Judicial 
Council’s policies. In that role, the AOC is responsible for implementation of the Trial Court 
Facilities Act of 2002, the landmark legislation that shifted the governance of courthouses from 
California counties to the State of California. 

Following the Trial Court Facilities Act of 2002, the AOC conducted a survey to assess the physical 
condition of the state’s courthouses. The survey showed that 90 percent of courthouses need 
improvements to protect the safety and security of the public, litigants, jurors and families who do 
business in California’s courts. In October 2008, the Judicial Council identified 41 immediate and 
critical need courthouse projects, in an effort to prioritize future courthouse construction and 
renovation. The 41 projects are located in 34 counties across the state. 

Also in 2008, Senate Bill (SB) 1407, authored by Senator Don Perata, was passed by the 
legislature and signed by Governor Schwarzeneggar. SB 1407 identified funding to address 
the physical condition of the state’s courthouses. The funding identified is made up of court fines 
and fees and does not impact the state’s general fund. 

The New Lakeport Courthouse (“proposed project”) is one of the 41 immediate and critical 
need projects identified by the Judicial Council in 2008. For this proposed project, the AOC 
would construct a new, approximately 51,000 building gross square foot (BGSF) courthouse, 
including four courtrooms in the City of Lakeport for the Superior Court of California, County of 
Lake (“Superior Court”). The proposed project site is currently owned by a private entity, and the 
State is currently in the feasibility analysis and initial land acquisition process. 

Statutory Authority and Requirements 
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code 
[PRC] Sections 21000-21177) and pursuant to Section 15063 of Title 14 of the California Code 
of Regulations, the Judicial Council typically acts as the lead agency for courthouse projects. The 
Judicial Council has delegated this authority to the AOC. In its evaluation of a proposed project, 
the AOC must consider a project’s potential environmental impacts by preparing the 
appropriate environmental documentation as specified by CEQA. If the AOC finds no evidence 
that the project (either as proposed or modified to include mitigation measures) may cause a 
significant physical effect on the environment, then the AOC will: 1) find that the proposed project will 
not have a significant effect on the environment; and 2) adopt a negative declaration (or mitigated 
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negative declaration) for the proposed project. Alternatively, if the AOC finds evidence that any 
aspect of the project may cause a significant effect on the environment (even after the addition of 
mitigation measures), the AOC will determine that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is 
necessary to analyze project-related and cumulative environmental impacts. The AOC may decide 
to prepare a negative declaration (or mitigated negative declaration) rather than an EIR only if 
“there is no substantial evidence in light of the whole record before the lead agency” that 
significant effects may occur (PRC Section 21080). 

This document is an Initial Study.  The purpose of this document is to provide an environmental 
basis for: 1) the level of CEQA review for the proposed project, i.e., a negative declaration or an 
EIR; and 2) any subsequent discretionary actions the AOC may take on the proposed project. The 
final document is not a policy document and its approval and/or certification by the AOC neither 
presupposes nor mandates any actions on the part of other agencies from whom permits and/or 
other discretionary approvals will be required for the proposed project. 

This document is also subject to public review. During the public review period, stakeholders, 
public agencies, and the general public may provide written comments to the AOC on 
environmental issues relative to the proposed project.   The AOC will include all comments 
received and provide written responses in the final CEQA document. 

Section 15063 of the State CEQA Guidelines identifies specific requirements for an Initial Study, 
including: 

• A description of the proposed project, including the location of the project; 

• A description of the environmental setting; 

• The identification of environmental effects by use of a checklist, matrix or other method, 
provided that entries on a checklist or other form are briefly explained to indicate that there 
is some evidence to support the entries; 

• A discussion of ways to mitigate significant effects identified, if any; 

• An examination of whether the proposed project is compatible with existing zoning, plans, 
and other applicable land use controls; and 

• The name of the person or persons who prepared or participated in preparation of the Initial 
Study. 

Incorporation by Reference 
Pertinent documents used in the development of this Initial Study have been cited and 
incorporated in accordance with Sections 15148 and 15150 of the State CEQA Guidelines, to 
eliminate the need for including voluminous engineering and technical reports.  This Initial Study 
has incorporated by reference the City of Lakeport General Plan 2025.  The general plan was 
utilized throughout this Initial Study and is available for review on the City of Lakeport’s website 
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at: http://www.cityoflakeport.com/docs/City-of-Lakeport-General-Plan-2025_Augus-
8312009103657PM.pdf. 

The City of Lakeport adopted its general plan in April 2009.  The general plan formalizes a long 
term vision for the City of Lakeport and outlines policies, standards, and programs to guide day-
to-day decisions concerning Lakeport’s development through the year 2025. 

The general plan elements reviewed in the preparation of this Initial Study include:  

• Land Use – including proposed use classifications, buildout projections, land use policies, 
and public services and facilities. 

• Transportation – including existing and proposed location of the roadway network, transit 
systems, bikeways and pedestrian paths, as well as scenic roadways. 

• Conservation – including analysis of open space, agricultural resources, biological 
resources, air quality, water resources, and mineral resources. 

• Open Space, Parks, and Recreation – including a comprehensive system of open space, 
parks, and recreational opportunities available for public use, and identifying historic 
structures and preservation districts within the city. 

• Noise – including a discussion of noise includes noise sources, projected contours, and 
mitigation policies. 

• Safety – addressing geology and seismicity, flooding, hazardous materials, and wildfires. 
Geologic, seismic, and flooding hazards are mapped.  

The Proposed Project 

The AOC proposes to acquire property for a new courthouse site in the City of Lakeport, 
construct a new four-courtroom courthouse facility, and operate the facility to serve the Superior 
Court.  The Superior Court of California, County of Lake serves the residents of Lake County in 
the main business district of Lakeport.  Currently, the court occupies the fourth floor of the 
Lakeport Courthouse, a shared use facility.  This facility has significant security problems, severe 
accessibility deficiencies, is very overcrowded, and has many physical problems preventing the 
court from providing safe and efficient court services to the public.  
 
The proposed project consists of the construction of a new courthouse building on an 
approximately six-acre site located at 675 Lakeport Boulevard, in the City of Lakeport.  The 
proposed new courthouse would be approximately 51,000 BGSF, two stories high, and would 
include four courtrooms, associated support space, and approximately 120 parking spaces.  The 
proposed new courthouse would include space for all court operations, and would include support 
space for court administration, court clerk, court security operations and holding, and building 
support space.  The proposed new courthouse would also include a basement containing 
approximately 7,000 BGSF for a detention-level holding area for persons in custody and 
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associated vehicular/pedestrian sally ports and sheriff parking, secure judges’ parking, storage 
and other required areas to service the building.   
 
The proposed new courthouse would replace the existing court space currently in the Lakeport 
Courthouse, located at 255 N. Forbes Street in the City of Lakeport, where the court occupies the 
fourth floor.  The existing courthouse building includes four courtrooms and is only partially 
occupied by the court.  After construction of the proposed new courthouse, the County of Lake 
would retain ownership of the existing court space for use by other county agencies.  In addition, 
the proposed project would replace the leased Records Storage Annex, located at 832 Lakeport 
Boulevard in the City of Lakeport.  The court currently holds a lease on approximately 1,400 
square feet of space for records storage.  After construction of the proposed new courthouse, the 
leased Records Storage Annex would no longer be required.  The Superior Court also has a self-
help center in the downtown area.  The center is in leased space which would not be needed after 
the new courthouse is built.  The self-help center will be located in the new courthouse. 

 
Existing Setting 
The proposed project would construct a new courthouse and relocate staff from existing facilities 
in the Lakeport area.  These existing facilities include: 
 
• Existing Lakeport Courthouse – The Municipal and Superior Courts of Lake County agreed 

to consolidate administratively, effective July 1, 1995.  With unanimous consent of the 
Municipal and Superior Court Judges, the Judicial Council certified the courts as being 
unified on June 30, 1998.  The official title of the court is the Superior Court of California, 
County of Lake (Superior Court).  Unification facilitates the court’s efforts to achieve the 
maximum utilization of judicial and other court resources, to accomplish increased 
efficiency in court operations, and to increase public access to court services.  The court 
operates out of the fourth floor of the Lakeport Courthouse building, located at 255 N. 
Forbes Street in the City of Lakeport (APN 025-401-05), and has approximately 15,332 
BGSF.  This full service court building is county owned, and handles all case types.  Once 
the court vacates this building, the county intends to reassign the space to other county 
agencies. 

 
• Existing Records Storage Annex – The Records Storage Annex is located at 832 Lakeport 

Boulevard in the City Lakeport (APN 025-472-05).  The court currently leases 
approximately 1,400 square feet of space for records storage.  After construction of the 
proposed new courthouse, the Records Storage Annex would no longer be required, as the 
new courthouse would accommodate records storage. 

 
• The Superior Court also has a self-help center in the downtown area.  The center is in 

leased space which would not be needed when the new courthouse is built.  The self-help 
center will be located in the new courthouse. 
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Proposed Project Purpose and Objectives 
The purpose of the proposed project is to provide a new trial court facility that meets the needs of 
the Superior Court.  The AOC’s project objectives are to: 

• Provide the Superior Court with a new courthouse with approximately 51,000 BGSF with 
four courtrooms and improved facilities, including a jury assembly room with ample 
seating, vending, and restroom facilities; 

• Provide a safe and secure courthouse in Lakeport for the public and staff; 

• Increase court operational efficiency and improve public service with this new fully 
accessible court facility; and 

• Provide consolidated space for the Superior Court’s staff and operations. 

Project Site and Vicinity 
Lake County is located in northern California, about two and one-half hours driving time from 
both the San Francisco Bay Area and the Sacramento Metropolitan Area; approximately 110 
miles north of San Francisco, 100 miles west of Sacramento, and 80 miles east of the Pacific 
Coast.  The proposed new courthouse site is located at 675 Lakeport Boulevard.  The proposed 
project site borders Lakeport Boulevard and Highway 29, and is adjacent to the Lake County 
Chamber of Commerce.  Lakeport Boulevard forms the northern boundary of the proposed 
project site, while Highway 29 is approximately 0.10 miles west, and S. Main Street is located 
approximately 0.22 miles east of the proposed project site.  The proposed project site is 
approximately one-half mile west of Clear Lake.  While the proposed project would be located on 
a hilltop, the actual site for the new courthouse is relatively flat and currently vacant.  A project 
location map is shown in Figure 1.  A topographic map showing the proposed project location is 
shown in Figure 2.  The project site location and proposed access points are shown in Figure 3.  
A conceptual site plan of the proposed project is not available at this time. 

The City of Lakeport General Plan 2025 land use designation for the proposed project site is 
Major Retail (MR).  This designation is the principal retail designation for the Lakeport area; the 
city’s zoning for regional and local serving retail establishments, specialty shops, banks, 
professional offices, motels, and business and personal services.  Other uses permitted in this 
designation include commercial trade services, construction sales and services, warehousing and 
mini storage.  According to the City of Lakeport Community Development Department, the 
existing zoning for the proposed project site is Major Retail (or the “C-2” Zoning District).  The 
purpose of the “C-2” Zoning District is to provide for the full range of commercial, retail, and 
service establishments to the community.  

Since the AOC is the proposed project’s lead agency and is acting for the State of California on 
behalf of the Judicial Council of California, local land use planning and zoning regulations do not 
apply to the proposed project.  However, the AOC will consult with local government  
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Figure 1 Project Location Map 
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Figure 2 Topographic Map 
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Figure 3 Project Site Location and Proposed Access  
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representatives through the Project Advisory Group established for the project in an effort to 
provide a courthouse that is high quality and consistent with the local architectural environment. 
 
Courthouse Description 
The proposed project would consist of a courthouse building with two stories and a basement 
level.  The proposed project would replace the existing Lakeport Courthouse, leased Records 
Storage Annex, and leased self-help center.  The AOC has not yet developed a conceptual site 
plan for the proposed project. The proposed new courthouse would be approximately 51,000 
BGSF, and would include four courtrooms, associated support space, and approximately 120 
parking spaces.  Parking for 120 cars to support the proposed courthouse would be provided by a 
surface parking lot adjacent to the new courthouse.  The design would be consistent with facilities 
recently constructed by the AOC with location-specific considerations. Design criteria for the 
proposed project are taken from the California Trial Court Facilities Standards, approved by the 
Judicial Council in 2006, and discussed in more detail below.  
 
The proposed new courthouse would primarily support felony, misdemeanor, civil, probate, and 
family law functions.  The building would also provide space for administrative and staff offices, 
juror assembly areas, a public lobby, security screening operations for the building’s entrances, 
and building support space.  The basement level would contain approximately 7,000 BGSF for a 
detention-level holding area for persons in custody and associated vehicular/pedestrian sally ports 
and sheriff parking, secure judges’ parking, storage, and other required areas to service the 
building.  It is anticipated that approximately 53 staff members would be needed at the new 
courthouse. 
 
Proposed Project Design Principles and Objectives 
The AOC’s proposed courthouse design would conform to the specifications of the California 
Trial Court Facilities Standards.1  The standards were developed in 2006 and amended in March 
2010.  The 2006 edition was developed using input from a variety of sources including 
experienced and knowledgeable individuals from courts, counties, architects, and engineers. The 
standards are based on well known principles.  The AOC adapted these principles from the 
Guiding Principles for Federal Architecture by Daniel Patrick Moynihan, Hon. AIA (American 
Institute of Architects) and from the Excellence in Public Buildings Initiative, by Stephan 
Castellanos, FAIA (Fellow, American Institute of Architects), and former State Architect of 
California.  These principles include the following:  
 
• Court buildings shall represent the dignity of the law, the importance of the activities within 

the courthouse, and the stability of the judicial system; 

                                                       
1  Judicial Council of California, 2006. California Trial Court Facilities Standards, 2006 Edition. April 21. Re-issued 

March 1, 2010 with Amendment 1. http://www.courtinfo.ca.gov/programs/occm/ 
documents/06_April_Facilities_Standards_with_Amendment1.pdf  Deleted: Draft 
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• Court buildings shall represent an individual expression that is responsive to local context, 
geography, climate, culture, and history and shall improve and enrich the sites and 
communities in which they are located; 

• Court buildings shall represent the best in architectural planning, design, and contemporary 
thought and shall have requisite and adequate spaces that are planned and designed to be 
adaptable to changes in judicial practice; 

• Court buildings shall be economical to build, operate, and maintain; 

• Court buildings shall provide a healthy, safe, and accessible environment for all occupants; 
and 

• Court buildings shall be designed and constructed using proven best practices and 
technology with careful use of natural resources. 

 

The AOC would also apply the following codes and standards to the proposed project: 

1. California Building Code (edition in effect as of the commencement of the schematic 
design phase of the proposed project);  

2. California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 24; 

3. California Energy Code; 

4. Americans with Disabilities Act and American Disability Act Accessibility Guidelines 
(Section 11); and 

5. Division of the State Architect’s Access Checklist. 

The proposed project would implement sustainable elements throughout its design, operation, and 
maintenance.  Pursuant to the California Trial Court Facilities Standards, all courthouse projects 
shall be designed for sustainability and, at a minimum, to the standards of a Leadership in Energy 
and Environmental Design (LEED) “certified” rating.  The proposed project would be designed to 
the LEED silver rating and the AOC would seek certification of the silver rating by the U.S. 
Green Building Council.  A copy of LEED requirements is included in Appendix A. 

The AOC would implement the proposed project in compliance with standard conditions and 
requirements for state and/or federal regulations or laws that are independent of CEQA compliance. 
The standard conditions and requirements serve to prevent specific resource impacts.  Typical 
standard conditions and requirements include the following: 

1. The California Building Code; 

2. National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES); 

3. Public Resources Code Section 5097 for the discovery of unexpectedly encountered human 
remains; and  

4. Lake County Air Quality Management District rules. Deleted: Draft 
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The proposed project, using the California Trial Court Facilities Standards, would incorporate 
specific design elements into the construction and operation to reduce to below a level of 
significance any potential environmental effects. For example, the parties constructing and/or 
operating the proposed project would use best management practices (BMPs) and technologies 
aimed at limiting the use of natural resources as well as operating costs over the life of the 
building. Because the AOC is incorporating these design features into the proposed project, the 
design features do not constitute mitigation measures as defined by CEQA.  

Project Construction Schedule and Activities 
Should the AOC decide to move forward with the proposed project, then the AOC would acquire 
the proposed courthouse site from a private entity by January 2011.  Construction of the New 
Lakeport Courthouse would require approximately 20 months, with construction beginning in 
2012 and ending in 2014.  Building occupancy, including the consolidation of court facilities and 
operations, is expected to begin by mid to late 2014.  
 
Table 2-1, Project Construction Activities and Duration, provides a brief description of the 
proposed construction activities and an estimate of the duration of anticipated individual 
construction activities.  Some individual construction activities may overlap.   
  

Table 2-1 
Project Construction Activities and Duration 

 
Construction Phase Projected Duration (Months) 

Mobilization One month 

Grading and Excavation One month 

Building Construction 20 months 

Finish/Move-In Two months 

Source: AOC, July 2010. 
 

The proposed new courthouse would be approximately 51,000 BGSF, two stories high, and 
would include four courtrooms, associated support space, and approximately 120 parking spaces.  
The proposed new courthouse would include space for all court operations and support space for 
court administration, court clerk, court security operations and holding, and building support 
space.  The proposed new courthouse would also include a basement containing approximately 
7,000 BGSF for a detention-level holding area for persons in custody and associated vehicular/ 
pedestrian sally ports and Sheriff parking, secure judges’ parking, storage and other required 
areas to service the building.   

Construction staging areas would be located on-site.  The construction contractors would install 
fencing around the perimeter of the construction area.  The AOC anticipates that the primary 
driveway would be located on the eastern boundary of the site (the Larrecou Lane / Lakeport 
Boulevard intersection). This location is feasible for site access and, following an extensive 
traffic analysis, is recommended for the main access to the proposed project site.   
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The AOC would utilize BMPs and other measures throughout the construction phase to avoid or 
minimize potential impacts. These BMPs and other measures include: 

• General measures: 

- Designate a contact person for public interaction. 

- Inform the Lakeport community through the use of a website that identifies the 
upcoming work and potential impacts to the surrounding communities. 

• Storm water, water quality, and soil erosion management measures: 

- The AOC’s construction contract will include provisions that require the construction 
contractor to obtain the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board’s 
(RWQCB) approval of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Prior to 
the start of construction, the AOC will ensure that the construction contractor 
prepared a SWPPP and secured the RWQCB’s approval of the plan.  

- The construction contractor will incorporate BMPs consistent with the guidelines 
provided in the California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbooks: 
Construction (California Stormwater Quality Association, 2003).2 

- For construction during the rainy season, the construction contractor will implement 
erosion measures that may include mulching, geotextiles and mats, earth dikes and 
drainage swales, temporary drains, silt fence, straw bale barriers, sandbag barriers, 
brush or rock filters, sediment traps, velocity dissipation devices, and/or other 
measures. 

- Wherever possible, the construction contractor will perform grading activities outside 
the normal rainy season to minimize the potential for increased surface runoff and the 
associated potential for soil erosion. 

• Air quality management measures. The construction contractor will: 

- Provide an asbestos-dust-hazard mitigation plan (also referred to a serpentine dust 
control plan) prior to any construction activities on-site.  The Plan should include 
provisions for dust control measures to achieve no visible emissions, prevent material 
track-out onto the public road, provide for worker notification of the plan 
requirements and asbestos hazards, the posting of an asbestos warning notice at the 
site, and the covering of all disturbed serpentine surfaces subject to traffic wear or 
wind erosion with non-asbestos containing materials.  Exposed serpentine surfaces 
that may be subject to vehicular traffic should have restricted access (fencing or other 
effective barriers) until such time as the surface is adequately covered with non-
asbestos material. 

- When necessary, apply water or a stabilizing agent to exposed surfaces in sufficient 
quantity at least two times a day to prevent generation of dust plumes. 

- Moisten or cover excavated soil piles to avoid fugitive dust emissions. 

                                                       
2  Available at: http://www.cabmphandbooks.com/Documents/Construction/Construction.pdf 
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- Discontinue construction activities that generate substantial dust blowing on unpaved 
surfaces during windy conditions, trackout, or nuisance conditions.  The construction 
contractor will be required to stop work until corrective measures are in place. 

- Install and use a wheel-washing system to remove bulk material from tires and 
vehicle undercarriages before vehicles exit the proposed project site. 

- Cover dump trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials with tarps or other 
enclosures that will reduce fugitive dust emissions. 

- Ensure that all construction and grading equipment is properly maintained. 

- Ensure that construction personnel turn off equipment when equipment is not in use. 

- Ensure that all vehicles and compressors utilize exhaust mufflers and engine 
enclosure covers (as designed by the manufacturer) at all times. 

- When feasible, use electric construction power for construction operations, in lieu of 
diesel-powered generators to provide adequate power for man/material hoisting, 
crane, and general construction operations. 

- Suspend heavy-equipment operations during first-stage and second-stage smog alerts. 

• Noise and vibration measures. The construction contractor will: 

- Equip construction equipment with the best available noise attenuation device such as 
mufflers or noise attenuation shields. 

- When feasible, for construction operations use electric construction power in lieu of 
diesel-powered generators to provide adequate power for man/material hoisting, 
crane, and general construction operations. 

Construction shall commence no earlier than 7:00 a.m. and cease no later than 6:00 p.m. on 
weekdays. Construction work might occur on Saturdays; if so, it shall commence no earlier than 
9:00 a.m. and cease no later than 6:00 p.m. 
 

Required Approvals 
Since the AOC is the lead agency for the proposed project, and is acting for the State of 
California on behalf of the Judicial Council of California, local government land use planning and 
zoning regulations do not apply to the proposed project. An exception is the Lake County Air 
Quality Management District (LCAQMD).  The LCAQMD is a Federal and State authority 
agency with regulation powers.  All open air quality issues must be submitted to the LCQAMD 
for approval, which includes Serpentine Dust Mitigation Plans and permitting of equipment that 
emits air pollutants such as diesel generations that might be sued for emergency backup power.   

The AOC is responsible for approving the CEQA document and the proposed project. The State 
of California Public Works Board must also approve acquisition of the site for the proposed 
project.  

_________________________ 
Deleted: Draft 



2. Project Description 
 

AOC-New Lakeport Courthouse 2-14  
Final Initial Study December 6, 2010 

References 
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City of Lakeport, General Plan 2025, adopted August, 2009. 
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http://www.cityoflakeport.com/docs/ZONING-ORD-BY-CHAPTER-revised2008-
amend-518200951709PM.pdf 
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Chapter 3 

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The 
following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor. 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forestry Resources  Air Quality 
 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Geology, Soils and Seismicity 
 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards and Hazardous Materials  Hydrology and Water Quality  
 Land Use and Land Use Planning  Mineral Resources  Noise and Vibration 
 Population and Housing  Public Services  Recreation 
 Transportation and Traffic  Utilities and Service Systems  Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 
DETERMINATION: (To be completed by Lead Agency) 
On the basis of this initial study: 
 

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

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

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

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially 
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been 
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that 
remain to be addressed.  

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, no further environmental 
documentation is required.  

 
 
  November 29, 2010  
Signature  Date 
 
Laura F. Sainz  Administrative Office of the Courts  
Printed Name For 
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Environmental Checklist 

3.1 Aesthetics 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

AESTHETICS — Would the project:     

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 

but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a state scenic highway 
corridor? 

    

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings? 

    

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect daytime or nighttime 
views in the area? 

    

Discussion 

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

Less than Significant Impact.  Scenic vistas are defined as expansive views of highly-
valued landscapes from publicly accessible viewpoints.  Scenic vistas include views of 
natural features such as topography, water courses, rock outcrops, and natural vegetation, 
as well as man-made scenic structures.  The proposed project consists of the construction 
of a new courthouse building on an approximately six-acre site located at 675 
Lakeport Boulevard, in the City of Lakeport.  The proposed project site is located on a 
parcel of land that is at an elevation approximately 30 feet above Lakeport Boulevard.  
While the proposed project would be located on a hilltop, the actual site for the new 
courthouse is relatively flat and currently vacant, with no significant topographic relief or 
features.  The proposed project is located in an area comprised of mixed-uses, including 
predominantly retail and commercial development.  Views north of the proposed project 
site include Lakeport Boulevard, vacant city-owned property, a small strip-mall shopping 
center to the northeast, and the Vista Point Shopping Center to the northwest.  Views east 
of the proposed project consist of Bruno’s Shopping Center, and a storage facility to the 
southeast.  Vacant land is located south of the proposed project site, and the Lake County 
Chamber of Commerce and Highway 29 are located west of the proposed project site.  
Clear Lake is approximately one-half mile east of the proposed project.  The proposed 
project would construct a two-story building on the project site.  The AOC is attempting to 
site the courthouse in a way that reduces impacts on the view from the Lake County 
Chamber of Commerce; views would only be partially obstructed, if at all.   Therefore, the 
AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 

 
Mitigation required: None. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. There are no natural rock outcroppings or other scenic 
resources on the site, based on observations from the site visit and aerial photographs.  
The proposed project site consists of bare land that has been graded and includes two 
terraces.  The lower terrace is located on the east side of the proposed project site and is 
accessed from Lakeport Boulevard on the north.  The elevation of the lower terrace is 
approximately 1,365 feet above mean seal level (amsl).  The upper terrace is accessed 
from the lower terrace by two approaches, one on the north end and one on the south end.  
The elevation of the upper terrace is approximately 1,380 feet amsl, with a decrease in 
topographic relief to the east.  There are no structures on the proposed project site. 

 
California’s Scenic Highway Program was created by the Legislature in 1963. Its purpose 
is to preserve and protect scenic highway corridors from changes that would diminish the 
aesthetic value of lands adjacent to highways.  There are no officially designated state 
scenic highways located within Lake County; however, Highway 29, which runs 
generally north-south through the City of Lakeport, is currently eligible for official 
designation as a scenic highway.  Highway 29 is approximately 0.10 miles west of the 
proposed project.   
 
As discussed above, the proposed project site is vacant. No rock outcroppings are located 
on site, and no officially designated state scenic highways are located within Lake 
County. Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-
significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

c) Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site 
and its surroundings? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would involve the development of a 
two-story courthouse on approximately six acres.  According to Figure 16, 
Environmentally Sensitive Areas, found in the City of Lakeport General Plan 2025, the 
proposed project is located near a “view corridor;” however, the proposed project would 
be consistent with policies identified in the general plan.  The Open Space, Parks and 
Recreation Element of the City of Lakeport General Plan 2025 contains policies designed 
to protect scenic views, maintain visual compatibility, and ensure compatibility of new 
development with surrounding land uses.  In addition, the Community Design Element 
contains numerous policies designed to protect the visual quality and character of the 
Lakeport area.  The courthouse’s design would be consistent with courthouse design 
standards, and the AOC anticipates the courthouse’s features to be generally consistent 
with surrounding development.  The proposed scale of the project is compatible and 
consistent with surrounding existing structures.  Therefore, the proposed project would 
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not substantially degrade the existing visual character or aesthetic quality of the site and 
its surroundings. 
 
The AOC plans to complete acquisition of the proposed project site by January 2011, 
begin construction in 2012, and complete construction in 2014.  During this period, 
typical construction equipment such as tractors and cranes would cause short-term visual 
impacts; however, these visual impacts would no longer exist after project completion.  
Because the proposed building would not be unusual for the surrounding setting and the 
visual character and aesthetic quality of the proposed courthouse would be consistent with 
that of the surrounding area, the physical appearance of the building would not substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or aesthetic quality of the site’s surroundings.  
Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project site is vacant and contains no sources 
of light.  The proposed project would involve the development of the site with urban 
development typical of other development in the region.  Introduction of new lighting 
from the proposed project would include light sources within and around the proposed 
courthouse, lighting within the parking lot and security lighting on courthouse grounds.  
All light sources would be shielded to minimize glare impacts on surrounding properties, 
and landscaping would also block light from these properties. 

Most of the proposed project’s interior lighting would be limited to the Superior Court’s 
typical weekday operational hours and the periods immediately before and after the 
Superior Court’s operations.   
 
Implementation of these measures and other LEED guidelines would reduce both the 
generation of exterior light and the potential for light trespass to affect off-site areas.  
Because the proposed project would comply with LEED criteria for reducing light 
pollution, the project would not create substantial light or glare that would adversely 
affect day or nighttime views in the area.   
 
The California Trial Court Facilities Standards emphasize that the state’s courthouse 
buildings would be appropriate to the surroundings and would not have substantial 
metallic finishes.  The proposed project would not add building features such as metallic 
finishes that generate substantial glare.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project 
impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 
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3.2 Agricultural and Forest Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES — In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural 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. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including 
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and 
Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement 
methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.  Would the project: 

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

    

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 

    

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning 
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by Government 
Code section 51104(g))? 

    

d) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland of Statewide Importance to 
non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to 
non-forest use? 

    

Discussion 

a, b, c) Would the proposed project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use; or conflict with existing zoning for agricultural, Williamson Act, or 
forest lands? 

No Impact. According to the California Department of Conservation, Division of Land 
Resource Protection Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, the proposed project 
site is designated as “Urban and Built-Up Land.”  The site is not identified as being 
Prime or Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, is not under a 
Williamson Act contract, is not located in forest areas or timberland, nor would it convert 
any of these uses.  In addition, according to the City of Lakeport General Plan 2025, the 
Lake County Agricultural Commissioner has determined that there are no prime 
agricultural lands within city limits.  The proposed project does not conflict with existing 
zoning for agricultural use, as the proposed project site is designated “C-2” (Major 
Commercial).  Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 
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d) Would the proposed project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due 
to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland of Statewide 
Importance to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

No Impact. The proposed project site is not identified as being near Prime or Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, is not under a Williamson Act contract, 
is not located in forest areas or timberland, nor would it convert any of these uses. 
Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

References 
California Department of Conservation, Important Farmland in California, 2006. Farmland 

Mapping and Monitoring Program, Lake County Data.  Accessed: June 28, 2010. Available 
at: ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/2006/ 

City of Lakeport, General Plan 2025, adopted August, 2009. 
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3.3 Air Quality   

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

AIR QUALITY — Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air 
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. 
Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

    

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

    

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

    

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

    

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

    

Discussion 

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

No Impact.  The proposed project site is located in the City of Lakeport, within the Lake 
County Air Basin (Basin), which is under the jurisdiction of the Lake County Air Quality 
Management District (LCAQMD).  The Basin is designated “attainment” or “unclassified” 
with respect to all national and California Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS).  Areas 
that do not meet the AAQS must develop regional air quality plans in order to attain the 
standards.  As the Basin is in attainment for all AAQS, the LCAQMD has not been 
required to develop a regional air quality plan.  Therefore, the AOC concludes there are 
no impacts.   

 
Mitigation required: None. 
 

_________________________ 
 

b) Would the proposed project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to 
an existing or projected air quality violation? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation.   
 
Short-Term Construction Impacts 
 
The proposed project would construct approximately 51,000 square feet of courthouse 
space, replacing the existing Lakeport Courthouse, leased Records Storage Annex, and Deleted: Draft 
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leased self-help center.   The proposed project would affect local pollutant concentrations 
primarily during the construction phase.  Activities such as site clearance and grading 
would generate substantial amounts of dust (including PM10) from “fugitive” sources, such 
as earthmoving activities and vehicle travel over unpaved surfaces.  Emissions would also 
be generated from the operation of heavy equipment construction machinery and 
construction worker automobile trips.  Construction-related dust emissions would vary 
from day to day, depending on the level and type of activity, silt content of the soil, and 
meteorological conditions.  Construction is expected to occur over 20 months, between 
2012 and 2014. 
 
As the LCAQMD does not have thresholds for construction or operational emissions, the 
proposed project emissions have been compared to the California and national AAQS.  To be 
conservative, the following averaging times have been utilized: CO (one-hour), NOX (one-
hour), PM10 (24-hour), and PM2.5 (24-hour).  CO, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions are modeled 
in order to determine if the proposed project would generate emissions that would impact 
localized air quality and human health.  As NOX is an ozone precursor, NOX emissions 
were compared to the more conservative 1-hour standard as opposed to the annual 
arithmetic mean.  If NOX emissions are below the California and National AAQS, then 
ozone impacts would not be significant.   
 
Although construction would occur between 2012 and 2014, activities occurring in year 
2012 would generate the greatest amount of emissions (due to site clearing and grading).  
Therefore, year 2012 construction emissions were modeled as a worst case scenario.  The 
peak daily construction emissions calculated in URBEMIS2007 were then modeled using 
the SCREEN3 dispersion model to determine localized pollutant concentrations from 
operational activities.  Dispersion modeling predicts pollutant concentrations based on 
the amount of pollution emitted as well as the meteorological conditions at the site.  
Background concentrations were added to the calculated concentrations to determine if 
proposed project emissions would result in the violation of a California or national 
AAQS.  As shown in Table 3.3-1, Construction Emissions, emissions would not result in 
the violation of a state or national AAQS.  Therefore, construction-related emissions 
would be less than significant.  
 

Table 3.3-1 
Construction Emissions 

 
Pollutant – Averaging Time 

Estimated Emissions CO (μg/m3) 
1 Hour 

NOX (μg/m3) 
1 Hour 

PM10  
(μg/m3) 
24 Hour 

PM2.5 (μg/m3) 
24 Hour 

Project peak 
concentration (2012) 56.05 98.96 26.89 16.81 

Background 
Concentration 3.5 0.45 17.6 7.8 

Total 59.15 99.41 44.49 24.61 
NAAQS 40,000 203 150 35 
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Table 3.3-1, Continued 
Construction Emissions 

 
Pollutant – Averaging Time 

Estimated Emissions CO (μg/m3) 
1 Hour 

NOX (μg/m3) 
1 Hour 

PM10  
(μg/m3) 
24 Hour 

PM2.5 (μg/m3) 
24 Hour 

Significant? No No No No 
CAAQS 23,000 339 50 - 
Significant? No No No No 
ppm = parts per million; μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; CAAQS = California Ambient Air Quality Standards; 
NAAQS = National Ambient Air Quality Standards  

 

The proposed project would also incorporate BMPs in order to further reduce air quality 
impacts during construction.  These would include limiting on-site vehicle speeds, 
shutting down equipment when not in use for extended periods of time, watering the site 
twice daily when needed, applying nontoxic chemical soil stabilizers to construction 
areas not in use, and tarping haul trucks (Mitigation Measure AQ-1).  The proposed 
project would also be required to obtain an Authority to Construct permit, pursuant to 
Chapter IV, Article I of the LCAQMD Rules and Regulations.   
 
Mitigation required:  Mitigation Measure AQ-1 (see below). 
 
Significance after Mitigation:  Less than Significant.   
 
Naturally Occurring Asbestos 
 
Asbestos is a term used for several types of naturally occurring fibrous minerals that are a 
human health hazard when airborne.  The most common type of asbestos is chrysotile, 
but other types such as tremolite and actinolite are also found in California.  Asbestos is 
classified as a known human carcinogen by state, federal, and international agencies and 
was identified as a toxic air contaminant by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
in 1986. 

 
Asbestos can be released from serpentinite and ultramafic rocks when the rock is broken 
or crushed.  At the point of release, the asbestos fibers may become airborne, causing air 
quality and human health hazards.  These rocks have been commonly used for unpaved 
gravel roads, landscaping, fill projects, and other improvement projects in some 
localities.  Asbestos may be released to the atmosphere due to vehicular traffic on 
unpaved roads, during grading for development projects, and at quarry operations.  All of 
these activities may have the effect of releasing potentially harmful asbestos into the air.  
Natural weathering and erosion processes can act on asbestos bearing rock and make it 
easier for asbestos fibers to become airborne if such rock is disturbed.  According to the 
Department of Conservation Division of Mines and Geology, A General Location Guide 
for Ultramafic Rocks in California – Areas More Likely to Contain Naturally Occurring 
Asbestos Report (August 2000), as well as the city’s general plan, naturally occurring 
asbestos is known to occur within the proposed project area.   Deleted: Draft 
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As naturally occurring asbestos is known to underlie the proposed project site, the project 
would be required to comply with LCAQMD Rules and Regulations.  Chapter II, Article 
IV, Part V of the LCAQMD Rules and Regulations states that all construction projects 
located on a serpentine outcrop or alluvial material with greater than one percent asbestos 
should notify the LCAQMD of intended operations 30 days prior to construction activity.  
The project applicant would be required to file and receive approval of an asbestos-dust-
hazard mitigation plan prior to construction activities.  The applicant would also be 
required to inform employees working on the proposed project site of the potential health 
risk of airborne asbestos and the requirements of the asbestos-dust-hazard mitigation plan 
(Mitigation Measure AQ-2).  Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
AQ-2, impacts from naturally occurring asbestos at the proposed project site would be 
less than significant.  
 
Mitigation required:  Mitigation Measure AQ-2 (see below). 
 
Significance after Mitigation:  Less than Significant.   
 
Long-Term Operational Impacts 
 
For long-term operational impacts, there are both mobile sources and area sources of 
emissions.  Mobile sources are emissions from motor vehicles, including tailpipe and 
evaporative emissions.  Depending upon the pollutant being discussed, the potential air 
quality impact may be of either regional or local concern.  Trip generation rates 
associated with the proposed project were based on traffic data within the New Lakeport 
Courthouse Traffic Impact Analysis, prepared by RBF Consulting (June 29, 2010, 
Revised October 4, 2010).  Based on this Traffic Impact Analysis, the proposed project 
would result in 403 new daily trips, which would equate to 3,049 vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT).   
 
Area source emissions would be generated due to the development of the proposed 
project and the associated increase in demand for electrical energy and propane 
consumption. The primary use of propane by the proposed project would be for space and 
water heating, and other miscellaneous heating or air conditioning sources.   
 
As the LCAQMD does not have thresholds for construction or operational emissions, the 
proposed project emissions have been compared to the California and national AAQS.  To be 
conservative, the following averaging times have been utilized: CO (one-hour), NOX (one-
hour), PM10 (24-hour), and PM2.5 (24-hour).  CO, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions are modeled 
in order to determine if the proposed project would generate emissions that would impact 
localized air quality and human health.  As NOX is an ozone precursor, NOX emissions 
were compared to the more conservative 1-hour standard as opposed to the annual 
arithmetic mean.  If NOX emissions are below the California and national AAQS, then 
ozone impacts would not be significant.  The peak daily operational emissions calculated 
in URBEMIS2007 were then modeled using the SCREEN3 dispersion model to 
determine localized pollutant concentrations from operational activities, then added to the 
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background concentrations.  As indicated in Table 3.3-2, Operational Emissions, 
emissions generated by mobile and area sources would not exceed California or national 
AAQS standards for CO, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5, impacts to long-term air quality 
emissions would be less than significant. 

 
Table 3.3-2 

Operational Emissions 
 

Pollutant – Averaging Time 
Estimated Emissions CO (μg/m3) 

1 Hour 
NOX (μg/m3) 

1 Hour 

PM10  
(μg/m3) 
24 Hour 

PM2.5 (μg/m3) 
24 Hour 

Project peak 
concentration 146.40 17.09 9.48 1.85 

Background 
Concentration 3.5 0.45 17.6 7.8 

Total 149.90 17.54 27.08 9.65 
NAAQS 40,000 203 150 35 
Significant? No No No No 
CAAQS 23,000 339 50 35 
Significant? No No No No 
ppm = parts per million; μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; CAAQS = California Ambient Air Quality Standards; 
NAAQS = National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1 and AQ-2 would reduce potential impacts to a less-than-
significant level.  

Mitigation Measure AQ-1: During construction operations, excessive fugitive dust 
emissions shall be controlled by regular water or other dust preventive measures using 
the following best management practices: 

• Limit on-site vehicle speed to 15 miles per hour.  

• Water material excavated or graded sufficiently to prevent excessive amounts of dust.  
Water three times daily with complete coverage, preferably in the late morning and 
after work is done for the day.  

• Water or securely cover material transported on-site or off-site sufficiently to prevent 
generating excessive amounts of dust.  

• Minimize area disturbed by clearing, grading, earth moving, or excavation operations 
so as to prevent generating excessive amounts of dust.  

• Indicate these control techniques in project specifications.  Compliance with the 
measure shall be subject to periodic site inspections by the city. 

• Prevent visible dust from the project from emanating beyond the property line, to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

• Apply nontoxic chemical soil stabilizers according to manufacturers' specifications to 
all inactive construction areas (previously graded areas inactive for ten days or more). 

• Trucks transporting soil, sand, cut or fill materials, and/or construction debris to or 
from the site must be tarped from the point of origin. 
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Mitigation Measure AQ-2:  The project applicant shall notify the Lake County Air 
Quality Management District of intended operations 30 days prior to construction 
activity.  The project applicant shall file and receive approval of an asbestos-dust-hazard 
mitigation plan (also referred to as a serpentine dust control plan) prior to any 
construction activity at the project site.  The plan shall address and include mitigation for: 
excavation, roads, yards, driveways, parking areas, hauling and tracking of material onto 
adjacent roadways.  All material shall be transported in a manner minimizing dust 
emissions.  In no instance shall the dust from such operations exceed five percent opacity 
20-feet from the traveled surface.  The applicant shall inform employees working at the 
project site of the potential health risk of airborne asbestos and the requirements of the 
asbestos-dust-hazard mitigation plan.  Exposed serpentine surfaces that may be subject to 
vehicular traffic shall have restricted access (fencing or other effective barriers) until such 
time as the surface is adequately covered with non-asbestos material.  The plan shall be 
consistent with the California Air Resources Board Section 93105, Final Regulation 
Order – Asbestos Air Toxic Control Measure for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and 
Surface Mining Operations.  
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
 

_________________________ 

c) Would the proposed project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable 
federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions, which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  The Basin is currently designated “unclassified” 
or “attainment” for all criteria pollutants under applicable California or national AAQS.  
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in an increase of a criteria pollutant for 
which the region is non-attainment.  Also, construction emissions would be reduced with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1.  Therefore, construction activities 
occurring in close proximity to the LCAQMD’s air monitoring equipment would not 
exceed the California or national AAQS, and would not affect the Lake County Air Basin 
Attainment Status. Furthermore, operational emissions combined with existing 
background concentrations would be below the California and national AAQS.  A less 
than significant impact would occur after implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1.  
Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required:  Mitigation Measure AQ-1, above. 
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

 
_________________________ 

d) Would the proposed project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?  
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Less than Significant with Mitigation.  Sensitive receptors are defined as facilities or 
land uses that include members of the population that are particularly sensitive to the 
effects of air pollutants, such as children, the elderly, and people with illnesses.  
Examples of these sensitive receptors are residences, schools, hospitals, and daycare 
centers.  CARB has identified the following groups of individuals as the most likely to be 
affected by air pollution: the elderly over 65, children under 14, athletes, and persons 
with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases such as asthma, emphysema, and 
bronchitis. 

 
The nearest sensitive uses are residential uses located approximately 340 feet to the 
northeast of the proposed project site.  As discussed above under section 3.3 c), the 
proposed project would not result in a violation of a California or national AAQS during 
construction or operation.    
 
Carbon Monoxide Hotspots 
 
In order to identify impacts to sensitive receptors, a carbon monoxide (CO) analysis was 
completed for localized mobile (i.e. traffic) source impacts.  An assessment of CO 
“hotspots” is performed when a proposed project increases the volume of traffic to 
capacity ratio (also called the intersection capacity utilization) by 0.02 (two percent) for 
relevant intersections with an existing level of service (LOS) D or worse.  Because traffic 
congestion is highest where vehicles queue and are subject to reduced speeds, these 
hotspots are typically produced at intersection locations.   
 
The projected traffic volumes were modeled using the BREEZE ROADS dispersion 
model.  The resultant values were then added to an ambient concentration.  A receptor 
height of 1.8 meters was used in accordance with the Environmental Protection Agency’s 
(EPA’s) recommendations.  The calculations assume a meteorological condition of 
almost no wind (0.5 meters/second), a flat topological condition between the source and 
the receptor and a mixing height of 1,000 meters.  A standard deviation of five degrees 
was used for the deviation of wind direction.  The suburban land classification was used 
for the aerodynamic roughness coefficient.  This follows the BREEZE ROADS user’s 
manual definition of suburban as “regular coverage with large obstacles, open spaces 
roughly equal to obstacle heights, villages, mature forests.”  All of the above parameters 
are based on the standards stated in the Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide 
(CO Protocol), December 1997.   
 
For the purposes of this analysis, the ambient concentration used in the modeling was the 
highest one-hour measurement from 2009 (the latest year data was available) of 
monitoring data at the Santa Rosa Monitoring Station (nearest CO monitoring station to 
the proposed project site).  Actual future ambient CO levels may be lower due to 
emissions control strategies that would be implemented between now and the proposed 
project buildout date.  Due to changing meteorological conditions over an eight-hour 
period which diffuses the local CO concentrations, the eight-hour CO level 
concentrations have been found to be typically proportional and lower than the one-hour 
concentrations, where it is possible to have stable atmospheric conditions last for the Deleted: Draft 
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entire hour.  Therefore, eight-hour CO levels were calculated using the locally derived 
persistence factor as stated in the CO Protocol.  The local persistence factor is derived by 
calculating the highest ratio of eight-hour to one-hour maximum locally measured CO 
concentrations from the most recent three years of data.  Table 3.3-3, Project Buildout 
Carbon Monoxide Concentrations, shows that of the most recent three years of data, year 
2007 has the highest eight-hour to one-hour ratio of 0.66. 
 
The intersections in the proposed project area currently operate at an LOS ranging from 
LOS A to LOS C for PM peak hour activities.  At proposed project buildout, four of these 
intersections would operate at LOS D or worse in an unmitigated condition, requiring a 
CO hotspot analysis.  As indicated in Table 3.3-3 below, CO concentrations would be 
well below the thresholds.  The modeling results are compared to the California AAQS 
for CO of 9 ppm on an eight-hour average and 20 ppm on a one-hour average.  Neither 
the one-hour average nor the eight-hour average would be equaled or exceeded.  Impacts 
in regards to localized CO hotspots would be less than significant.   

 
Table 3.3-3 

Project Buildout Carbon Monoxide Concentrations 
 

1-hour CO (ppm)¹ 8-Hour CO (ppm) ¹ 
Intersection 1-hour 

Standard 
Future + 
Project 

8-hour 
Standard 

Future + 
Project 

Highway 29 SB Ramps/Lakeport Boulevard 20 ppm 3.9 9 ppm 2.57 
Highway 29 NB Ramps/Lakeport Boulevard 20 ppm 4.0 9 ppm 2.64 
Bevins Street/Lakeport Boulevard 20 ppm 4.0 9 ppm 2.64 
Main Street/Lakeport Boulevard 20 ppm 3.9 9 ppm 2.57 
Note: 
1. As measured at a distance of 10 feet from the corner of the intersection predicting the highest value.  Presented 

1 hour CO concentrations include a background concentration of 3.5 ppm.  Eight-hour concentrations are based 
on a persistence of 0.66 of the 1-hour concentration. 

Refer to Appendix B, Air Quality Data. 
 
Naturally Occurring Asbestos 
 
As stated in section 3.3 b) above, the proposed project area is known to contain naturally 
occurring asbestos.  Therefore, the proposed project would be required to comply with 
Chapter II, Article IV, Part V of the LCAQMD Rules and Regulations.  The project 
applicant would be required to file and receive approval of an asbestos-dust-hazard 
mitigation plan prior to construction activities.  With the implementation of Mitigation 
Measure AQ-2, impacts to sensitive uses from naturally occurring asbestos would be 
less than significant.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-
than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required:  Mitigation Measure AQ-2, described above. 

 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
 

_________________________ 
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e) Would the proposed project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 
people? 

Less than Significant Impact.  As a general matter, the types of land use development 
that pose potential odor problems include wastewater treatment plants, refineries, landfills, 
composting facilities and transfer stations. No such uses would occupy the proposed 
project site.  Construction activities associated with the proposed project may generate 
detectable odors from heavy-duty equipment exhaust.  Construction-related odors would 
be short-term in nature and cease upon project completion.  Any impacts to existing 
adjacent land uses would be short-term and are less than significant.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 
 

_________________________ 
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3.4 Biological Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES— Would the project:     

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    

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

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

Discussion 

a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  
 
Special-Status Plant Species 
 
A review of the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) records show that two 
special-status plant species, green jewel-flower and mayacamas popcorn-flower, have 
been broadly mapped to include the proposed project area.  Twenty-six other special-
status plant species are known to occur within a 10-mile radius of the proposed project 
site: Anthony’s Peak lupine, beaked tracyina, bent-flowered fiddleneck, Boggs Lake 
hedge-hyssop, Bolander’s horkelia, Brandegee’s eriastrum, bristly sedge, Burke’s 
goldfields, Colusa layia, dimorphic snapdragon, eel-grass pondweed, glandular western 
flax, Koch’s cord moss, Konocti manzanita, Napa bluecurls, Norris’ beard moss, oval-
leaved viburnum, Raiche’s manzanita, Rincon Ridge ceanothus, robust monardella, 
serpentine cryptantha, small-flowered calycadenia, small groundcone, Sonoma canescent 
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manzanita, two-carpellate western flax, and woolly meadowfoam. The potential for each 
special-status plant species to utilize the proposed project area is evaluated in the 
Biological Study Report (refer to Appendix C). 
 
A botanical survey was conducted on April 9 and 29, May 17, and June 19, 2010.  All of 
the special-status plant species potentially occurring in the proposed project area would 
have been evident at the time of the fieldwork.  The survey consisted of an intensive and 
systematic evaluation of the proposed project site.  The botanical survey confirmed the 
presence of four special-status plant species on the proposed project site, including: 1) 
Colusa layia; 2) bent-flowered fiddleneck; 3) serpentine cryptantha; and 4) Tracy’s 
clarkia (a special-status species not reported in the CNDDB records search).  Locations of 
the plant populations are shown in Appendix C (refer to Figure 3 of the Biological Study 
Report). Data forms documenting the special-status plant occurrences have been 
submitted to the CNDDB. 
 
Colusa layia, serpentine cryptantha, and bent-flowered fiddleneck are on the California 
Native Plant Society’s (CNPS’s) List 1B. Although not state or federally listed, plants 
with this CNPS listing status are generally considered to qualify as “endangered, rare, or 
threatened” under Section 15380(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines and thus require 
consideration during CEQA review. Tracy’s clarkia is on CNPS List 4; plants of this 
status rarely qualify for state listing, but may be locally significant.  
 
Because detailed site development plans have not yet been prepared, the extent of 
impacts to the serpentine herb community and the four on-site special-status plant species 
cannot be quantified. However, in general terms, site development has a high potential to 
adversely affect these resources. It appears that Tracy’s clarkia, which is the least 
sensitive of the plants, would be least affected because it primarily occurs on the 
periphery of the proposed project site. Serpentine cryptantha, which is the most sensitive 
of the four species on the proposed project site, is the most centrally located and would 
be the most difficult to avoid during site development.  
 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) staff were contacted following 
discovery of the special-status plant populations. However, the CDFG has not conducted 
a field review of the site or provided guidance as to potential mitigation strategies. 
Because full avoidance of the special-status plant populations and serpentine herb 
community does not appear to be possible, the project proponent should prepare a 
mitigation plan acceptable to CDFG prior to the start of construction activities. 
Mitigation would likely include avoidance of at least some of the on-site serpentine herb 
community and associated special-status plant populations. Detailed mapping of the 
extent and densities of the special-status plant communities prepared as part of the 
botanical study (refer to Appendix C) will assist in preparing a site design that minimizes 
impacts to the populations. The mitigation plan should be prepared as early as possible, in 
conjunction with preparation of site design and development plans. Other options for 
mitigation include preservation of other local populations of these special-status plants, 
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restoration of degraded populations on other sites in the area, and/or creation or new 
populations. 

 
Special-Status Animal Species 

Review of CNDDB records showed that one special-status animal species, American 
badger, has been broadly mapped as occurring within the proposed project area. In 
addition, eight other special-status animal species are known to occur within a 10-mile 
radius: Clear Lake hitch, foothill yellow-legged frog, grasshopper sparrow, Pacific fisher, 
Sacramento perch, Townsend’s big-eared bat, tricolored blackbird, and western pond 
turtle. The CNDDB records search also identified seven non-status animal species within 
the search radius: Calasellus californicus, Bell’s sage sparrow, blennosperma vernal pool 
andrenid bee, double-crested cormorant, great blue heron, osprey, and silver-haired bat. 
The potential for each special-status animal species to utilize the proposed project area is 
evaluated in the Biological Study Report (refer to Appendix C).  
 
A wildlife survey was conducted on March 17, 2010. No special-status animal species 
were observed in the proposed project area during the wildlife evaluation. However, as 
documented in the Biological Study Report (refer to Appendix C), two special-status 
animal species, grasshopper sparrow and Townsend’s big-eared bat, as well as the non-
status silver-haired bat, could potentially utilize the proposed project site during their life 
cycles.  
 
The grasshopper sparrow, a migratory bird, has a low potential to nest in the on-site 
annual grassland community. Potential adverse effects on nesting grasshopper sparrows 
can be avoided through proper timing of vegetation removal. 
 
Townsend’s big-eared bat and silver-haired bat could potentially forage on-site. 
However, they are very unlikely to roost on the proposed project site, given the lack of 
suitable roosting locations. Because suitable roosting habitat is much more available on 
other local sites and similar or higher quality foraging habitat is widely available, site 
development would have a negligible effect on these bat species; no mitigation is 
warranted. 
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 and BIO-2 would reduce impacts to 
special-status plant and animal species to a less-than-significant level.  
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1:  Following the development of a site plan and prior to the 
commencement of construction activities, the AOC shall prepare a Mitigation Plan to 
offset impacts to the on-site serpentine herb community and the following three special-
status plants species: 1) Colusa layia; 2) serpentine cryptantha; and 3) bent-flowered 
fiddleneck.  Tracy’s clarkia shall also be avoided/protected where possible.   
 
As discussed with California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) staff, the highest 
priority for mitigation shall be to avoid and protect the existing on-site populations of the 
special-status plants to the extent feasible.  Secondly, if suitable habitat will be 
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temporarily disturbed but will remain viable in the long term, an effort shall be made to 
re-establish special-status plant populations in these areas upon completion of 
construction.  If CDFG determines that the available on-site options for plant protection 
and re-establishment do not fully compensate for the project impacts, off-site mitigation 
shall be provided.  This can be accomplished through preservation or enhancement of off-
site serpentine habitats and special-status plant populations, restoration of degraded 
habitats on other local sites capable of supporting the sensitive resources, creation of new 
habitats capable of supporting the sensitive resources, and/or purchase of appropriate 
credits at a qualifying mitigation bank (if available). 
 
The Mitigation Plan shall be submitted to CDFG for review, and shall be approved in 
writing by CDFG prior to initiation of construction activities.  The Plan shall identify the 
mitigation site(s); methods to be employed to protect, restore, enhance, and/or create 
serpentine-herb habitat and the associated special-status plant populations; an 
implementation schedule; success criteria; monitoring and reporting requirements; long-
term maintenance provisions; remedial measures to be undertaken if the success criteria 
are not fully met; and/or other pertinent data to ensure successful mitigation.   
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2:  Vegetation removal shall be conducted between August 1 
and February 28, if feasible.  If vegetation removal must be conducted between March 1 
and July 31, a nesting bird survey shall be conducted within two weeks prior to initiation 
of work.  If active nests are present, work within 500 feet of the nest(s) shall be 
postponed until the young have fledged, unless a smaller next buffer zone is authorized 
by the California Department of Fish and Game. 
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

_________________________ 

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  The proposed project site is approximately 
1,340 - 1,400 feet above sea level, and is surrounded on three sides by urban 
development. The proposed project site was historically an oak woodland, and was used 
for agriculture and grazing beginning in the late 1930s; the site was cleared of trees and 
shrubs in the early 1970s, and was graded prior to 1988.3  Soils on the proposed project 
site are identified as Henneke-Montara Rock Outcrop Complex, 15 to 50 percent slopes, 
with a negligible amount of Still loam, stratified substratum, in the extreme northeast 
corner of the site. The Henneke-Montara Complex consists of very deep, moderately 
well-drained soils formed in alluvium from mixed rock types. However, grading 

                                                       
3  Biological Study Report, ENPLAN, July 2010. 
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activities dramatically altered the soils and natural contours of the proposed project site. 
Roughly 20 feet of surface material was removed from the upper portion of the proposed 
project site, resulting in two level terraces. 

Small rocks of serpentine origin are exposed on the upper terrace and hillsides, which 
support a serpentine herb community. The lower terrace supports a disturbed annual 
grassland. Locations of the communities, as well as photographs, are shown in the 
Biological Study Report (refer to Appendix C). Two small, shallow seasonal waters with 
rock substrates are present on the upper terrace. Most runoff from the proposed project 
site enters constructed ditches that convey flow to the east. Flow enters the city’s storm 
drain system, which discharges into Clear Lake approximately one-quarter mile east of 
the proposed project site. 
 
Annual Grassland 
 
Annual grasslands are characterized by a sparse to dense cover of annual grasses with 
inclusions of numerous species of native annual forbs (“wildflowers”). Germination 
occurs with the onset of the fall rains; growth, flowering, and seed-set occur from winter 
through spring. With a few exceptions, the plants are dead through the summer-fall dry 
season, persisting as seeds. On the proposed project site, the annual grassland community 
is best represented on the lower terrace of the site, on the eastern edge of the proposed 
project area. Common species in this community include wild oats, soft chess, California 
meadow barley, cream sacs, winter vetch, Spanish lotus, and various clovers. Although 
several special-status plant species were observed on the fringe of the annual grassland 
community, the community itself is not considered unique or sensitive.  Overall, the on-
site grassland has low value to wildlife species. 
 
Serpentine Herb Community 
 
The on-site serpentine herb community generally consists of a sparse, low-growing cover 
of annual and perennial forbs and grasses on the upper terrace and hillsides. Serpentine 
soils have unique chemical properties that prohibit the growth of many common plant 
species. A number of other plant species have evolved mechanisms allowing them to 
survive on serpentine soils. The flora of serpentine sites is thus unique and often supports 
plants of limited distribution, including a number of endemic species. As discussed 
above, four serpentine-adapted special-status plant species were observed in this 
community. 
 
The serpentine herb community is considered to be a sensitive natural community due to 
its somewhat restricted distribution and the high potential for endemic plant species to be 
present. The on-site community has been highly disturbed by grading. Although this has 
reduced the value of the site for some plant species, it has formed a “serpentine barren” 
that supports a unique suite of species, including four special-status species. Loss of the 
serpentine herb community as a result of project development is considered a significant 
adverse impact. Mitigation for this loss is best considered in conjunction with impacts on 
the four special-status plant species.  Because all four of the special-status plant species Deleted: Draft 
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have an affinity for serpentine soils, mitigation for the loss of the plants would also 
provide mitigation for the loss of the serpentine herb community.   
 
With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, project impacts to the serpentine 
herb community would be less than significant.  
 
Mitigation required:   Mitigation Measure BIO-1, above. 
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

_________________________ 

c) Would the proposed project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 

Less than Significant Impact.  National Wetlands Inventory Maps were reviewed to 
determine if any jurisdictional waters had been previously reported on or within one-half mile 
of the proposed project site; however, no data was available for the Lakeport quadrangle.  The 
field investigations were conducted in accordance with the technical methods outlined in the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual and under the Regional 
Supplement to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West 
Region (Arid West Supplement).  During the field investigation on April 29 and 30, 2010, 
eight non-wetland waters of the United States were mapped within two categories: seasonal 
waters and constructed ditches.   

Two seasonal waters, on the western edge of the upper terrace, were created when the site 
was graded and bedrock was exposed. Water now ponds to a depth of two to three inches 
in these shallow depressions underlain by bedrock. Representative plant species include 
scribner grass (Scribneria bolanderi), annual hairgrass (Deschampsia danthonioides), and 
rigiopappus (Rigiopappus leptocladus), but vegetative cover is less than five percent. 
Features with an ordinary high water mark and less than five percent vegetative cover are 
non-wetland waters. The extent of ponding was documented through site inspections on 
February 8 and April 9, 29 and 30, 2010, as well as by the presence of waterstained rock, 
sediment deposits, and a biotic crust (refer to Appendix C). 

Constructed ditches are excavated features that may be located in either wetlands or 
uplands, and may convey water collected from sheet flow or diverted from other water 
bodies. The jurisdictional status of constructed ditches depends in part on these 
characteristics. The on-site ditches are constructed in uplands, and receive sheet-flow 
runoff and discharge from the two non-wetland waters on the upper terrace. Most of the 
ditches have only ephemeral flow. However, two of the constructed ditches, 3:CD and 
8:CD as identified in the Pre-Jurisdictional Delineation Report (refer to Appendix C), do 
not drain well and support wetland plant species in their lower ends; species present 
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include annual ryegrass (Lolium multiflorum), Mediterranean barley (Hordeum marinum 
ssp. gussoneanum), and common monkey-flower (Mimulus guttatus). 
 

As described in Regulatory Guidance Letter 08-02, the AOC concurs with the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers that waters regulated under the Clean Water Act may be present on 
the proposed project site. As such, these waters will be treated as jurisdictional for the 
purpose of calculating fill and satisfying future mitigation requirements. The AOC 
understands that it can later request and obtain an approved jurisdictional determination if 
that becomes necessary or appropriate during the permit process or during the 
administrative appeal process.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would 
be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 
_________________________ 

d) Would the proposed project interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation. No terrestrial wildlife corridors exist at the 
proposed project site. The proposed project site is located within an undeveloped area that 
is surrounded by development, and just east of Highway 29. The surrounding 
development and roadways act as existing barriers for terrestrial wildlife movement. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not interfere with native wildlife movements.  

The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act states that without a permit issued by the U.S. 
Department of the Interior, it is unlawful to pursue, hunt, take, capture, or kill any 
migratory bird. Although ambient noise and disturbance levels are high in the site 
vicinity as a result of existing human and vehicle traffic, it is possible that certain bird 
species tolerant of disturbance might use these trees or buildings as nesting substrate. 
Direct impacts to nesting birds could occur if nesting substrate (e.g., trees) is removed 
while active nests are present. In addition, indirect impacts to nearby nesting birds could 
occur as a result of project-related construction noise, that causes stress on the birds or nest 
abandonment. The grasshopper sparrow, a migratory bird, has a low potential to nest in 
the on-site annual grassland community. Potential adverse effects on nesting grasshopper 
sparrows can be avoided through proper timing of vegetation removal. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2 would reduce these potential impacts to a less-than-
significant level.  
 
Mitigation required:   Mitigation Measure BIO-2, above. 
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  The proposed project does not conflict with any 
local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. No trees are located on-site; 
therefore, policies and ordinances related to tree protection are not applicable.  The 
proposed project would result in the removal of special-status plant species; however, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, would result in impacts that are less than 
significant. 
 
Mitigation required:   Mitigation Measure BIO-1, above. 
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

_________________________ 

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

No Impact. The proposed project is not within an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan.  Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

References 
 

City of Lakeport, General Plan 2025, adopted August, 2009. 

ENPLAN, 2010, Biological Study Report, July 15, 2010 

ENPLAN, 2010, Pre-jurisdictional Delineation Report, July 16, 2010. 

_________________________ 
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3.5 Cultural Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

CULTURAL RESOURCES — Would the project:     

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in 
§15064.5? 

    

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a unique archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? 

    

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

    

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries? 

    

Discussion 

a) Would the proposed project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource as defined in §15064.5? 

No Impact. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 requires the lead agency to consider 
the effects of a project on historical resources. A historical resource is defined as any 
building, structure, site, or object listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the 
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), or determined by a lead agency to be 
significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, 
educational, social, political, or cultural annals of California. 

The CRHR includes resources that have been listed in or formally determined eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), as well as some California State 
Landmarks and Points of Historical Interest. Under U.S. Department of the Interior, National 
Park Service guidelines (NPS, 1997), buildings, structures, and objects usually need to be 
more than 50 years old to be eligible for listing in the NRHP. The California Office of 
Historic Preservation guidelines for project review and planning call for the identification 
and evaluation of resources that are more than 45 years old to account for the passage of 
time between the period of project review and project completion. Resources that are less 
than 50 years old are generally excluded from listing in the NRHP or CRHR, unless they 
can be shown to be exceptionally significant. 

Historic Background 
 

The area now known as Lake County may have first been visited by Euro-Americans in 
1821, when Captain Luis Arguello led a military expedition north from San Francisco. 
Fur trappers, explorers and settlers soon followed. Miners travelling to and from the gold 
fields traversed the area beginning in the 1840s and many returned after the gold rush to 
settle. 
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Lakeport was originally named Forbestown after an early settler. Forbes donated land to 
the local government in exchange for making the town the county seat in1861. At the 
same time, a decision was made to change the name of the town to Lakeport to advertise 
its natural port. Important industries in Lake County have included mining, agriculture, 
and ranching. Today, the economy is boosted by tourism, wineries, and agricultural 
products including nuts, fruit, and grapes.  

Background Research and Results 
 

A records search was conducted at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) of the California 
Historical Resources Information System at Sonoma State University on May 26, 2010. 
Results of the records search conducted at the NWIC indicate that there have been 18 
previous surveys within a half-mile radius of the proposed project site.  Historic features 
were noted by the NWIC record search.  There are numerous historic structures 
documented through the City of Lakeport, although none are within or adjacent to the 
proposed project area.   

A pedestrian survey was taken of the entire project area of potential effects (APE) on 
April 29, 2010 to identify potentially historic architectural resources. To address the 
possibility of buried cultural resources, the exposed cutbank on the proposed project 
site’s north end and existing road cuts were examined.  

No historic sites were noted during the cultural resources survey; however, it should be 
noted that the entire top 20 feet of the proposed project area was previously removed to 
create a building pad.  This action would have destroyed any cultural resources which 
might have been present (refer to Appendix D, Cultural Resources Inventory, for more 
information).  The proposed project would not affect any sites or structures eligible for 
inclusion of the CRHR or the NRHP.  Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no 
impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

b) Would the proposed project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
unique archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  CEQA requires the lead agency to consider 
the effects of a project on archaeological resources and to determine whether any identified 
archaeological resource is a historical resource. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 
also requires consideration of potential project impacts on “unique” archaeological 
resources that do not qualify as historical resources. PRC Section 21083.2 defines a 
unique archaeological resource as an archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it 
can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current body of knowledge, 
there is a high probability that it meets one or more of the following criteria: (1) contains 
information needed to answer important scientific research questions, and there is a 
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demonstrable public interest in that information; (2) has a special and particular quality, such 
as being the oldest of its type or the best available example of its type; and/or (3) is directly 
associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or 
person. PRC Section 15064.5(c)(4) provides that, if an archaeological resource is neither 
a unique archaeological resource nor a historical resource, the effects of a project on the 
resource are not considered significant.  

Prehistoric Background 
 

The first archaeological work in the Clear Lake region was that of Harrington (1948) at 
the Borax Lake site (CA-LAK-36). The site was estimated to date to 10,000 B.P., a date 
that was later validated through obsidian hydration. Although no further large scale 
archaeological investigations took place in the area until work was conducted at 
Anderson Flat (White and Frederickson 1992, White et al. 1995, 2002), several broad 
chronological schemes were developed to interpret the prehistory of the area. White and 
Frederickson (1992) present a more specific framework for the Clear Lake Basin based 
upon six sites. The earliest human activity in the area is identified at the Borax Lake site. 
This pattern (10000-7500 B.P.) is associated with large points, crescents, scrapers, and 
choppers and assumed to be related to big game hunting. However, the location of the 
site near the lake may indicate lacustrine use. The sequence continues through the Houx 
Aspect of the Berkeley Pattern (7500-1200 B.P.), with a drier climate, a shift away from 
hunting to a more diversified subsistence strategy and increasing populations. The 
chronology ends with the late prehistoric to early historic Clear Lake Aspect (1200 B.P. – 
historic contact). Interestingly, two distinct populations are identified occupying the area 
simultaneously between 4000- 1200 B.P. The intrusive Mendocino Pattern people exhibit 
similarities to cultures associated with the surrounding mountains while the pre-existing 
Houx Aspect peoples had ties to Clear Lake. 
 
Ethnographic 
 

The project area was inhabited by the Eastern Pomo at the time of Euro-American 
contact. Ethnographic sources for the Eastern Pomo include Loeb (1926), Kroeber 
(1925), Gifford (1923, 1926) and McLendon and Lowy (1978). The following summary 
is taken from the latter source. The Pomo, identified as part of the Hokan language 
family, consisted of twelve groups who spoke seven separate, distinct dialects.  
 
The Eastern Pomo followed a seasonal lifestyle that was based upon the environment of 
the Clear Lake area. Heavy winter rains led to rushing streams in the spring and a full 
lake at the beginning of summer. Dry summers led to a lower lake level and access to 
lakeside marshlands. Subsistence activities were tied to this weather pattern. Fish, which 
were dried for year-round use, were caught in streams in the spring while waterfowl were 
obtained in the fall. Acorns, a dietary staple, were gathered during the autumn. Roots 
were dug and tules were harvested in early summer; lake fishing and clam collection took 
place in early summer as well. 
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Villages developed along the lake or permanent streams. They were occupied for much of 
the year; however, many of the inhabitants left the village at certain times of the year in 
order to obtain specific resources (e.g., acorns). 
 
Tules were a key raw material used by the Eastern Pomo for housing, boats, and clothing, 
as well as household items and food. Clam shell beads were used as the medium of 
exchange for the Eastern Pomo. The shells were brought back from the coast, broken, 
shaped and drilled into beads. Although bartering sometimes took place, beads were 
principally used to trade for salt, obsidian blades, and a number of other items. 

Background Research and Results 
 

Results of the cultural resources records search conducted at the NWIC indicate that there 
have been 18 previous surveys within a half-mile radius of the proposed project site. No 
archaeological sites have been recorded in the immediate project area; however, three 
prehistoric sites have been recorded within one-half mile of the proposed project. Site P-
17-000492, known as Prayer Hill, is located 1,000 feet from the proposed project site.  
There is no site record for this feature, but an article published by the Lake County 
Chamber of Commerce (Geoble ND), suggests that it was used by the local Native 
Americans for ceremonies prior to the historic period.  This feature has been substantially 
altered by a road cut and quarrying, with much of the hilltop removed.4 

A pedestrian survey was conducted on the APE on April 29, 2010.  The northern 
bank was visible to a depth of approximately 29 feet.  Ground visibility varied from 
good (approximately 80 percent exposed ground on top of the hill) to fair 
(approximately 20 to 30 percent visibility near the base) for the survey area.  An 
archaeological surface survey was conducted on the proposed project area; however, 
no archaeological resources were recorded during the archaeological surface or 
pedestrian survey.  

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was contacted on March 16, 2010 
to request a database search for sacred lands or other cultural properties of significance 
within or adjacent to the proposed project area. A response was received on March 25, 
2010. The sacred lands file search did not identify the presence of cultural resources in 
the project area. Letters were sent to Native American organizations and to the Lakeport 
Historical Society on April 2, 2010.  An email response was received from Mr. Shannon 
Ford of the Scotts Valley Band of Pomo Indians on April 15, 2010, requesting that a 
member of his tribe monitor the area during ground disturbing activities.  The Lakeport 
Historical Society contacted ENPLAN by telephone on April 20, 2010 to indicate that 
they have no concerns with the proposed project (refer to Appendix D, Cultural 
Resources Inventory, for details and copies of the correspondence).  

                                                       
4 Cultural Resources Inventory, ENPLAN, July 2010. Deleted: Draft 
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The accidental discovery of archaeological materials during ground-disturbing activities 
cannot be entirely discounted. In the unlikely event that archaeological materials are 
unearthed, implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would reduce potential 
impacts to archaeological resources to less than significant levels. 

Mitigation Measure CUL-1: If previously unevaluated cultural resources are 
encountered, all earth-disturbing work shall stop within 50 feet of the find until a 
qualified archaeologist and a Native American representative can make an assessment of 
the discovery and recommend/implement mitigation measures as necessary.  Prehistoric 
archaeological materials might include obsidian and chert flaked-stone tools (e.g., 
projectile points, knives, scrapers) or tool making debris; culturally darkened soil 
(“midden”) containing heat-affected rocks, artifacts, or shellfish remains; and stone 
milling equipment (e.g., mortars, pestles, handstones, or milling slabs); and battered stone 
tools, such as hammerstones and pitted stones. Historic-period materials might include 
stone, concrete, or adobe footings and walls; filled wells or privies; and deposits of metal, 
glass, and/or ceramic refuse. If the archaeologist and Native American representative 
determine that the resources may be significant, they will notify the AOC. An appropriate 
treatment plan for the resources should be developed. The archaeologist shall consult 
with Native American representatives in determining appropriate treatment for 
prehistoric or Native American cultural resources. 

In considering any suggested mitigation proposed by the archaeologist and Native 
American representative, the AOC will determine whether avoidance is necessary and 
feasible in light of factors such as the nature of the find, project design, costs, and other 
considerations. If avoidance is infeasible, other appropriate measures (e.g., data recovery) 
shall be instituted. Work may proceed in other parts of the project area while mitigation 
for cultural resources is being carried out. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

_________________________ 

c) Would the proposed project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation. Paleontology is a multidisciplinary science that 
combines elements of geology, biology, chemistry, and physics in an effort to understand 
the history of life on earth. Paleontological resources, or fossils, are the remains, imprints, 
or traces of once-living organisms preserved in rocks and sediments. The fossil yielding 
potential of a particular area is highly dependent on the geologic age and origin of the 
underlying rocks. In general, older sedimentary rocks (more than 10,000 years old) are 
considered most likely to yield fossils of scientific interest. 

According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service Web Soil Survey, the proposed 
project site is located within Soil Map Unit 142: Henneke-Montara Rock Outcrop 
Complex, 15 to 50 percent slopes.  This soil map unit consists of very deep, moderately Deleted: Draft 
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well drained soils with medium runoff, and very slow permeability, formed in alluvium 
from mixed rock sources.  The native geology of the proposed project site is mapped as 
Ultramafic Rocks, chiefly Mesozoic, Unit 3 (um) (Middle and Late Jurassic) by the 
United States Geological Survey.  The proposed project site is surrounded by Quaternary 
alluvium and marine deposits (Pliocene to Holocene) (Q) (USGS 2010).  These two 
geologic mapping units, um and Q, have the potential to contain paleontological 
resources; however, the entire top 20 feet of the proposed project area was previously 
removed to create a building pad.  This action would have destroyed any paleontological 
resources which might have been present.  In addition, according to the University of 
California, Museum of Paleontology (UCMP), no records of previous vertebrate fossil 
finds or fossil plant sites are located within the proposed six-acre site. 
 

Although there is low potential to encounter paleontological resources during 
construction, implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-2 would reduce any potential 
impacts to less than significant levels with respect to paleontological resources. 

Mitigation Measure CUL-2: In the event that paleontological resources are discovered 
during ground disturbing activities, grading and construction work within 100 feet of the 
find shall be suspended until the significance of the features can be determined by a 
qualified professional paleontologist as appropriate.  A qualified professional 
paleontologist shall then make recommendations for measures necessary to protect the 
find, or to undertake data recovery, excavation, analysis, and curation of paleontological 
materials as appropriate. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

_________________________ 

d) Would the proposed project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside 
of formal cemeteries? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation. Results of the record searches and pedestrian 
survey indicate that the proposed project area has a low potential to contain buried 
cultural materials including human remains. However the possibility of uncovering 
human remains cannot be entirely discounted. In the unlikely event that human remains 
are uncovered during ground-disturbing activity, the implementation of Mitigation 
Measure CUL-3 would reduce potential impacts to human remains to less than 
significant levels. 

Mitigation Measure CUL-3: If human remains are encountered unexpectedly during 
construction excavation and grading activities, State Health and Safety Code Section 
7050.5 requires that no further disturbance shall occur until the Lake County Coroner has 
made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources 
Code Section 5097.98. If the remains are determined to be of Native American descent, 
the coroner has 24 hours to notify the Native American Heritage Commission. The 
Native American Heritage Commission will then identify the person(s) thought to be the 
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Most Likely Descendent, who will help determine what course of action should be taken 
in dealing with the remains. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

_________________________ 

References 
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3.6 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND SEISMICITY — Would the project: 

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

    

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial evidence of a 
known fault? (Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42.) 

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 

liquefaction? 
    

iv) Landslides?     
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?     
c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 

that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

    

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

    

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

    

Discussion 

a.i) Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, 
as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by 
the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?  

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project site is not located in an Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone5 as defined by the California Geological Survey (CGS) 
(formerly the California Division of Mines and Geology [CDMG]).  However, Fault-
Rupture Hazard Zones maps prepared by the CGS (pursuant to the Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Act) do identify areas in the northern section of Lake County as 
being located in a fault zone. The fault zone runs diagonally in a southeast to northwest 
direction through the Potato Hill, Lake Pillsbury, and Sanhedrin topographic quad maps. 
In the far southeastern corner of the county there is a fault zone in the Jericho Valley, an 
area that runs along the Lake/Napa County line.  These faults have the potential for 

                                                       
5  Alquist-Priolo Zones designate areas most likely to experience fault rupture, although surface fault rupture is not 
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surface rupture; therefore, the proposed project may result in potential adverse effects 
involving rupture of a known earthquake fault.   
 
While fault rupture is not necessarily bound to occur directly along the fault trace, ground 
displacement is usually experienced within a narrow zone along the fault trace. Because 
the proposed project site is not located on an active or potentially active fault, the 
potential for surface fault rupture is low, and the impact is considered less than 
significant.   

In addition, the California Building Code (CBC) establishes standards for investigation 
and mitigation of site conditions related to fault movement, ground rupture, ground 
shaking as well as other seismically inducted activities.  As part of its design effort, the 
AOC prepares a geotechnical report to evaluate site conditions including seismic issues, 
and the report’s geologist and engineer provide structural recommendations.  The AOC’s 
design would incorporate seismic recommendations from the geotechnical report into the 
proposed project’s design to ensure that the building’s structural and safety elements 
meet requirements the CBC.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would 
be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 
 

_________________________ 

a.ii) Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking? 

Less than Significant Impact.  Lakeport is located in a highly active earthquake 
area and the potential exists for a significant seismic event in the future. Immediately 
east of the city, between the city and Clear Lake, there is a potentially active rupture 
zone. Potentially active rupture zones are faults which have been active in the past 2,000 
years. Little is known about the shoreline fault rupture zone; however, it represents a 
potential significant hazard and must be taken into consideration when development 
occurs in the vicinity. To the west of the city lie the San Andreas Fault and the 
Healdsburg Fault, 30 and 15 miles away, respectively. Both of these faults have been 
responsible for moderate to major seismic events in the past. The maximum earthquake 
magnitudes observed to date are 8.5 (Richter Scale) for the San Andreas Fault and 6.75 
(Richter Scale) for the Healdsburg fault. 

Within the past 200 years, no major damaging earthquakes have occurred along faults in 
Lake County; however, numerous minor faults exist within the county, designated 
potentially active, which could cause ground rupture, failure and shaking. Precise 
locations of these faults are not well established; however, it appears that the greatest 
number of faults occur in the southwestern portion of the county near Mt. Konocti. The 
southeastern portion of the county also appears to have considerable faults, particularly 
from Grizzly Peak eastward and running from Knoxville to the southern county line. 
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Although some structural damage is typically not avoidable during an earthquake, building 
codes and construction ordinances have been established to protect against building collapse 
and major injury during a seismic event. The design and construction of the proposed 
facilities and their foundations would be in accordance with current applicable requirements 
of the CBC and would reduce the potential for injury and structural damage.  Therefore, the 
AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

a.iii) Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction?  

Less than Significant Impact. Liquefaction is a phenomenon where saturated subsurface 
soils lose strength because of increased pore pressure and can behave more like a liquid 
than a solid. The soils most susceptible to liquefaction are clean, loose, uniformly graded, 
saturated, fine-grained soils that occur close to the ground surface, usually at depths of 
less than 50 feet. Because liquefaction only occurs in saturated soil, its effects are most 
commonly observed in low-lying areas near bodies of water such as rivers, lakes, bays, 
and oceans. Soils in and around Lakeport, especially near the Clear Lake shore, are 
susceptible to liquefaction during a seismic event. 

Regardless, modern construction methods and materials can reduce the potential damage 
from liquefaction. The design phase geotechnical investigation, as required for by the CBC, 
would evaluate the potential for liquefaction and include recommendations to reduce 
the potential impact per standard engineering practices. Implementation of these 
geotechnical engineering recommendations into the proposed project’s specifications 
would make the potential damage from liquefaction a less-than-significant impact.  
Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 
_________________________ 

a.iv) Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides? 

Less than Significant Impact. The landslide potential of an area is a function of the 
area’s hydrology, geology, and seismic characteristics.  Areas that are often susceptible to 
landsliding include steep slopes underlain by weak bedrock.  While the proposed project 
would be located on a hilltop, the actual site for the new courthouse is relatively flat and 
currently vacant.  According to the Lake County General Plan EIR (2008),6 no recent 
landslides have been identified in the county, though the potential for failure does exist in 

                                                       
6  Available at: http://www.co.lake.ca.us/Government/Directory/Community_Development/documents//2008 
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the region, especially in areas of previous landslide debris.  The Safety Element of the 
City of Lakeport General Plan 2025 states that since zones of moderate to high landslide 
potential exist in Lakeport, soils tests should be carried out by a registered soils engineer 
or geologist are essential wherever landslide potential is indicated or suspected.  As 
previously mentioned, as part of its design effort, the AOC prepares a geotechnical report 
to evaluate site conditions including potential landslide issues, and the report’s geologist 
and engineer provide structural recommendations.  The AOC’s design would incorporate 
landslide recommendations from the geotechnical report into the proposed project’s 
design to ensure that the building’s structural and safety elements are met.  Therefore, the 
AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

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

Less than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project would involve 
excavation, soil stockpiling, and grading. These activities would expose areas of soil that 
have previously been covered with asphalt, concrete, or vegetation. Exposed soil could be 
subject to erosion by wind and storm water runoff. The extent of erosion that could occur 
varies depending on soil type, vegetation/cover, and weather conditions. Concentrated 
water erosion, if not managed or controlled, could eventually result in significant soil 
loss. Sediment from project-induced erosion could also accumulate in downstream 
drainage facilities, interfere with flow, and aggravate downstream flooding conditions.  
The project applicant would be required to apply for a NPDES General Permit for 
Discharges of Storm Water Runoff Associated with Construction Activity (General 
Construction Permit), which involves preparing a SWPPP for all construction phases of 
the proposed project (see Hydrology and Water Quality for more information). This 
permit is required by the RWQCB. The objectives of the SWPPP are to identify pollutant 
sources (such as sediment) that may affect the quality of storm water discharge and to 
implement BMPs to reduce pollutants in storm water discharges. The applicant would be 
required to submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the RWQCB prior to the start of 
construction and provide a copy of the SWPPP at the job site at all times.  

At the end of each construction year (if applicable), the applicant would be required to 
submit an annual report to the RWQCB describing the performance of the prescribed 
BMPs and measures to correct BMPs that failed. Upon completion of the proposed 
project, the applicant would be required to submit a Notice of Termination to the RWQCB to 
indicate that all phases of construction are complete. Implementation of the plan would 
start with the commencement of construction and would continue though completion of 
the proposed project. Compliance with the SWPPP and the prescribed BMPs would 
reduce potential erosion of exposed soil and reduce potential erosion impacts. Therefore, 
the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 
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c) Would the project be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would 
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would include a design level 
geotechnical investigation that would have recommendations for foundation soils as well 
as compaction and backfill specifications to ensure geotechnically sound construction. 
The potential landslide hazard for the proposed project is considered very low due to the 
relatively level topography. Construction building codes for seismic conditions such as 
those present at the proposed project site include stringent requirements for foundation and 
building designs and would be enforced for the proposed project. With incorporation of 
geotechnical recommendations made in the design level investigation, the potential hazard 
from unstable soils would be considered less than significant.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

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

Less than Significant Impact. Expansive soils are those soils that shrink and swell 
in response to changes in moisture content potentially causing serious damage to 
overlying structures.  According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service Web 
Soil Survey, the proposed project site is located within Soil Map Unit 142: Henneke-
Montara Rock Outcrop Complex, 15 to 50 percent slopes.  This soil map unit consists of 
very deep, moderately well drained soils with medium runoff, and very slow 
permeability, formed in alluvium from mixed rock sources.  Expansive soils are often 
remedied during pre-construction site preparation either through treatment with lime or 
replacement with engineered fill. The proposed project would include a geotechnical 
evaluation of the building site location. As part of this investigation, the geotechnical 
engineer would evaluate the potential for expansive soils and provide recommendations. 
Implementation of these recommendations, as required by the CBC, would result in less-
than-significant impacts.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be 
less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

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

No Impact. The proposed project does not include any element that would require the 
need for a septic wastewater disposal system. The wastewater generated by the proposed 
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project would be handled by the city sewer system. Therefore, the AOC concludes there 
are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 
_________________________ 
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3.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS — Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

Discussion 

a) Would the proposed project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment? 

Less than Significant Impact.   
 
Global Climate Change  
 
Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions have the potential to adversely affect the environment 
because they contribute to global climate change.  GHGs are global in their effect, which 
is to increase the earth’s ability to absorb heat in the atmosphere.  As primary GHGs have 
a long lifetime in the atmosphere, accumulate over time, and are generally well-mixed, 
their impact on the atmosphere is mostly independent of the point of emission.  
Prominent GHGs of concern include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous 
oxide (N2O).  California is a substantial contributor of GHGs, emitting over 400 million 
tons of carbon dioxide (CO2) per year.7  Climate studies indicate that California is likely 
to see an increase of three to four degrees Fahrenheit (ºF) over the next century.  Methane 
is also an important GHG that potentially contributes to global climate change.  
 
The impact of anthropogenic activities on global climate change is apparent in the 
observational record.  Air trapped by ice has been extracted from core samples taken 
from polar ice sheets to determine the global atmospheric variation of CO2, methane 
(CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O) from before the start of industrialization (approximately 
1750), to over 650,000 years ago.  For that period, it was found that CO2 concentrations 
ranged from 180 parts per million (ppm) to 300 ppm.  For the period from approximately 
1750 to the present, global CO2 concentrations increased from a pre-industrialization 
period concentration of 280 ppm to 379 ppm in 2005, with the 2005 value far exceeding 
the upper end of the pre-industrial period range. 
 
Regulations and Significance Criteria 
 
The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) constructed several emission 
trajectories of GHGs needed to stabilize global temperatures and climate change impacts.  

                                                       
7 California Energy Commission, Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks:  1990 to 2004, 2006. Deleted: Draft 
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It concluded that a stabilization of GHGs at 400 to 450 ppm carbon dioxide-equivalent 
concentration is required to keep global mean warming below 2 degrees Celsius (ºC), 
which in turn is assumed to be necessary to avoid dangerous climate change. 
 
California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger issued Executive Order S-3-05 in June 
2005, which established the following GHG emission reduction targets: 
 

• 2010: Reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels; 

• 2020: Reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; and 

• 2050: Reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels. 
 

Assembly Bill (AB) 32 requires that the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
determine what the statewide GHG emissions level was in 1990, and approve a statewide 
GHG emissions limit that is equivalent to that level, to be achieved by 2020.  CARB has 
approved a 2020 emissions limit of 427 million metric tons of CO2 equivalent.  
 
Due to the nature of global climate change, it is not anticipated that any single 
development project would have a substantial effect on global climate change.  In 
actuality, GHG emissions from the proposed project would combine with emissions 
emitted across California, the United States, and the world to cumulatively contribute to 
global climate change.  
 
In June 2008, the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) 
published a Technical Advisory, which provides informal guidance for public agencies as 
they address the issue of climate change in CEQA documents.8  This is assessed by 
determining whether a project is consistent with or obstructs the 39 Recommended 
Actions identified by CARB in its Climate Change Scoping Plan which includes nine 
Early Action Measures (qualitative approach).  The Attorney General’s Mitigation 
Measures identify areas where GHG emissions reductions can be achieved in order to 
achieve the goals of AB 32.  As set forth in the OPR Technical Advisory and in the 
proposed amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4, this analysis 
examines whether the proposed project's GHG emissions are significant based on a 
qualitative and performance based standard (Proposed State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.4(a)(1) and (2)).   
 
The Lake County Air Quality Management District (LCAQMD) does not currently have 
a quantitative threshold of significance for GHG emissions.  In the absence of such a 
threshold, this analysis is based upon consistency with State GHG emission reductions 
targets established by AB 32.  To achieve the GHG reduction goals of AB 32, a minimum 
28.5 percent reduction from the “business as usual” scenario must be accomplished.  
Therefore, if the proposed project would reduce its “business as usual” emissions by a 
minimum of 28.5 percent, then a less than significant impact would result. 

 
                                                       
8   Governor's Office of Planning and Research, CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change Through 
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Direct Project-Related Sources of Greenhouse Gases 
 
Direct project-related GHG emissions include emissions from construction activities, area 
sources, and mobile sources.  Construction would commence in 2012 and would cease in 
2014.  GHG emissions from construction are typically amortized over the lifetime of the 
project (50 years, in accordance with the Judicial Council standards) and added to the 
operational emissions. Table 3.7-1, Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions, presents the 
estimated CO2, N2O, and CH4 emissions associated with construction and operations of 
the proposed project.  As seen in Table 3.7-1, construction-related activities would result 
in an amortized total of 9.31 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents per year 
(MTCO2eq/yr)9.  GHGs associated with area sources and mobile sources would be 95.34 
MTCO2eq/yr and 494.90 MTCO2eq/yr, respectively.   
 

Table 3.7-1 
Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 

CO2 N2O CH4 

Source Metric 
Tons/yr 

Metric 
Tons/yr 

Metric 
Tons of 

CO2eq/yr6 

Metric 
Tons/yr 

Metric 
Tons of 

CO2eq/yr6 

Total 
Metric 
Tons of 

CO2eq/yr6 

Construction Emissions       
  2012 159.34 0.00 0.09 0.02 5.91 165.34 
  2013 185.28 0.00 0.06 0.01 4.43 189.77 
  2014 120.14 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.37 120.51 
Total Construction Emissions 464.76 0.00 0.16 0.03 10.71 464.80 

Total Amortized 
Construction Emissions (30 

years) 
9.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 9.31 

Operational Emissions       
Direct Emissions       

• Area Source2  94.76 0.00 0.54 0.00 0.04 95.34 
• Mobile Source2, 3 483.00 0.04 11.17 0.03 0.73 494.90 

Total Direct Emissions7 577.76 0.04 11.71 0.03 0.77 590.24 
Indirect Emissions       

• Electricity 
Consumption4 

226.74 0.00 0.60 0.01 0.25 227.59 

• Water Supply5 0.43 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.43 
Total Indirect Emissions7 227.17 0.00 0.60 0.01 0.25 228.02 
Total Project-Related GHG 

Emissions WITHOUT 
Reductions  

827.57 MTCO2eq/yr 

                                                       
9  GHG emissions are presented in carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2eq) in order to establish a comparable unit of 

measure.  Each GHG is converted to CO2eq based on its Global Warming Potential, which describes its effect on 
climate change relative to a similar amount of carbon dioxide. Deleted: Draft 
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Table 3.7-1, Continued 
Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 
CO2 N2O CH4 

Source Metric 
Tons/yr 

Metric 
Tons/yr 

Metric 
Tons of 

CO2eq/yr6 

Metric 
Tons/yr 

Metric 
Tons of 

CO2eq/yr6 

Total 
Metric 
Tons of 

CO2eq/yr6 

Total Project-Related 
Operational Emissions WITH 

29 % Reductions  
587.57 MTCO2eq/yr7  

Notes: 
1. Emissions calculated using CARB’s Construction Equipment Emissions Table and the URBEMIS 2007 computer model. 
2. Emissions calculated using URBEMIS 2007 computer model for CO2 and the SCAQMD’s CEQA Handbook for N2O and CH4 

(note that SCAQMD has the most comprehensive demand factors available). 
3. Emissions calculated using URBEMIS 2007 computer model and EMFAC2007, Highest (Most Conservative) Emission Factors 

for On-Road Passenger Vehicles and Delivery Trucks.  
4. Electricity Consumption emissions calculated using the SCAQMD’s CEQA Handbook (note that SCAQMD has the most 

comprehensive demand factors available) and updated with factors from the California Energy Commission, Reference 
Appendices for the 2008 Building Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings, revised June 2009.  

5. Emissions are based on energy usage factors for water conveyance from the California Energy Commission, Water Energy Use in 
California, accessed July 2010.  http://www.energy.ca.gov/research/iaw/industry/water.html 

6. CO2 Equivalent values calculated using the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Website, Greenhouse Gas Equivalencies 
Calculator, http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-resources/calculator.html, accessed July 2010. 

7. Totals may be slightly off due to rounding. 
Refer to Appendix E, Greenhouse Gas Data, for detailed model input/output data. 

 
Indirect Project-Related Sources of Greenhouse Gases 
 
Electricity Consumption.  Energy Consumption emissions were calculated using the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) CEQA Air Quality 
Handbook,10 (as the SCAQMD has the most comprehensive factors available), the U.S. 
Energy Information Administration,11 and project-specific land use data.  The emission 
factors for electricity use (771.62 pounds of CO2 per megawatt hour [MWh], 0.00659 
pounds of N2O per MWh, and 0.4037 pounds of CH4 per MWh) were obtained from the 
U.S. Energy Information Administration. The proposed project would indirectly result in 
227.59 MTCO2eq/yr due to electricity usage; refer to Table 3.7-1.   
 
Water Supply.  Water demand for the proposed uses would be approximately 28 acre-feet 
per year, based on typical water consumption rates for office uses.  Domestic water is 
supplied by groundwater and surface water.  Based on energy usage factors for from the 
California Energy Commission, groundwater pumping consumes approximately 1.46 
kilowatt hours [kWh] per acre-foot per foot of lift.12  Emissions from indirect energy 
impacts due to water supply would result in 0.43 MTCO2eq/yr.   
 
 
 
 

                                                       
10  SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-11, November 1993. 
11  U.S. Energy Information Administration, Domestic Electricity Emissions Factors 1999-2002. 
12  California Energy Commission, Water Energy Use in California, Accessed June 2010. 

 http://www.energy.ca.gov/research/iaw/industry/water.html Deleted: Draft 



3. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
 

AOC-New Lakeport Courthouse 3-42  
Final Initial Study December 6, 2010 

Consistency With the California Attorney General’s Mitigation Measures 
 
The proposed project would incorporate several design features that are consistent with 
the California Office of the Attorney General’s recommended measures to reduce GHG 
emissions.  A list of the Attorney General’s recommended measures and the proposed 
project’s compliance with each applicable measure are listed in Table 3.7-2, Project 
Consistency with the Attorney General’s Recommendations.  The proposed project would 
incorporate sustainable practices which include water, energy, solid waste, land use, and 
transportation efficiency measures.   

 
Table 3.7-2 

Project Consistency with the Attorney General’s Recommendations 
  

Project Design Feature Project Applicability Percent 
Reduction 

Energy Efficiency   
Incorporate green building practices and 
design elements. 

Compliant.  The proposed project would 
incorporate energy and water efficiency 
measures, as described below.  The proposed 
project would utilize shade trees in the parking 
lot, and other shading mechanisms such as 
shades and blinds to optimize on-site energy 
performance.      

2 

Install energy efficient lighting (e.g., 
light emitting diodes [LEDs]), heating 
and cooling systems, appliances, 
equipment, and control systems. 
Install efficient lighting, (including 
LEDs) for traffic, street and other 
outdoor lighting.  
Reduce unnecessary outdoor lighting.  

Compliant.  The proposed project would 
include energy efficient lighting.  Light controls, 
timers, and sensors would be installed in the 
proposed building.  Also, the building would be 
designed to take advantage of natural light.   1 

Use passive solar design, e.g., orient 
buildings and incorporate landscaping to 
maximize passive solar heating during 
cool seasons, minimize solar heat gain 
during hot seasons, and enhance natural 
ventilation. Design buildings to take 
advantage of sunlight. 

Compliant.  The proposed project would be 
oriented to take advantage of daylight and 
natural breezes.  

1 

Water Conservation and Efficiency    
Incorporate water-reducing features into 
building and landscape design. 
Create water-efficient landscapes. 
Install water-efficient irrigation systems 
and devices, such as soil moisture-based 
irrigation controls and use water-
efficient irrigation methods. 

Compliant.  The proposed project would 
incorporate water-reducing features, water-
efficient landscapes, and water-efficient 
irrigation in accordance with LEED guidelines. 1 

Design buildings to be water-efficient. 
Install water-efficient fixtures and 
appliances. 

Compliant.  The proposed project would 
incorporate water-efficient fixtures and 
appliances.  

1 
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Table 3.7-2, Continued 
Project Consistency with the Attorney General’s Recommendations 

 
Project Design Feature Project Applicability Percent 

Reduction 
Solid Waste Measures 
Reuse and recycle construction and 
demolition waste (including, but not 
limited to, soil, vegetation, concrete, 
lumber, metal, and cardboard). 

Compliant.  The proposed project would reuse 
and recycle construction waste.   1 

Provide easy and convenient recycling 
opportunities for residents, the public, 
and tenant businesses.  

Compliant.  The proposed project would 
include areas for recycling inside and outside of 
the courthouse.   

1 

Land Use Measures   
Ensure consistency with “smart growth” 
principles – mixed-use, infill, and higher 
density projects that provide alternatives 
to individual vehicle travel and promote 
the efficient delivery of services and 
goods.  

Compliant.  The proposed project is considered 
to be an infill project, as it is proposed on a 
vacant site within a developed portion of the 
city.  Also, the proposed project is located 
within a quarter mile of residential, retail, open 
space, and office uses (suburban mixed-use).  
Together, infill and mixed-use projects result in 
a decrease in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) due 
to the proposed project’s proximity to a variety 
of uses.  This allows employees and visitors to 
take advantage of local transit, as well as bicycle 
and pedestrian travel.   

15 

Incorporate public transit into the 
project’s design.  

Compliant.  The proposed project is located 
approximately 0.22 miles to an existing bus 
stop, providing employees and visitors the 
opportunity to utilize alternative modes of 
transportation which reduces VMT.   

1 

Preserve and create open space and 
parks. Preserve existing trees, and plant 
replacement trees at a set ratio.  

Compliant.  The proposed project would 
include public areas, such as plazas.  The 
proposed project site is vacant and would not 
disturb existing trees; however, the project 
would incorporate landscaping into the project 
design. 

1 

Include pedestrian and bicycle facilities 
within projects and ensure that existing 
non-motorized routes are maintained and 
enhanced.  

Compliant.  The proposed project’s design 
would include bicycle racks to encourage non-
motorized travel.  Also, portions of Lakeport 
Boulevard contain improved sidewalks which 
promote pedestrian activity.  The proposed 
project will include sidewalks on the site as 
well. 

2 

Promote “least polluting” ways to 
connect people and goods to their 
destinations.  

Compliant.  The proposed project is adjoined 
by an existing bicycle route along Lakeport 
Boulevard which terminates at the project site.  
This bicycle route is proposed to be extended to 
the east.   

2 

Require amenities for non-motorized 
transportation, such as secure and 
convenient bicycle parking.  

Compliant.  The proposed project would 
include bicycle racks. Accounted 

for above 

Total % Reduction 29 
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In addition to being compliant with many of the Attorney General’s recommended design 
features, the proposed project is also consistent with the California Environmental 
Protection Agency Climate Action Team proposed early action measures to mitigate 
climate change.  These early action measures are designed to ensure that projects meet 
the Governor’s climate reduction targets, and are documented in the Climate Action Team 
Report to Governor Schwarzenegger at the Legislature, March 2006.  The early action 
measures are also included in the CARB Scoping Plan and are mandated under AB 32. 
 
Consistency with the CARB Scoping Plan 
 
A complete list of CARB Scoping Plan Measures/Recommended Actions needed to 
obtain AB 32 goals, as well as the Governor’s Executive Order, are referenced in Table 
3.7-3, Recommended Actions for Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan.  Of the 39 
measures identified, those that would be considered to be applicable to the proposed 
project would primarily be those actions related to electricity and propane use and water 
conservation.  Consistency of the proposed project with these measures is evaluated by 
each source-type measure below.  Table 3.7-3 identifies which CARB Recommended 
Actions applies to the proposed project, and of those, whether the proposed project is 
consistent therewith. 
 
AB 32 requires California to reduce its GHG emissions by approximately 28.5 percent 
below business as usual.  CARB identified reduction measures to achieve this goal as set 
forth in the CARB Scoping Plan.  The proposed project would facilitate development that 
would directly generate GHG emissions.  Potential indirect GHG emissions could also be 
generated by incremental electricity consumption and waste generation.  A detailed 
discussion of each applicable measure and if the proposed project conflicts with its 
implementation is provided below. 

 
Table 3.7-3 

Recommended Actions for Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan 
 

ID # Sector Strategy Name Applicable to 
Project? 

Will Project 
Conflict With 

Implementation? 

T-1 Transportation Pavley I and II – Light-Duty 
Vehicle GHG Standards No No 

T-2 Transportation Low Carbon Fuel Standard 
(Discrete Early Action) No No 

T-3 Transportation Regional Transportation-Related 
GHG Targets Yes No 

T-4 Transportation Vehicle Efficiency Measures No No 

T-5 Transportation Ship Electrification at Ports 
(Discrete Early Action) No No 

T-6 Transportation Goods-movement Efficiency 
Measures Yes No 
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Table 3.7-3, Continued 
Recommended Actions for Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan 

 

ID # Sector Strategy Name 
Applicable 

to 
Project? 

Will Project Conflict 
With 

Implementation? 

T-7 Transportation 

Heavy Duty Vehicle 
Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Reduction Measure – 
Aerodynamic Efficiency 
(Discrete Early Action) 

No No 

T-8 Transportation Medium and Heavy-Duty 
Vehicle Hybridization No No 

T-9 Transportation High Speed Rail No No 

E-1 Electricity and 
Propane/Natural Gas 

Increased Utility Energy 
efficiency programs 
More stringent Building and 
Appliance Standards 

Yes No 

E-2 Electricity and 
Propane/Natural Gas 

Increase Combined Heat and 
Power Use by 30,000GWh No No 

E-3 Electricity and 
Propane/Natural Gas Renewable Portfolio Standard No No 

E-4 Electricity and 
Propane/Natural Gas Million Solar Roofs No No 

CR-1 Electricity and 
Propane/Natural Gas Energy Efficiency Yes No 

CR-2 Electricity and 
Propane/Natural Gas Solar Water Heating No No 

GB-1 Green Buildings Green Buildings Yes No 
W-1 Water Water Use Efficiency Yes No 
W-2 Water Water Recycling No No 

W-3 Water Water System Energy 
Efficiency No No 

W-4 Water Reuse Urban Runoff No No 

W-5 Water Increase Renewable Energy 
Production No No 

W-6 Water Public Goods Charge (Water) No No 

I-1 Industry 
Energy Efficiency and Co-
benefits Audits for Large 
Industrial Sources 

No No 

I-2 Industry Oil and Gas Extraction GHG 
Emission Reduction No No 

I-3 Industry GHG Leak Reduction from 
Oil and Gas Transmission No No 

I-4 Industry Refinery Flare Recovery 
Process Improvements No No 

I-5 Industry 
Removal of Methane 
Exemption from Existing 
Refinery Regulations 

No No 
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Table 3.7-3, Continued 
Recommended Actions for Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan 

 

ID # Sector Strategy Name Applicable 
to Project? 

Will Project Conflict 
With 

Implementation? 

RW-1 
Recycling and 
Waste 
Management 

Landfill Methane Control 
(Discrete Early Action) No No 

RW-2 
Recycling and 
Waste 
Management 

Additional Reductions in 
Landfill Methane – Capture 
Improvements 

No No 

RW-3 
Recycling and 
Waste 
Management 

High Recycling/Zero Waste Yes No 

F-1 Forestry Sustainable Forest Target No No 

H-1 
High Global 
Warming Potential 
Gases 

Motor Vehicle Air 
Conditioning Systems 
(Discrete Early Action) 

No No 

H-2 
High Global 
Warming Potential 
Gases 

SF6 Limits in Non-Utility and 
Non-Semiconductor 
Applications (Discrete Early 
Action) 

No No 

H-3 
High Global 
Warming Potential 
Gases 

Reduction in Perflourocarbons 
in Semiconductor 
Manufacturing (Discrete Early 
Action) 

No No 

H-4 
High Global 
Warming Potential 
Gases 

Limit High GWP Use in 
Consumer Products (Discrete 
Early Action, Adopted June 
2008) 

No No 

H-5 
High Global 
Warming Potential 
Gases 

High GWP Reductions from 
Mobile Sources No No 

H-6 
High Global 
Warming Potential 
Gases 

High GWP Reductions from 
Stationary Sources No No 

H-7 
High Global 
Warming Potential 
Gases 

Mitigation Fee on High GWP 
Gases No No 

A-1 Agriculture Methane Capture at Large 
Dairies No No 

Source: California Air Resources Board, Assembly Bill 32 Scoping Plan, 2008. 
 
 

Transportation 
 
Action T-3 is based on the requirements of SB 375 which establishes mechanisms for the 
development of regional targets for reducing passenger vehicle GHG emissions.  Through 
the SB 375 process, regions will work to integrate development patterns and the 
transportation network in a way that achieves the reduction of GHG emission while 
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meeting housing needs and other regional planning objectives.  SB 375 requires CARB to 
develop, in consultation with the Lake County/City Area Planning Council (APC), 
passenger vehicle GHG emissions reduction targets for 2020 and 2035 by September 30, 
2010.  As the city is within the APC area, development of the proposed project would be 
consistent with Action T-3. 
 
Action T-6 refers to the improvement of efficiency in goods movement activities.  T-6 
mainly addresses ports, but also includes a discussion on trucks and related facilities.  
The proposed project is located approximately 0.22 miles from an existing bus stop, 
providing employees and visitors the opportunity to utilize alternative modes of 
transportation which reduces VMT.  Additionally, the proposed project is adjoined by an 
existing bicycle route along Lakeport Boulevard and provides pedestrian connectivity to 
the surrounding circulation system.  Bicycle racks are also proposed for the courthouse.  
These features would ensure efficient movement of goods and helps reduce vehicular 
trips associated with the proposed project.  Therefore, the proposed project would be 
consistent with Recommended Action T-6. 

 
Electricity and Propane/Natural Gas 
 
Action E-1 aims to reduce electricity demand by increased efficiency of Utility Energy 
Programs and adoption of more stringent building and appliance standards.  The 
proposed project would incorporate shade trees, blinds, shades, energy efficient heating 
and cooling systems, and control systems in order to reduce energy demand of the 
proposed building.  Therefore, the proposed project would help implement and would not 
conflict with Action E-1. 
 
Recommended Action CR-1 refers to energy efficiency.  Key energy efficiency strategies 
would include codes and standards, existing buildings, improved utility programs, solar 
water heating, and combined heat and power, among others.  The proposed courthouse 
would be oriented to take advantage of passive solar design and natural breezes.  Also, 
the project proposes to incorporate lighting sensors and controls to improve energy 
efficiency.  Therefore, the proposed project would not obstruct implementation of Action 
CR-1. 
 
Green Buildings 
 
Recommended Action GB-1 expands the use of green building practices to reduce the 
carbon footprint of California’s new and existing inventory of buildings.  The proposed 
project would be required to comply with the requirements of Title 24 of the California 
Administrative Code.  The proposed project would also incorporate energy efficiency 
design features, such as shade trees and other shading mechanisms, as well as lighting 
and system controls to optimize energy performance.  Therefore, the proposed project 
would not obstruct implementation of Action GB-1. 
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Water Use  
 
Recommended Action W-1 pertains to implementation water use efficiency measures.  
The project proposes to incorporate water-efficient buildings and landscapes into the 
project design.  Buildings would include water-efficient fixtures and appliances.  The 
proposed project is consistent with and would not obstruct this Recommended Action. 
 
Recycling and Waste Management 
 
RW-3 relates to high recycling/zero waste and would apply to the proposed project.  The 
project proposes to reuse and recycle construction and demolition waste.  Additionally, 
the project would provide interior and exterior storage areas for recyclables in public 
areas.  The proposed project would comply with Recommended Action RW-3. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The proposed project would result in the construction of a new courthouse for the 
Superior Court.  As shown in Table 3.7-1, the proposed project would result in 827.57 
MTCO2eq/yr of emissions without reductions associated with the project design features.  
To quantify GHG emissions reductions resulting from proposed project operations, 
CAPCOA has identified the percent reduction associated with such GHG mitigation 
measures (found in Appendix B of CAPCOA’s CEQA and Climate Change White 
Paper).  Based on the reduction measures in Table 3.7-2, the proposed project would 
reduce its GHG emissions 29 percent below the “business as usual”13 scenario.  
Therefore, the proposed project’s operational GHG emissions would be reduced to 
587.57 MTCO2eq/yr.  AB 32 requires the reduction of GHG emissions to 1990 levels, 
which would require a minimum 28.5 percent reduction in “business as usual” GHG 
emissions for the entire state.  In general, with implementation of proposed project design 
reduction features, the project would result in a 29 percent reduction in GHG emissions, 
and would have a less than significant impact with regards to GHG emissions.  The 
CARB Scoping Plan analysis above demonstrates “that projected … emissions will be 
equal to or less than 1990 emissions.”14  As the proposed project would reduce its GHG 
emissions by 29 percent, it would be consistent with the goals established in AB 32.  
Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required:  None. 

_________________________ 

b) Would the proposed project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

                                                       
13 “Business as Usual” refers to the project-related GHG emissions before project design features are incorporated into 

the GHG calculations. 
14 California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, CEQA and Climate Change, January 2008. Deleted: Draft 
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Less than Significant Impact.  The City of Lakeport does not have an applicable plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would not conflict with an adopted plan, policy, or regulation pertaining 
to GHGs.  The City of Lakeport General Plan 2025 includes goals and policies related to 
energy efficiency and conservation, and green technologies.  As presented in Table 3.7-2, 
the proposed project would incorporate measures intended to maximize energy 
efficiency, which would inherently reduce GHG emissions.  Also, the proposed project 
would not result in substantial construction-related or operational GHG emissions, and 
proposed project design features would result in a 29 percent reduction in GHG 
emissions below the “business as usual” scenario, which exceeds the 28.5 percent 
reduction mandated by AB 32.  The proposed project would not hinder the state's GHG 
reduction goals established by AB 32.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project 
impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required:  None. 

 
_________________________ 
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3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS — Would 
the project: 

    

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

    

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? 

    

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

    

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

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

    

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with 
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

    

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

    

Discussion 

a) Would the proposed project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not require the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials beyond the limited quantities necessary for cleaning 
and maintenance activities. The use of these commonly available products would be used 
and stored in accordance with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Occupational Safety 
and Health Administration, State of California Environmental Protection Agency, and the 
Lake County Solid Waste Management District. 

A review of available environmental databases maintained by the State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB) and Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) for sites 
that have been impacted by leaking underground fuel tanks (LUFT), non-fuel related cases 
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known as Spills, Leaks, Investigative Cleanup (SLIC), and other cleanup sites was conducted 
for the proposed project site and surrounding area (refer to Appendix F). The proposed 
project site is not listed among either of these databases, and the Phase I investigation for the 
site concluded that no recognized environmental conditions existed on-site.15 

If hazardous waste is identified during construction, it will be transported by a licensed 
hazardous waste hauler to a disposal facility in accordance with regulations of the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Department of Transportation, the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), and the State of California. For any RCRA 
wastes and California-regulated hazardous wastes, hazardous waste manifests will be 
prepared for transportation and disposal. For any California non-hazardous wastes, 
transportation and disposal will be documented on a non-hazardous waste manifest. 
Any potential hazardous building materials such as lead-based paint or asbestos containing 
materials will be surveyed by a licensed contractor and abated, if present, according to 
regulations from the Lake County Air Quality Management District. The potential for 
encountering impacts from the routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials 
would be less than significant.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would 
be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

b) Would the proposed project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  As described above, the proposed project would 
not include the storage or handling of any significant quantities of hazardous 
materials. During construction, the contractor would be required to adhere to BMPs as 
outlined in the SWPPP which includes measures to reduce accidental upset conditions of 
hazardous materials used during construction. Therefore, with adherence to the existing 
regulatory requirements from the agencies listed above, the potential impact from upset 
and accident conditions would be less than significant. 

The proposed project is located within an area of Lake County known to have naturally 
occurring asbestos in soils weathered from serpentine bedrock materials that underlie the 
proposed project site and surrounding area.  Therefore, the proposed project would be 
required to comply with LCAQMD Rules and Regulations.  Chapter II, Article IV, Part V 
of the LCAQMD Rules and Regulations states that all construction projects located on a 
serpentine outcrop or alluvial material with greater than one percent asbestos should 
notify the LCAQMD of intended operations 30 days prior to construction activity.  The 
project applicant would be required to file and receive approval of an asbestos-dust-
hazard mitigation plan prior to construction activities.  The applicant would also be 

                                                       
15 URS Corporation, Final Draft Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report, December 2009. Deleted: Draft 
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required to inform employees working on the proposed project site of the potential health 
risk of airborne asbestos and the requirements of the asbestos-dust-hazard mitigation plan 
(Mitigation Measure AQ-2, above).  Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure AQ-2, impacts from naturally occurring asbestos at the proposed project site 
would be less than significant.  

Mitigation required:   Mitigation Measure AQ-2, above. 
 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
 

_________________________ 

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

Less than Significant Impact.  No existing or proposed schools are located within one-
quarter mile of the proposed project site; however, Mendocino College is located 
approximately 0.32 miles west of the proposed project, and Konocti Christian Academy 
is located approximately 0.30 miles north of the proposed project. As described above, 
the proposed project would have limited use of hazardous materials. As stated in section 
3.8 a) above, the proposed project would adhere to all applicable local and state 
regulations, so that the project will have a less than significant impact on the nearby 
Mendocino College and Konocti Christian Academy.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that 
project impacts would be less-than-significant. 

 

Mitigation required: None. 
_________________________ 

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

 No Impact. The proposed project was not identified during a review of applicable 
regulatory agency lists of known and potential hazardous waste sites, properties, of 
facilities currently under investigation for potential environmental violations, and those 
sites storing or using hazardous materials (Environmental Data Resources, Inc. [EDR]).  
The proposed project site is not included on the databases maintained by the DTSC and 
the SWRCB. In addition, according to the Phase I completed for the proposed project site, 
the review of environmental databases did not include the proposed project site and no 
recognized environmental conditions were found as part of the investigation that would 
create a significant hazard to the public or environment (URS, 2009). Therefore, the AOC 
concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ Deleted: Draft 



3. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
 

AOC-New Lakeport Courthouse 3-54  
Final Initial Study December 6, 2010 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project 
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project site is not located within two miles 
of any airport and is not within an airport land use plan. The nearest operational, public 
airport is Lampson Field Airport, located approximately three miles south of the proposed 
project site.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-
significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 

 No Impact. The proposed project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

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

Less than Significant Impact. Proposed construction methods such as site grading and 
facility installation are expected to interfere only minimally, if at all, with local traffic or 
roadways. The location of and construction methods for the proposed project would be 
designed and carried out in consultation with City of Lakeport requirements to ensure 
adequate police, ambulance, and fire personnel access to the proposed structure as well as 
to surrounding streets and development. During construction operations, access to the 
project site would be via existing roads, and it is not anticipated that new access routes or 
emergency evacuation plans would be required. Considering that the proposed project site 
is small and the construction involved at the site would not impact thoroughfares to a 
significant degree, the impact of the proposed project to emergency evacuation plans would be 
less than significant.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-
than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 
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h) Would the proposed project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project is located in a developed area that is 
serviced by the Lakeport Fire Protection District. According to the Lake County GIS 
database, the proposed project area is not intermixed with or located adjacent to any 
wildlands.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-
significant. 

 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 
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3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY — Would the 
project: 

    

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

    

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such 
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would 
drop to a level which would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits have been 
granted)? 

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a 
site or area through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or by other means, in a manner that 
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or 
off-site? 

    

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a site 
or area through the alteration of the course of a stream 
or river, or by other means, substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would 
result in flooding on- or off-site? 

    

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned storm water 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff? 

    

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 

mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other authoritative flood 
hazard delineation map? 

    

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
that would impede or redirect flood flows? 

    

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including 
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

    

j) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche, 
tsunami, or mudflow? 

    

Discussion 

a) Would the proposed project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements? 

Less than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project would involve earthwork 
and grading activities.  These activities would disturb soil that, if exposed during a rain storm 
or high winds, could erode and cause silt and clay-laden sediment to become entrained in 
storm water runoff.  Although erosion and subsequent sediment transport to receiving waters 
could occur, the potential at the proposed project site is low because: 1) the site is essentially 
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flat, and 2) sedimentation would be managed using standard construction and engineering 
BMPs.  BMPs are standard construction practices used to reduce erosion and sedimentation. 
These practices include stabilizing the soil surface, reducing erosive energy of surface 
flow, filtering runoff, and capturing sediment-laden water.  As discussed below, the 
SWPPP, in accordance with the existing NPDES permit, would require the construction 
contractor to implement, monitor, and maintain appropriate BMPs.  

Construction equipment would require petroleum products such as diesel fuel, hydraulic 
fluid, and lubrication greases.  Release or spillage from a vehicle or piece of equipment 
during maintenance or fueling could affect water quality if these petroleum products infiltrated 
into soil or were washed into nearby storm drains or directly into receiving waters.  However, 
given that the volume of petroleum released during an incidental spill on a construction 
site is typically small (less than 25 gallons) and can be cleaned up immediately, impacts 
associated with petroleum spills during the construction phase are considered less than 
significant.  Nevertheless, the SWPPP would include BMPs to manage any hazardous 
materials used during construction.  BMPs are individual or combined measures that can 
be implemented in an effective and practicable manner on the proposed project site. 
When applied, BMPs prevent or minimize the potential release of contaminants into surface 
waters and groundwater.  Implementation of standard construction procedures and 
precautions for working with petroleum and construction chemicals would further 
ensure that the impacts related to chemical handling during proposed project 
construction would be less than significant.  

The federal Clean Water Act (CWA) regulates grading or construction occurring at project 
sites that are more than one acre in size.  The RWQCB is the administering agency for 
the CWA in California.  The NPDES permit program under Section 402(p) of the CWA 
controls water pollution by regulating storm water discharges into waters of the United 
States.  Under the NPDES program, the construction contractor would be required to 
prepare a SWPPP and Erosion Control Plan.  Implementation of these plans would manage 
storm water flow and prevent sediment generated during construction from flowing into 
receiving waters.  The Erosion Control Plan would address BMPs to protect creeks (such 
as Forbes Creek, located approximately 0.15 miles north of the proposed project site) from 
sedimentation. BMPs can include minimizing or restricting earthwork during periods of 
rain, establishing a vegetative buffer between the construction area and the creeks, silt 
fencing, and straw bales to prevent runoff.  

The proposed project may also require temporary dewatering during construction to 
complete the basement.16  Dewatering activities would be temporary in nature and would be 
subject to the permitting requirements of the RWQCB, either as specified in the NPDES 
General Construction Permit or another NPDES permit issued by the RWQCB.  The discharge 
permit would identify measures necessary to be implemented to avoid erosion and protect 
water quality in the receiving water and would include monitoring requirements for the 

                                                       
16 No site-specific groundwater data were available for the proposed project site; however, according to the California 
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discharge.  With compliance with the legally-required NPDES permit discharge 
requirements, water quality impacts related to discharges of groundwater during 
construction dewatering would be less than significant. 

The AOC would require its construction contractor to prepare a SWPPP, obtain the 
Central Valley RWQCB’s approval of the SWPPP, and implement and maintain the 
SWPPP.  Therefore, the potential for construction-related surface water pollution as well 
as the water quality during operation would be minimized. Therefore, the AOC concludes 
that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

b) Would the proposed project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer 
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of 
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project site and surrounding area are 
generally developed with existing buildings and landscaped surfaces or roadways.  The 
proposed project would not significantly affect groundwater resources because 
dewatering, if necessary, would temporarily remove groundwater with only localized and 
inconsequential effects to the regional groundwater system.  In addition, the proposed 
project would include landscaped surfaces that would allow groundwater recharge.  
Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

c) Would the proposed project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a site or 
area through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or by other means, in a 
manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not alter the course of a 
stream or river. As discussed above, the proposed project would not significantly alter the 
existing drainage patterns.  The nearest body of water is Forbes Creek, located 
approximately 0.15 miles north of the proposed project site. 

The proposed project would be required to incorporate BMPs during construction and 
operation.  BMPs are consistent with guidelines provided in the California Stormwater 
BMP Handbook for substantiated erosion and siltation. In addition, the proposed 
project’s surfaces would be covered by structures, pavement, or landscaping; and the 
proposed project’s design would include vegetated swales or similar storm water 
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management techniques to slow runoff flow and trap sediment.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

d) Would the proposed project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a site or 
area through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or by other means, 
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result 
in flooding on- or off-site? 

Less than Significant Impact. Also see section 3.9 c), above.  The proposed project would 
not significantly alter existing onsite drainage patterns that would cause on- or offsite 
flooding.  The proposed project site is relatively flat and is located in a predominantly 
developed area.  Based on topographic relief at the site, the groundwater flow direction is 
inferred to be to the east, down gradient toward Clear Lake.  The proposed project would be 
designed to ensure adequate drainage facilities for storm capacities; therefore, there is a 
very low potential that the project would impede on receiving waters causing up-or down-
stream flooding.  In addition, the proposed project would adopt BMPs to incorporate inlet 
filtration devices to capture potential pollutants from the storm drain runoff and utilize 
landscape areas for percolation of runoff.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project 
impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

e) Would the proposed project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff? 

Less than Significant Impact. Also see sections 3.9 c) and d), above. The proposed 
project site covers approximately six acres.  The proposed project does not propose an 
increase in impervious surfaces of a magnitude that would substantially increase the 
amount of runoff from the site.  Therefore, the proposed project would not significantly 
alter existing onsite drainage patterns and storm water volumes would be expected to be 
similar to existing flows.  In addition, as stated above, the proposed project would adopt 
BMPs to incorporate inlet filtration devices to capture potential pollutants from the storm 
drain runoff and utilize landscape areas for percolation of runoff.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 
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f) Would the proposed project otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

Less than Significant Impact. Also see sections 3.9 a), c), d), and e), above. Development 
projects can degrade water quality through temporary construction impacts or over the long 
term through operations. As stated above, construction of the proposed project would be in 
accordance with BMPs.  Therefore, water quality degradation related to construction is less 
than significant. Operationally, the proposed project has a low potential of degrading water 
quality of receiving waters through the addition of contaminated runoff because the 
proposed project would implement operational BMPs that reduce water quality 
contaminants at the source, contain spills, and control runoff.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

g) Would the proposed project place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other 
authoritative flood hazard delineation map? 

 No Impact. The proposed project is limited to a new courthouse facility and would not 
include development of residential housing. In addition, according to Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (Panel 491 of 1000), the 
proposed project site is located within Zone X: areas determined to be outside the 0.2 
percent annual chance floodplain. Zone X is considered as an area of minimal flood 
hazard, determined to be outside the 500-year flood zone.  The site would not cause any 
flooding to neighboring residences. Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

h) Would the proposed project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that 
would impede or redirect flood flows? 

Less than Significant Impact. Also see discussion under section 3.9 g), above.  The 
structures associated with the proposed project would not impede or redirect 100-year 
flood flows because it is not located within an identified 100-year flood zone.  The 
structures would be designed so that storm water would flow around the structures and 
into the existing city storm drainage system.  There would be no change in the overall 
water flow patterns, and the proposed project would not redirect flows or impede a 100-
year flood.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-
significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 
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i) Would the proposed project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee 
or dam? 

Less than Significant Impact. The buildings and areas associated with the proposed 
project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk due to flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure of a dam or levee.  The proposed project site 
has not been identified in a dam inundation area and is not otherwise protected by any 
levees.17  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-
significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

j) Would the proposed project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

Less Than Significant Impact. A seiche is a wave that oscillates in a large body of 
water as a result of seismic or atmospheric disturbances.  No historic data exists to 
suggest that significant damage has occurred in the Lakeport area as the result of a seiche. 
Following a major seismic event in the region, a seiche could develop on Clear Lake; 
however, according to Figure 3.7-2 in the Lakeport General Plan EIR, the proposed 
project is not located in a seiche inundation zone.  The proposed project site is 
approximately 45 miles from the Pacific Ocean, and separated by mountain ridges; 
therefore, the proposed project site would not be affected by a tsunami.  Additionally, the 
relatively flat topography also precludes the site from risk of mudflows.  Therefore, the 
AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

References 

City of Lakeport, General Plan 2025, adopted August, 2009. 
 
City of Lakeport, General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, November 2008. 
 
FEMA Map Service Center.  Accessed: June 29, 2010.  Available at: 
 http://map1.msc.fema.gov/idms/IntraView.cgi?KEY=51874643&IFIT=1 
 
Lake County Clean Water Program.  Storm Water Management Plan. Fiscal Years 2003-2004 
 through 2007-2008.  Accessed: June 29, 2010.  Available at: 
 http://www.co.lake.ca.us/Government/Directory/Community_Development/Clean_Water
 Program/History.htm 

                                                       
17  Lake County Site Finder, GIS Application.  Accessed June 29, 2010.  Available at: 
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3.10 Land Use and Land Use Planning 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING — Would the 
project: 

    

a) Physically divide an established community?     
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 

regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not limited to the general plan, 
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

    

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan 
or natural community conservation plan? 

    

Discussion 

a) Would the proposed project divide an established community?  

Less than Significant Impact.  The proposed project is located in an area comprised of 
mixed uses, including predominantly retail and commercial development.  Views north of 
the proposed project site include Lakeport Boulevard, vacant city-owned property, a 
small strip-mall shopping center to the northeast, and the Vista Point Shopping Center to 
the northwest.  Views east of the proposed project consist of Bruno’s Shopping Center, 
and a storage facility is located to the southeast.  Vacant land is located south of the 
proposed project site, and the Lake County Chamber of Commerce and Highway 29 are 
located west of the proposed project site.  Clear Lake is approximately one-half mile east 
of the proposed project.   

The proposed project would not cause a significant physical division within the 
established community, nor would the proposed project create land use and planning 
impacts that would physically divide an established community.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

b, c) Would the proposed project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or 
regulation of an agency, or conflict with any applicable habitat or natural community 
conservation plan? 

No Impact. Since the AOC is the proposed project’s lead agency and is acting for the State 
of California’s Judicial Council, local government land use planning and zoning regulations 
do not apply to the proposed project. The City of Lakeport General Plan 2025 land use 
designation for the proposed project site is MR (Major Retail), and the zoning 
designation is C-2 (Major Retail); therefore, the proposed project is consistent with the 
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city’s general plan and the parcel’s zoning classification.  Furthermore, the site is not 
located within a habitat or natural community conservation plan designated area. Therefore, 
the ACO concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

References 
Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), Office of Court Construction and Management, 

2008. Project Feasibility Report, Superior Court of California, County of Lake, New 
Lakeport Courthouse. July 1. 

City of Lakeport, General Plan 2025, adopted August, 2009. 

City of Lakeport Zoning Ordinance, Revised July 2008.  Accessed: June 29, 2010.  Available at: 
http://www.cityoflakeport.com/docs/ZONING-ORD-BY-CHAPTER-revised2008-amend-
518200951709PM.pdf 

_________________________ 
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3.11 Mineral Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

MINERAL RESOURCES — Would the project:     

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

    

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

    

Discussion 

a) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that 
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?  

No Impact. There are no active mining or mineral extraction operations within the City 
of Lakeport limits; therefore, the proposed project would not result in the loss of 
availability of a regionally-important mineral resource.  Therefore, the AOC concludes 
there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

b) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

No Impact. No mineral resources are known to exist at the proposed project site; 
therefore, the proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource.  Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

References 
City of Lakeport, General Plan 2025, adopted August, 2009. 

City of Lakeport, General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, November 2008. 
 

_________________________ 
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3.12 Noise and Vibration 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

NOISE — Would the project:     

a) Result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, 
noise levels in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

    

b) Result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, 
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels? 

    

c) Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

    

d) Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase 
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan 
area, or, where such a plan has not been adopted, in 
an area within two miles of a public airport or public 
use airport, would the project expose people residing 
or working in the area to excessive noise levels? 

    

f) For a project located in the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels? 

    

 
Background Information 
 
Sound is mechanical energy transmitted by pressure waves in a compressible medium such as air, 
and is characterized by both its amplitude and frequency (or pitch).  The human ear does not hear 
all frequencies equally.  In particular, the ear deemphasizes low and very high frequencies.  To 
better approximate the sensitivity of human hearing, the A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) has been 
developed.  On this scale, the human range of hearing extends from approximately 3 dBA to 
around 140 dBA.  
 
Noise is generally defined as unwanted or excessive sound, which can vary in intensity by over 
one million times within the range of human hearing; therefore, a logarithmic scale, known as the 
decibel scale (dB), is used to quantify sound intensity.  Noise can be generated by a number of 
sources, including mobile sources such as automobiles, trucks, and airplanes, and stationary 
sources such as construction sites, machinery, and industrial operations.  Noise generated by 
mobile sources typically attenuates (is reduced) at a rate between 3 dBA and 4.5 dBA per 
doubling of distance.  The rate depends on the ground surface and the number or type of objects 
between the noise source and the receiver.  Hard and flat surfaces, such as concrete or asphalt, 
have an attenuation rate of 3 dBA per doubling of distance.  Soft surfaces, such as uneven or 
vegetated terrain, have an attenuation rate of about 4.5 dBA per doubling of distance.  Noise 
generated by stationary sources typically attenuates at a rate between 6 dBA and about 7.5 dBA 
per doubling of distance. 
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A number of metrics are used to characterize community noise exposure, which fluctuate 
constantly over time.  One such metric, the equivalent sound level (Leq), represents a constant 
sound that, over the specified period, has the same sound energy as the time-varying sound.  
Noise exposure over a longer period of time is often evaluated based on the Day-Night Sound 
Level (Ldn).  This is a measure of 24-hour noise levels that incorporates a 10-dBA penalty for 
sounds occurring between 10 PM and 7 AM  The penalty is intended to reflect the increased 
human sensitivity to noises occurring during nighttime hours, particularly at times when people 
are sleeping and there are lower ambient noise conditions.  Typical Ldn noise levels for light and 
medium density residential areas range from 55 dBA to 65 dBA. 
 
Two of the primary factors that reduce levels of environmental sounds are increasing the distance 
between the sound source and the receiver and having intervening obstacles such as walls, 
buildings, or terrain features between the sound source and the receiver.  Factors that act to 
increase the loudness of environmental sounds include moving the sound source closer to the 
receiver, sound enhancements caused by reflections, and focusing caused by various 
meteorological conditions. 
 
City of Lakeport General Plan 
 
The City of Lakeport General Plan 2025 contains goals and policies to provide its residents with 
an environment that is free from excessive noise and promote compatibility of land uses with 
respect to noise. The noise standards used by the City of Lakeport comply with state standards 
and include the Land Use Compatibility Standards for Community Noise environment below.  
The compatibility standards are shown in Table 3.12-1, Noise and Land Use Compatibility 
Standards. 

 
Table 3.12-1 

Noise and Land Use Compatibility Standards 
 

Land Use Maximum Exterior Noise 
Level 

Residential Development Up to 60 dB 
Transient Lodging:  Motel and Hotel Up to 60 dB 
School, Library, Church, Hospital and Nursing Home Up to 60 dB 
Auditorium, Concert Hall, Amphitheater, Sports Arena Up to 70 dB 
Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports Up to 75 dB 
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks, Open Space Up to 70 dB 
Golf Course, cemetery Up to 70 dB 
Office Building, Business, Commercial & Professional Up to 65 dB 
Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities Up to 70 dB 

 

Source: Quad Knopf, General Plan 2025, IX. Noise Element, Table 15 - Noise and Land Use Compatibility 
Standards, Page IX-5, dated August 2009. 
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City of Lakeport Municipal Code 
 
The City of Lakeport’s Municipal Code, Section 17-28, Performance Standards, regulates the 
design and use of buildings or parcels of land, in order to minimize public hazards and to prevent 
the creation of nuisances and other conditions which are potentially harmful or detrimental to the 
uses of the property or surrounding area.  Certain noise levels are detrimental to the health and 
safety of individuals.  Excessive noise is considered a public nuisance and is discouraged within 
the City of Lakeport.  According to the Municipal Code, in no case shall noise or sound 
emissions, for any use occurring on any property, exceed the equivalent sound pressure levels and 
decibels (the A-weighted scale) for any fifteen-minute period in any one-hour period as stipulated 
in Table 3.12-2, Noise Level Criteria, below: 
 

Table 3.12-2 
Noise Level Criteria 

 
Receiving Property Zoning District Time of Day 

*Residential Commercial Industrial 
7 a.m. – 10 p.m. 60 70 75 
10 p.m. – 7 a.m. 45 55 60 

*NOTE:  The residential category includes all single-family and multifamily zoning districts. 
Source: City of Lakeport Municipal Code, Section 17-28.010 A. 
 
The maximum noise levels listed in Table 3.12-2 are applicable at any point beyond the property 
lines of the property containing or generating the noise. 
 
Existing Conditions 
 
Stationary Sources 
 
The primary sources of stationary noise in the proposed project vicinity are urban-related 
activities (i.e., mechanical equipment, parking areas, and pedestrians).  The proposed project site 
is a vacant six acre parcel adjacent to the existing Lake County Chamber of Commerce.  The 
proposed project borders Lakeport Boulevard to the north, the Lake County Chamber of 
Commerce to the west, open space to the south, and Bruno’s Shopping Center to the east.  The 
noise associated with these sources may represent a single-event noise occurrence, short-term or 
long-term/continuous noise.  
 
Mobile Sources 
 
Mobile source noise was modeled using the Federal Highway Administration’s Highway Noise 
Prediction Model (FHWA RD-77-108), which incorporates several roadway and site parameters.  
The model does not account for ambient noise levels.  Noise projections are based on modeled 
vehicular traffic as derived from the New Lakeport Courthouse Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by 
RBF Consulting (June 29, 2010).  A 30 to 35 mile per hour average vehicle speed was assumed for 
existing conditions based on posted maximum speeds along Lakeport Boulevard and Main Street.  
Average daily traffic estimates were derived from the Traffic Impact Analysis.  Existing modeled 
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traffic noise levels are shown in Table 3.12-3, Existing Traffic Noise Levels.  Refer to Appendix 
G, Noise Measurements and Vibration Data, for additional information. 

 
Table 3.12-3 

Existing Traffic Noise Levels 
 

Existing Conditions 
Distance from Roadway Centerline 

to: (Feet) Roadway Segment ADT 

dBA @ 100 
Feet from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

60 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

65 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

70 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 
Lakeport Boulevard 
Between Bevins Street and Larrecou Lane 5,840 59.6 101 32 10 
Between Larrecou Lane and Main Street 5,750 59.5 99 31 10 
Main Street 
North of Lakeport Boulevard 6,670 58.7 82 26 8 
South of Lakeport Boulevard 4,950 57.4 61 19 6 
Notes:  ADT = average daily trips; dBA = A-weighted decibels; CNEL = community noise equivalent level. 
Source:  RBF Consulting, New Lakeport Courthouse Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by RBF Consulting, prepared 
June 29, 2010, Revised October 4, 2010. 

 
Discussion 

a) Would the project result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess 
of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  Construction activity noise levels at and near 
the proposed project site would fluctuate depending on the particular type, number, and 
duration of uses of various pieces of construction equipment.  Construction-related trips 
would raise ambient noise levels along haul routes, depending on the number of haul trips 
made and types of vehicles used. Table 3.12-4, Typical Construction Noise Levels, 
provides a description of construction noise levels during specific construction stages.  The 
nearest sensitive receptors are residences located approximately 340 feet northeast of the 
proposed project site.  Construction activities associated with the proposed project would 
be temporary in nature and related noise impacts would be short-term. Proposed project 
construction is planned to commence in 2012 and be completed in 2014.  However, since 
construction activities could substantially increase ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive 
locations, construction noise could result in potentially significant, albeit temporary, 
impacts to sensitive receptors. 
 

Table 3.12-4 
Typical Construction Noise Levels 

 

Construction Activity Noise Level (dBA, Leq)a 
Ground Clearing 84 
Excavation 89 
Foundations 78 
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Table 3.12-4, Continued 
Typical Construction Noise Levels 

 
Construction Activity Noise Level (dBA, Leq)a 

Erection 85 
Finishing 89 

Average noise levels correspond to a distance of 50 feet from the noisiest piece of equipment associated 
with a given phase of construction and 200 feet from the rest of the equipment associated with that phase. 
Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, 

Building Equipment, and Home Appliances, 1971. 
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-3 would reduce this 
construction-related impact to a less than significant level. 
 
Mitigation Measure NOI-1:  Construction shall commence no earlier than 7:00 a.m. and 
cease no later than 6:00 p.m. on weekdays. Construction work might occur on Saturdays; 
if so, it shall commence no earlier than 9:00 a.m. and cease no later than 6:00 p.m. 
 
Mitigation Measure NOI-2: To reduce noise impacts due to construction, the project 
applicant shall require construction contractors to implement the following measures 
which shall be ongoing through grading and construction: 
 

• Equipment and trucks used for project construction shall utilize the best available 
noise control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of 
intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and acoustically-attenuating shields or 
shrouds, wherever feasible). 

 
• Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for 

project construction shall be hydraulically or electronically powered wherever 
possible to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust from 
pneumatically powered tools.  However, where use of pneumatic tools is 
unavoidable, an exhaust muffler shall be used; this muffler can lower noise levels 
from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA.  External jackets on the tools 
themselves shall be used where feasible, and this could achieve a reduction of 5 
dBA.  Quieter procedures shall be used, such as drills rather than impact 
equipment, whenever feasible. 

 
• Stationary noise sources shall be located as far from adjacent receptors as 

possible, and they shall be muffled and enclosed within temporary sheds, 
incorporated insulation barriers, or other measures to the extent feasible.  

 
Mitigation Measure NOI-3:  Prior to any ground disturbance activities, the AOC shall 
develop a list of measures to respond to and track complaints pertaining to construction 
noise, ongoing throughout demolition, grading, and/or construction.  These measures 
shall include the following: 
 

• A procedure and phone numbers for notifying the AOC project manager and the 
construction contractor (during regular construction hours and off-hours); 
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• A sign posted on-site pertaining the permitted construction days and hours and 
complaint procedures and who to notify in the event of a problem.  The sign shall 
also include a listing of the construction contractor’s telephone numbers (during 
regular construction hours and off-hours); 

 
• The designation of an on-site construction complaint and enforcement manager 

for the project.  The manager shall act as a liaison between the project and its 
neighbors.  The manager’s responsibilities and authority shall include the 
following: 

 
o An active role in monitoring project compliance with respect to 

noise; 
o Ability to reschedule noisy construction activities to reduce 

effects on surrounding noise sensitive receivers; 
o Site supervision of all potential sources of noise (e.g., material 

delivery, shouting, debris box pick-up and delivery) for all 
trades; and 

o Intervening or discussing mitigation options with contractors. 
 

• Notification of adjacent property owners and occupants at least 30 days in 
advance of extreme noise generating activities about the estimated duration of the 
activity; and 

 
• A preconstruction meeting shall be held with the job inspectors and the general 

contractor/on-site project manager to confirm that noise measures and practices 
(including construction hours, neighborhood notification, posted signs, etc.) are 
completed. 

 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
 

_________________________ 

b) Would the project result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation. Certain land uses are particularly sensitive to 
noise, including schools, hospitals, rest homes, long-term medical and mental care faculties, 
and parks and recreation areas.  The types of construction vibration impact include human 
annoyance and building damage.  Human annoyance occurs when construction vibration 
rises significantly above the threshold of human perception for extended periods of time.  
Building damage can be cosmetic or structural.  Ordinary buildings that are not particularly 
fragile would not experience any cosmetic damage (e.g., plaster cracks) at distances beyond 
30 feet.  This distance can vary substantially depending on the soil composition and 
underground geological layer between vibration source and receiver.  In addition, not all 
buildings respond similarly to vibration generated by construction equipment.  Typical 
vibration produced by construction equipment is illustrated in Table 3.12-5, Vibration 
Velocities for Construction Equipment.   
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Table 3.12-5 
Vibration Velocities for Construction Equipment 

 

Equipment 
Approximate peak particle 

velocity at 25 feet 
(inches/second) 

Approximate peak particle 
velocity at 75 feet 
(inches/second) 

Pile Driver 
(sonic/vibratory) 
Upper Range 
Typical 

 
0.734 
0.170 

 
0.141 
0.033 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 0.017 
Loaded Trucks 0.076 0.015 
Small bulldozer 0.003 0.001 
Auger/drill rigs 0.089 0.017 
Jackhammer 0.035 0.007 
Vibratory Hammer 0.035 0.007 

Notes: 
1.  Peak particle ground velocity measured at 25 feet unless noted otherwise. 
2.  Root mena square amplitude ground velocity in decibels (VdB) referenced to 1 micro-inch/second 
Source: Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006. 

 
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has published standard vibration velocities for 
construction equipment operations.  In general, the FTA architectural damage criterion for 
continuous vibrations (i.e., 0.20 inch/second) appears to be conservative. As indicated in 
Table 3.12-5, based on the FTA data, vibration velocities from typical heavy construction 
equipment operations that would be used during proposed project construction range from 
0.003 to 0.734 inch-per-second peak particle velocity (PPV) at 25 feet from the source of 
activity.  At 75 feet from the source of activity, vibration velocities range from 0.001 to 
0.141 inch-per-second PPV.  With regard to the proposed project, ground-borne vibration 
would be generated primarily during site clearing and grading activities on-site and by off-
site haul-truck travel. 
 
Grading and construction of infrastructure and buildings is not anticipated to generate 
excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels that would negatively 
impact the Lake County Chamber of Commerce to the west, Bruno’s Shopping Center to 
the east, or the nearest sensitive receptors which are located 340 feet to the northeast.  
Equipment operating during construction activities would not generate ground-borne 
vibration and noise levels that would exceed the FTA criteria of 0.2 PPV for structural 
damage.  Less than significant impacts are anticipated in this regard with incorporation of 
Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-3. 
 
Mitigation required:  Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-3, above. 
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
 

_________________________ 
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c) Would the project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in 
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

Less than Significant Impact.  
 
Mobile Noise Impacts 
 

If the ambient noise environment is quiet and the new source increases the noise exposure, 
an impact may occur even though a criterion level might not be exceeded.  In areas where 
the ambient noise level is less than 60 dBA, any increase in community noise louder than 5 
dBA or greater is considered a significant impact.  In areas where the ambient noise level 
without a project is 60 dBA to 65 dBA, an increase in the ambient noise level of greater 
than 3 dBA would be significant impact.  In areas where the ambient noise level is greater 
than 65 dBA, any increase in community noise louder than 1.5 dBA or greater is considered 
a significant impact. 
 

Future development generated by the proposed project would result in additional traffic on 
adjacent roadways, thereby increasing vehicular noise in the vicinity of existing and 
proposed land uses.  The “Long-Term Without Project” and “Long-Term With Project” 
scenarios were compared.  According to Table 3.12-6, Long-Term Traffic Noise Levels, 
under the “Long-Term Without Project” scenario, noise levels at a distance of 100 feet 
from centerline would range from approximately 59.7 dBA to 62.3 dBA.  The highest noise 
levels would occur along Lakeport Boulevard, between Bevins Street and Larrecou Lane.  
The “Long-Term With Project” scenario would result in a maximum noise level increase to 
62.5 dBA also along the same roadway segment.  Since the greatest traffic noise level 
increase is less than 1.5, a less than significant impact would occur in this regard. 
 

   Table 3.12-6 
                           Long-Term Traffic Noise Levels 

 

Long-Term Without Project Long-Term With Project 
Distance from Roadway Centerline to: 

(Feet) 
Distance from Roadway Centerline 

to: (Feet) Roadway 
Segment ADT 

dBA @ 100 
Feet from 
Roadway 

Centerline 
60 CNEL 

Noise 
Contour 

65 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

70 
CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

ADT 

dBA @ 100 
Feet from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

60 
CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

65 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

70 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

Difference 
In dBA @ 
100 Feet 

from 
Roadway 

Lakeport Boulevard 
Between 
Bevins 
Street and 
Larrecou 
Lane 

10,870 62.3 187 59 19 11,400 62.5 197 62 20 0.2 

Between 
Larrecou 
Lane and 
Main 
Street 

10,830 62.2 187 59 19 10,870 62.3 187 59 19 0.1 

Main Street 
North of 
Lakeport 
Boulevard 

13,820 61.9 171 54 17 13,850 61.9 171 54 17 0 

South of 
Lakeport 
Boulevard 

8,460 59.7 104 33 10 8,470 59.7 105 33 10 0 

ADT = average daily trips; dBA = A-weighted decibels; CNEL = community noise equivalent level 
Source:  RBF Consulting, New Lakeport Courthouse Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by RBF Consulting, prepared June 29, 2010, Revised October 4, 2010. Deleted: Draft 
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Stationary Noise Impacts 
 
Operational noise would increase since the proposed project would replace vacant land.  
The new courthouse would be approximately 51,000 square feet and include four 
courtrooms with associated support office space and a parking area with approximately 
120 spaces.  Sources of operational noise would be typical of indoor and outdoor 
activities associated with courthouse buildings.  These activities do not generate 
excessive amounts of noise, and typically occur during daytime hours.  Noise associated 
with these sources is not expected to result in significant noise levels.   
 
Cumulative Mobile Source Impacts 
 
The cumulative mobile noise analysis is conducted in a two-step process.  First, the 
combined effects from both the proposed project and other projects are compared.  Second, 
for combined effects that are determined to be cumulatively significant, the proposed 
project’s incremental effects are analyzed.  The proposed project’s contribution to a 
cumulative traffic noise increase would be considered significant when the combined effect 
exceeds the perception level (i.e., auditory level increase) threshold.  The combined effects 
compares the “Long-Term With Project” condition to “Existing” conditions to account for 
the traffic noise increase due to the proposed project and traffic due to projects based on the 
cumulative projects list.  The following criteria have been utilized to evaluate the combined 
effect of the cumulative noise increase: 
 
Combined Effects:  The cumulative with project noise level (“Long-Term With Project” 
increase above Existing ambient) causes the following: 
 

 An increase of the existing ambient noise level by 5 dB or more, where the 
existing ambient level is less than 60 dB CNEL 

 An increase of the existing ambient noise level by 3 dB or more, where the 
existing ambient level is 60 to 65 dB CNEL 

 An increase of the existing ambient noise level by 1.5 dB or more, where the 
existing ambient level is greater than 65 dB CNEL 

 
Incremental Effects:  A project increases the ambient (“Long-Term Without Project” versus 
“Long-Term With project”) noise level by 1 dB or more. 
 
Noise by definition is a localized phenomenon, and drastically reduces as distance from the 
source increases.  Consequently, only projects and growth due to occur in the general 
vicinity of the project site would contribute to cumulative noise impacts.  Table 3.12-7, 
Cumulative Noise Scenario, lists the traffic noise effects along roadway segments in the 
project vicinity for “Existing Conditions,” “Long-Term Without Project,” and “Long-Term 
With Project,” including incremental and net cumulative impacts.   
 
First, it must be determined whether the Combined Effects criteria is exceeded.  Per Table 
3.12-7, this criteria is not exceeded along any of the study segments.  Secondly, based on 
the results of Table 3.12-7, the Incremental Effects criteria is not exceeded along any of the 

Deleted: Draft 



3. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
 

AOC-New Lakeport Courthouse 3-74  
Final Initial Study December 6, 2010 

study segments. The proposed project would not result in long-term mobile noise impacts 
based on project-generated traffic as well as cumulative and incremental noise levels.  
Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 

Table 3.12-7 
Cumulative Noise Scenario 

 

Existing 
Long-Term 

Without 
Project 

Long-Term 
With 

Project 

Combined 
Effects 

Incremental 
Effects 

Roadway 
Segment dBA @ 100 

feet from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

dBA @ 100 
feet from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

dBA @ 100 
feet from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

Difference 
in dBA 
between 

“Existing” 
and “Long-
Term With 

Project” 

Difference 
in dBA 
between 
“Long-
Term 

Without 
Project” 

and “Long-
Term With 

Project” 

Cumulatively 
Significant 

Impact? 

Lakeport Boulevard 
Between 
Bevins 
Street and 
Larrecou 
Lane 

59.6 62.3 62.5 2.7 0.2 No 

Between 
Larrecou 
Lane and 
Main 
Street 

59.5 62.2 62.3 2.7 0.1 No 

Main Street 
North of 
Lakeport 
Boulevard 

58.7 61.9 61.9 3.2 0 No 

South of 
Lakeport 
Boulevard 

57.4 59.7 59.7 2.3 0 No 

ADT = average daily trips; dBA = A-weighted decibels; CNEL = community noise equivalent level 
Source: RBF Consulting, New Lakeport Courthouse Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by RBF Consulting, prepared 
June 29, 2010, Revised October 4, 2010 

 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

d) Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?  

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  Refer to section 3.12 a), 3.12 b), and 3.12 c) 
above. Deleted: Draft 
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Mitigation required:  Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-3, above. 
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

_________________________ 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan area, or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, in an area within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would 
the project expose people residing or working in the area to excessive noise levels?  

No Impact. The proposed project is not located within an airport land-use plan or within 
2 miles of a public airport. The nearest public airport is the Lampson Field Airport, 
located in Lakeport, approximately 2.87 miles located south of the proposed project site.  
Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 
 

_________________________ 

f)  For a project located in the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

No Impact. The proposed project is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts.  
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

References 
City of Lakeport, Lakeport Municipal Code, December 15, 2009.   
 
Cyril M. Harris, Handbook of Noise Control, 1979. 
 
Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Guidelines, May 

2006. 
 
Quad Knopf, City of Lakeport General Plan 2025, August 2009. 
 
Quad Knopf, City of Lakeport General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, 

November 2008. 
 
RBF Consulting, New Lakeport Courthouse Traffic Impact Analysis, June 29, 2010, Revised 

October 4, 2010. 
 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Noise Abatement and Control, Noise Effects 

Handbook-A Desk Reference to Health and Welfare Effects of Noise, October 1979 (revised 
July 1981). 

_________________________ Deleted: Draft 



3. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
 

AOC-New Lakeport Courthouse 3-76  
Final Initial Study December 6, 2010 

3.13 Population and Housing 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the project:     

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

    

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing 
units, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

    

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

    

Discussion 

a) Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly or 
indirectly?  

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would construct a new courthouse 
on an approximately six-acre site located at 675 Lakeport Boulevard.  The proposed 
project is intended to incorporate the existing functions of the court space in the existing 
Lakeport Courthouse building.  The proposed project does not include a residential 
component and is located in a developed area of the city, which is fully supported by 
infrastructure including roads and utilities.  In addition, the proposed project would not 
require an increase in the number of staff needed at the facility.  The proposed project 
would not directly or indirectly induce substantial population growth.  Therefore, the 
AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

b) Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing units, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

No Impact. The proposed project would construct a new courthouse on a site that is 
currently vacant. No existing housing or other residential dwellings are currently located 
on the proposed project site. There are no expected impacts regarding the displacement of 
substantial amounts of existing housing units that would necessitate the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere.  Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 
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c) Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing elsewhere?  

No Impact. The proposed project would construct a new courthouse on a site that is 
currently vacant. No existing housing or other residential dwellings are currently located 
on the proposed project site, and the proposed project does not include any residential 
component.  The proposed project would not result in the displacement of substantial 
numbers of people that would necessitate the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere.  Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

References 
Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), Office of Court Construction and Management, 

2008. Project Feasibility Report, Superior Court of California, County of Lake, New 
Lakeport Courthouse. July 1. 

_________________________ 
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3.14 Public Services 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

PUBLIC SERVICES — Would the project:     

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of, or the need for, new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 
performance objectives for any of the following public 
services: 

    

i) Fire protection?     
ii) Police protection?     
iii) Schools?     
iv) Parks?     
v) Other public facilities?     

Discussion 
Would the proposed project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of, or the need for, new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service 
ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the following public services: 

a.i) Fire protection? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project is located within the Lakeport Fire 
Protection District, which provides fire protection and emergency medical services for 
the City of Lakeport and surrounding areas with a total coverage area of 42.5 square 
miles.  The Lakeport Fire Protection District is an independent fire district that was 
formed in 1894 to provide fire protection to the City of Lakeport.  In 1956, the Lakeport 
County Fire Protection District was formed to provide fire protection to the 
unincorporated areas of Lakeport.  The Lakeport County Fire Protection District merged 
with the Lakeport Fire Department, forming the Lakeport Fire Protection District.  The 
Lakeport Fire Protection District operates out of two fire station locations: Headquarters 
(Station 50), and the substation (Station 52). 
 
The Lakeport Fire Protection District responds to over 2,200 calls per year, including 
structure and wildland fires, vehicle accidents, and medical aid.  The Lakeport Fire 
Protection District is a combination department, with both paid and volunteer staff.  Paid 
staff include one Chief, one Deputy Chief, three Captains, six firefighters, and one 
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District Secretary.  Volunteer staff include eight Fire Apparatus Engineers and 12 
firefighters.18 

The nearest fire station to the proposed project site is Lakeport Fire Protection District’s 
headquarters, Station 50, which is located at 445 North Main Street, approximately 0.8 
miles northeast of the project site.  This station is staffed with four personnel on duty at 
all times. The Lakeport Fire Protection District’s substation (Station 52), is located at 
3600 Hill Road East, approximately 3.5 miles north of the proposed project site.   

The average response time for Fire and Emergency Medical Services (EMS) within the 
District is three to four minutes, and the average remote distance response time is eight 
minutes.19  The proposed project would not affect acceptable response times or service 
ratios since the courthouse would not create a substantial increase in population or 
service needs as compared to the existing facility. There would be no need for new fire 
department facilities.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-
than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

a.ii) Police protection? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project is located within the jurisdiction of 
the Lakeport Police Department, which provides 24-hour police protection for the city, 
including patrol, traffic and parking enforcement, investigations, a school resource 
officer, special response team, narcotics task force and community crime prevention. The 
department is located at 916 North Forbes Street, and has 13 sworn police professionals 
and four civilian police professionals.  The city maintains a mutual aid agreement with 
the Lake County Sheriff’s Department. Dispatch is coordinated through the Lake County 
Sheriff, including 911 calls.20 

The proposed project is the construction and operation of a new courthouse facility. The 
Lake County Sheriff’s Department provides most of the security at the courthouse 
facilities, and would continue to provide security services to the new courthouse facility 
through its contract with the court. Security screening is provided by a private security 
company. 

Lake County Deputy Sheriffs are assigned as bailiffs to the court and provide security 
services to the courtrooms only while court is in session.  The existing courthouse has 

                                                       
18   Lakeport Fire District.  Available at: http://www.lakeportfire.com/about/.  Accessed: July 12, 2010. 
19  City of Lakeport, General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, November 2008. 
20   City of Lakeport Police Department.  Available at: 

 http://www.cityoflakeport.com/departments/page.aspx?deptID=76&id=50.  Accessed: July 12, 2010. Deleted: Draft 
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one full-time sergeant, seven 900-hour at will deputy sheriffs, and 3/5-time of one full-
time deputy sheriff.21   

The proposed project would consolidate court operations into one courthouse, which 
would have improved security features that increase the efficiency of the court’s security 
operations. Sheriff and private security staffing requirements as a result of the proposed 
project would therefore be the same or slightly increased from current levels.  With no 
significant security staffing increase, the proposed project would not have a substantial 
adverse physical impact on sheriff facilities nor would the proposed project require the 
construction of new facilities.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would 
be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 
 

_________________________ 

a.iii) Schools? 

No Impact. The proposed project is to construct a new courthouse facility to replace 
existing courthouse facilities. Residential development is not a part of the proposed 
project, nor would the proposed project cause population growth requiring schools. 
Although the proposed project is located within the Lakeport Unified School District, the 
project would not create a need for alteration to school facilities or new school 
construction.  Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

a.iv) Parks? 

No Impact. The proposed project does not involve residential development or 
recreational facilities and would not cause an increase in population or residential 
housing.  The proposed project would not increase the use of parks or other recreational 
facilities or cause physical deterioration of a park or facility.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

 
                                                       
21 Pers. Comm. with Captain James W. Bauman, Custody Branch Director, Public Information Officer, Lake County 
Sheriff’s Department, July 17, 2010.  Note:  Staffing numbers listed above do not include personnel or services relating 
to the transportation and security of in-custody defendants by the County Sheriff Custody staff to the courthouse or 
while such inmates are at the courthouse. Deleted: Draft 
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a.v) Other public facilities? 

No Impact. The proposed project does not involve residential development and would 
not cause an increase in population or residential housing.  The proposed project would 
not increase the use of public facilities such as post offices, libraries, and hospitals, nor 
would the proposed project cause physical deterioration of any such facilities.  Therefore, 
the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

References 
Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), Office of Court Construction and Management, 

2008. Project Feasibility Report, Superior Court of California, County of Lake, New 
Lakeport Courthouse. July 1. 

City of Lakeport, General Plan 2025, adopted August, 2009. 

City of Lakeport, General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, November 2008. 
 
City of Lakeport Police Department.  Available at: 

http://www.cityoflakeport.com/departments/page.aspx?deptID=76&id=50.  Accessed: July 12, 
2010. 

 
Pers. Comm. with Captain James W. Bauman, Custody Branch Director, Public Information 

Officer, Lake County Sheriff’s Department, July 17, 2010. 
 
Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), Office of Court Construction and Management, 

2008. Project Feasibility Report, Superior Court of California, County of Lake, New 
Lakeport Courthouse. July 1. 

_________________________ 
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3.15 Recreation 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

RECREATION — Would the project:     

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would 
occur or be accelerated? 

    

b) Include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities that 
might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

    

Discussion 

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

No Impact. The proposed project does not involve residential development or parks or 
recreational facilities, and would not cause an increase in population or residential 
housing. The proposed project would not result in an increase in the use of neighborhood 
and regional parks or other recreational facilities.  Therefore, the AOC concludes there 
are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

b) Would the proposed project include recreational facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

No Impact. The proposed project does not include any recreational facility components 
nor would it require expansion of recreational facilities.  Therefore, the AOC concludes 
there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

References 
Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), Office of Court Construction and Management, 

2008. Project Feasibility Report, Superior Court of California, County of Lake, New 
Lakeport Courthouse. July 1. 

City of Lakeport, General Plan 2025, adopted August, 2009. 

City of Lakeport, General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, November 2008. Deleted: Draft 
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3.16 Transportation and Traffic 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC — Would the project:     

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system, taking into account 
all modes of transportation including mass transit and 
non-motorized travel and relevant components of the 
circulation system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian 
and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

    

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management 
program, including, but not limited to level of service 
standards and travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways? 

    

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either 
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that 
results in substantial safety risks? 

    

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

    

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     
f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 

regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, 
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of 
such facilities? 

    

Discussion 
a, b) Would the proposed project conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy, or 

congestion management policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation 
including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the 
circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and 
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?   
 

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  A Traffic Impact Analysis (June 2010, Revised 
October 2010) was prepared which identified potential traffic impacts that may be 
associated with the development of the proposed project. It included traffic analyses at 
intersections and street segments during typical weekday AM peak hours. The AM peak 
period is the most critical for court houses and presents a worst-case scenario.  The traffic 
analysis for the proposed project includes six intersections: 

• Parallel Drive / Lakeport Boulevard 
• Highway 29 southbound ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 
• Highway 29 northbound ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 
• Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard 
• Larrecou Lane / Lakeport Boulevard 
• South Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard 
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Traffic counts for the above intersections and a speed survey were conducted on April 1, 
2010.  Counts were performed during the AM peak hour per guidance from the AOC. 
The traffic volumes along Lakeport Boulevard were increased by 6.9 percent to reflect 
seasonal trends as identified in the City of Lakeport General Plan 2025. 

The City of Lakeport has established a Level of Service (LOS) C as the minimum 
acceptable LOS for overall intersection operations. The standard Caltrans LOS is the 
LOS C/D threshold in which LOS C is acceptable in all cases and LOS D is acceptable 
on a case-by-case basis.  Caltrans has jurisdiction over the Highway 29 northbound (NB) 
and southbound (SB) ramp intersections with Lakeport Boulevard. 

Existing Conditions 
 
Synchro and Sidra, traffic operations analysis software programs, were used to determine 
the LOS for the weekday existing AM peak hour at each of the six intersections within 
the proposed project area.  Under Existing Conditions, all six intersections operate at 
acceptable LOS, either LOS A or B, during the existing weekday AM peak hour (refer to 
Appendix H, for calculations and intersection volumes). 

 
Existing Plus Background Conditions 

 
Existing Plus Background Conditions include existing traffic plus the traffic generated by 
approved projects within the vicinity of the proposed project. All background projects 
were obtained from the City of Lakeport Planning Department website per Andrew 
Britton (Planning Services Manager).  The trip generation for each project was calculated 
using the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Manual, Trip Generation 7th 
Edition, 2003. The trip distribution was calculated based on typical travel patterns in the 
city and engineering judgment. The background projects would generate approximately 
284 AM peak hour trips (refer to Appendix H, Traffic Impact Analysis). 
 
Traffic analysis was performed for the weekday Existing Plus Background AM peak hour 
at each of the study intersections within the proposed project area using Synchro and 
Sidra. All intersections would operate at an acceptable LOS (LOS C or better) (refer to 
Appendix H, for calculations and intersection volumes). 
 
Existing Plus Background Plus Project Conditions 

 
For the AM peak hour Existing Plus Background Plus Project Conditions development 
scenario, the proposed project trips were added to the Existing and Background trips, and 
then analyzed.  All of the study intersections for Existing Plus Background Plus Project 
Conditions would continue to operate at acceptable LOS (LOS C or better) (refer to 
Appendix H, for calculations and intersection volumes). 
 
The ITE Manual, Trip Generation 7th Edition is the most widely accepted reference for 
transportation professionals for determining trip generation rates for various land use 
types. However, the reference does not provide trip generation rates for courthouses. 
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Therefore, a methodology for determining the trip generation rate was developed based 
on a similar traffic study performed in San Diego, CA and with information provided by 
Superior Court staff. 
 
In 2000, Linscott Law & Greenspan (LLG) prepared a Traffic Impact Analysis report for 
the San Diego County Courthouse. An employee survey, conducted in 1992 by San 
Diego County, was used to determine mode of travel, daily trips per person, and vehicle 
occupancy rates. In addition, the report assumed that 30 visitors/jurors were in each 
courtroom. The trip generation rate was calculated based on the number of employees 
and visitors/jurors and the results from the employee survey. 
 
Similar methodology was used for the Lake County Courthouse Traffic Impact Analysis. 
It was assumed that the primary choice of transportation is a passenger car for each 
employee and visitor/juror. In addition, as in the LLG study, it was assumed that 25 
percent of employees leave and return to the courthouse once during the day. 
 
In order to determine the proposed project’s AM peak hour trips, a comparison was made 
between the AM peak hour average rate and daily rate for General Office (Code 710) in 
the ITE Trip Generation 7th Edition. The General Office land use was used because it is 
similar to the proposed project and is slightly more conservative than the LLG study. 
This provided an AM percentage of the daily trips. This percentage was then applied to 
the daily trips to calculate the AM peak hour proposed project trips. The directional 
distribution identified in the LLG study was used to determine inbound and outbound 
proposed project trips. 
 
At project build out, the proposed project would generate 403 daily trips; with 61 trips 
(55 in, 6 out) occurring during the AM peak hour. 
 
The city of Lakeport plans to extend the future Court Street alignment from Lakeport 
Boulevard southward along the eastern boundary of the proposed project site. To 
accommodate this future city project, the AOC, if feasible, would dedicate right-of-way 
to the city to support this future arterial extension.  

 
Cumulative Conditions (Projected 2030 Traffic Conditions) Without the Project 
 
The cumulative traffic volumes were analyzed at the six study intersections. Two of the 
study intersections would operate at acceptable LOS, while four intersections would 
operate at unacceptable LOS. The four intersections operating at unacceptable LOS are 
discussed in detail below. 
 
The Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard intersection would operate at 
unacceptable LOS F during the AM peak hour with the southbound off-ramp approach 
also operating at LOS F. 
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The Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is forecast to operate at 
an overall LOS F during the AM peak hour. The worst approach is also forecast to 
operate at LOS F during the AM peak hour. 
 
The Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is forecast to operate at an overall 
LOS A during the AM peak hour; however, the worst approach is forecast to operate at 
LOS F.  
 
The Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is forecast to operate at an overall 
LOS E during the AM peak hour and the worst approach is forecast to operate at LOS F. 
It should be noted that this intersection was studied in the City of Lakeport General Plan 
2025 and was forecast to operate at an overall LOS F during the PM peak hour. 
Refer to Appendix H, for details regarding calculations and cumulative peak hour 
volumes. 
 
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 
 
The Cumulative Plus Project traffic volumes were analyzed at the six study intersections. 
Two of the study intersections would operate at acceptable LOS, while four intersections 
would operate at unacceptable LOS. The four intersections operating at unacceptable 
LOS are discussed in detail below. 
 
The Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard intersection would continue to 
operate at unacceptable LOS F during the AM peak hour.  The worst approach is also 
forecast to operate at LOS F. 
 
The Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is forecast to continue 
to operate at an overall LOS F during the AM peak hour. The worst approach is also 
forecast to operate at LOS F. 
 
The Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is forecast to continue to operate 
at an overall LOS A during the AM peak hour; however, the worst approach is forecast to 
operate at LOS F. 
 
The Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is forecast to operate at an overall 
LOS E during the AM peak hour.  The worst approach is forecast to operate at LOS F. It 
should be noted that this intersection was studied in the City of Lakeport General Plan 
2025 and was forecast to operate at an overall LOS F during the PM peak hour. 
 
Refer to Appendix H, for details regarding calculations and cumulative peak hour 
volumes. 
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Intersection Improvements 
 
The City of Lakeport General Plan 2025 identifies either the installation of modern 
roundabouts or the signalization of the following four study intersections as part of the 
City’s Long Range Roadway Improvement Program: Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport 
Boulevard; Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard; Bevins Street / Lakeport 
Boulevard; and Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard. The installation of traffic signals is 
anticipated to improve the operations of the intersections for Cumulative Conditions 
Without Project. The close spacing of the intersections would require the intersections to 
coordinate the signals:  
 
The installation of a traffic signal at the Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 
is anticipated to improve the operations of the intersection to LOS C during the 
Cumulative Without Project AM peak hour. The traffic signal would be coordinated with 
the Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard and Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard 
intersections. The signal would provide a protected left turn for westbound traffic. In 
addition, the southbound approach should be improved to include a 150-foot right turn 
lane to reduce vehicle queues.  
 
The installation of a traffic signal at the Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 
is anticipated to improve the operations of the intersection to LOS B during the 
Cumulative Without Project AM peak hour. The traffic signal would be coordinated with 
the Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard and Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard 
intersections. The signal would provide a protected left turn for eastbound traffic. In 
addition, the intersection should be re-striped to provide approximately 150 feet of 
vehicle storage length for the eastbound left turn lane. Also, the northbound approach 
should be improved to include a 200-foot right turn lane to reduce vehicle queues. 
 
The installation of a traffic signal at the Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard 
intersection would improve the operations of the intersection to LOS C during the 
Cumulative Without Project AM peak hour. The traffic signal would be coordinated with 
the Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard and Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport 
Boulevard intersections. 
 
The installation of a traffic signal at the Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection 
is anticipated to improve the operations of the intersection to LOS B during the 
Cumulative Without AM peak hour. The signal would be split phased in the east-west 
direction and protected in the north-south direction. The southbound right turn lane 
would have an overlap phase with the eastbound split phase. 
 
The above improvements are recommended for the Cumulative Plus Project Conditions.  
Therefore, fairshare contributions for the intersection improvements would be required.  
Each of the intersections meets the California MUTCD signal warrant for peak hour 
traffic volumes. The LOS calculation sheets for mitigated intersection conditions are 
included in Appendix H. 
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Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 would reduce potential cumulative plus project impacts 
to a less-than-significant level. 
 
Mitigation Measure TRANS-1: Prior to occupancy and the operation of the courthouse, 
the AOC would be required to pay the City of Lakeport the proposed project’s fair share 
contribution towards improving the following intersections: Highway 29 SB Ramps / 
Lakeport Boulevard; Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard; Bevins Street / 
Lakeport Boulevard; and Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard. 
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

_________________________ 

c)  Would the proposed project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 
increase in traffic levels or a change in location, that results in substantial safety risks? 

No Impact. The proposed project would not change air traffic patterns, increased air 
traffic levels or result in a change in location that would result in substantial safety risks. 
Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 
 

_________________________ 

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  The initial field visit for the Traffic Impact 
Analysis and subsequent analysis to the proposed project intersections revealed that there 
are potential sight distance deficiencies for northbound left turn vehicles at the Lakeport 
Boulevard / Bevins Street intersection. This intersection is located at the top of a hill with 
the westbound approach being below grade. Exiting vehicles from the northbound 
driveway have sight distance constraints looking at the westbound approach of this 
intersection due to the crest curve and existing earth. During traffic counts/traffic 
analyses in April 2010, it was witnessed that left turn vehicles on the northbound 
approach were having trouble making the left turn from the driveway onto Lakeport 
Boulevard. Exiting vehicles were observed to make right turns and then make a U-turn at 
Larrecou Lane to continue westbound. A sight distance analysis was performed on this 
intersection.   
 
The Larrecou Lane / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is the recommended main access 
driveway and is located approximately 30 feet below the proposed site. This intersection 
was also evaluated for sight distance (refer to Appendix H, for results of the sight 
distance analysis). 
 
The sight distance analysis shows that left turning vehicles on the northbound approach at 
the Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection do not have sufficient sight distance 
to safely proceed onto westbound Lakeport Boulevard under the existing configuration. It 
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is recommended that earthwork be performed on the south eastern side of the intersection 
to regrade the area in order to increase the sight distance.  
 
Proposed project traffic would be added to this intersection.  Increasing the traffic at an 
intersection with a pre-existing sight distance safety hazard would result in the proposed 
project having an impact on safety. Therefore, fairshare contributions for the intersection 
improvements would be required.  Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 would reduce 
potential impacts to less than significant levels. 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2:  Prior to occupancy and the operation of the courthouse, 
the AOC would be required to pay the City of Lakeport the proposed project’s fair share 
contribution towards improving the sight distance at the Bevins Street / Lakeport 
Boulevard intersection.   
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

_________________________ 

e) Would the proposed project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less than Significant Impact.  The proposed project site is located approximately 30 
feet above Lakeport Boulevard. A site plan was not available to indicate the driveway 
access points to the proposed courthouse; therefore, four locations were evaluated for the 
proposed site (refer to Figure 3) and are discussed below. 
 
Location 1: Off of Lakeport Boulevard positioned in center of project site:  Location 1 is 
located off of Lakeport Boulevard at the center of the proposed site and would provide a 
central access point the courthouse. In order to accommodate the driveway at this 
location, significant grading would need to be performed to provide adequate sight 
distance and to construct the driveway up the grades to the elevation the proposed project 
site. In addition, the driveway would be located in between Larrecou Lane and a 
shopping center driveway. This would provide limited intersection spacing. It was 
determined that, due to the amount of earthwork needed and intersection spacing, this 
location is not feasible for site access. 
 
Location 2: Off of Lakeport Boulevard across from Larrecou Lane:  Location 2 is located 
at the Larrecou Lane intersection off of Lakeport Boulevard. This location would take 
advantage of an existing pathway and grading adjacent to the proposed project site. This 
location would provide adequate sight distance and would not limit intersection spacing. 
Grading would need to be performed but not to the degree of Location 1. It was 
determined that this location is feasible for site access and is recommended for the main 
access. 
 
Location 3: Off of Bevins Street through the Lake County Chamber of Commerce parking 
lot:  Location 3 takes advantage of the Lake County Chamber of Commerce parking lot, 
located above the proposed project site, to provide an access driveway. To accommodate 
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this driveway location, grading and construction of retaining walls would need to be 
performed and the elimination of parking spaces would occur.  It was determined that this 
location is not feasible for site access. 
 
Location 4: Off of Bevins Street behind the Lake County Chamber of Commerce:  
Location 4 is located behind the Lake County Chamber of Commerce and would take 
advantage of an existing pathway and grading adjacent to the proposed project site. 
Limited grading would need to be performed. It was determined that this location is a 
feasible site access and is recommended for secondary access for prisoner pick-up and 
drop-off. 
 
The proposed project would conform to recommendations of the Superior Court of 
California, the Lake County Sheriff’s Department, and the Lakeport Fire Department to 
ensure adequate emergency access considerations.  The driveways would be required to 
be designed to accommodate emergency vehicles.  There would be no blockage of access 
or traffic pattern disturbance that would significantly affect emergency access. Red curbs 
would be required along driveways and entrances to the courthouse to provide 
sufficient access response time for emergency vehicles. A fire lane would be required and 
on average should be approximately 20 feet in width at minimum and must be kept 
clear at all times. The proposed project would conform to design requirement for the 
Superior Court of California and the City of Lakeport.  Therefore, the AOC concludes 
that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

f) Would the proposed project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding 
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or 
safety of such facilities? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  Lake Transit provides mass transit for Lake 
County and provides local and regional bus service for the City of Lakeport along four 
routes (Route 4, 4A, 7, and 8). Route 8 (Lakeport City) provides exclusive service for the 
City of Lakeport from Peckham Court in the south to Sutter Lakeside Hospital in the 
north. Routes 4 (South Shore) and 4A (Soda Bay) provide regional service to Clearlake 
and Kit’s Corner, respectively, with limited city service. Route 7 (Lakeport – Ukiah) 
provides regional service from Lakeport to the Ukiah Municipal Airport, Greyhound, and 
Amtrak stations. The transfer point in the City of Lakeport is located on Main Street at 
the Third Street intersection. Currently, Routes 4, 4A, and 8 travel along Lakeport 
Boulevard in the vicinity of the proposed project. Route 4 does not stop in the vicinity of 
the proposed project, and Route 4A stops at Mendocino College on Parallel Drive, 
approximately ½ mile west of the proposed project site. Route 8 stops at Mendocino 
College and the Bevins Court Health Center on Bevins Street. There are currently no bus 
stops at the proposed project site. 
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It is recommended that bus stops be constructed immediately east and west of the 
Larrecou Lane / Lakeport Boulevard intersection per Lake Transit standards.  The 
addition of the bus stops would provide direct access from the local bus system and 
indirect access from the regional bus system to and from the proposed project. 
 
According to the 2006 Lake County Regional Bikeway Plan, the county has five 
bikeways.  None of the bikeways are in the vicinity of the proposed project site. The 
nearest bikeway facility is a Class II Bike Lane located on North High Street 
approximately 1.5 miles away. The Transportation Element of the City of Lakeport 
General Plan 2025 identifies Parallel Drive, Lakeport Boulevard, Bevins Street, and Main 
Street as future bikeway locations.  Mitigation Measures TRANS-3 and TRANS-4 
would reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels. 
 
Mitigation Measure TRANS-3: Prior to occupancy and operation of the courthouse, bus 
stops shall be constructed immediately east and west of the Larrecou Lane / Lakeport 
Boulevard intersection per Lake Transit standards, in order to provide direct access from 
the local bus system and indirect access from the regional bus system to and from the 
proposed project. 
 
Mitigation Measure TRANS-4: Prior to occupancy and operation of the courthouse, 
high visibility crosswalks shall be installed to provide safe access for pedestrians to and 
from the bus stops.  In addition, pedestrian access should be provided throughout the 
proposed project with links to the existing pedestrian pathways and sidewalks.  
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
 

_________________________ 

References 
City of Lakeport, General Plan 2025, adopted August, 2009. 

City of Lakeport, General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, November 2008. 
 
Dow & Associates, Lake County Regional Bikeway Plan.  Adopted by the Lake County Area 
 Planning Council on: August 9, 2006.  Accessed: July 6, 2010.  Available at: 
 www.lakeapc.org/docs/2006%20Lake%20Regional%20Bikeway-Final.pdf 
 
RBF Consulting, New Lakeport Courthouse Traffic Impact Analysis, June 29, 2010, Revised 

October 4, 2010. 

_________________________ 
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3.17 Utilities and Service Systems 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS — Would the 
project: 

    

a) Conflict with wastewater treatment requirements of 
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

    

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

    

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm 
water drainage facilities, or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

    

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project from existing entitlements and resources, or 
are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

    

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider that would serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

    

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 

    

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

    

Discussion 

a)  Would the proposed project conflict with wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

Less than Significant Impact.  The proposed project would be served by the City of 
Lakeport Municipal Sewer District (CLMSD).  Pursuant to City of Lakeport Ordinance 
No. 872 (2008), any residence or facility within the boundaries of CLMSD must connect 
to the municipal sanitary sewer system with limited exception.  The boundaries of the 
CLMSD include areas within the City of Lakeport, in addition to a few unincorporated 
areas to the south and west.  The CLMSD collection and treatment system spans 
approximately 135,400 feet of collector sewer mains and 13,500 feet of interceptor 
sewers.22  The wastewater treatment facility is located at 795 Linda Lane, just southeast 
of the city limits. The treatment facility was constructed in the early 1990s for an average 
dry weather flow of one million gallons per day (mgd). 
 
Wastewater produced by the proposed project would be limited to restroom facilities for 
the courthouse and is considered negligible.  In addition, courthouse activities would not 

                                                       
22  City of Lakeport Municipal Sewer District, Sewer System Management Plan, 2010.  Available at: 

http://www.cityoflakeport.com/docs/SSMP-Final-512201062607PM.pdf.  Accessed: July 12, 2010. Deleted: Draft 



3. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
 

AOC-New Lakeport Courthouse 3-93  
Final Initial Study December 6, 2010 

result in containment emissions that would require a higher wastewater treatment level 
since sanitary wastewater would only be generated during courthouse operations.  
Therefore, the existing wastewater system would be capable of handling the wastewater 
generated from the new facility.   
 
The proposed project would primarily shift employees from existing facilities to the new 
courthouse location.  Any increase in the number of employees attributable to the 
proposed project would be minimal. Thus, the amount of wastewater generated by the 
proposed project would be similar to that generated in existing facilities and would not 
require a higher level of treatment.  The proposed project would not conflict with 
requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 
 

_________________________ 

b) Would the proposed project require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental effects?  

Less than Significant Impact. The City of Lakeport would provide water and wastewater 
treatment services to the proposed project.  The proposed project would construct one 
courthouse that replaces the existing facilities currently located in three separate locations.  
The amount of water used and wastewater generated daily would likely be the same as the 
existing amount of water used and wastewater generated. 
 
As noted above, the proposed project is not anticipated to result in a substantial increase 
in employees. Therefore, the amount of water consumed by the proposed project would not 
result in the need to expand water facilities. The proposed project would connect to the 
existing water system and would not include the development of new water lines. 
Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. 
 
As noted above, the proposed project is not anticipated to result in a substantial increase 
in employees. Therefore, the amount of wastewater generated by the proposed project 
would not result in the need to expand wastewater treatment facilities. The proposed 
project would connect to the existing wastewater system and would not include the 
development of new sewer lines.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts 
would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 
 

_________________________ 
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c) Would the project require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage 
facilities, or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects?  

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project site is currently undeveloped; 
therefore, development of the new courthouse facility would include impervious surfaces. 
While it is anticipated that the proposed project may result in storm water runoff from 
non-storm and storm water discharges, as discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, the proposed project would be required to comply with NPDES regulations, 
ensuring that impacts to storm water drainage systems are minimized. Under the NPDES 
program, the construction contractor would be required to prepare a SWPPP and Erosion 
Control Plan. In addition, the city has adopted a Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP) 
which is designed to reduce the discharge of pollutants into Clear Lake and to enhance 
the water quality. The city has also adopted an ordinance that would prohibit non-storm 
water discharge into the city’s storm drainage system.  The design of the proposed project 
will meet all city and state requirements. 
 
Implementation of the SWPPP, the Erosion Control Plan, and SWMP would minimize 
the potential for construction-related surface water pollution as well as the water quality 
during operation due to new storm water drainage facilities.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

d) Would the proposed project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project 
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?  

Less than Significant Impact. According to the City of Lakeport 2008 Water Master 
Plan, the city obtains water from two sources: groundwater sources from four wells in 
Scotts Valley and water from Clear Lake treated at the city’s water treatment plant.  The 
city currently has an agreement with Yolo County Flood Control, who has the water 
rights to Clear Lake to draw up to 2,000 acre-feet per year.  The city also has water 
conservation programs in place. Any increase in the number of employees attributable to 
the proposed project would be minimal.  Thus, the amount of water needed by the 
proposed project would be similar to that used by existing courthouse facilities.  The 
proposed project is not expected to require additional water supplies above what has 
already been anticipated in the City of Lakeport General Plan 2025.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 
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e) Would the proposed project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider that would serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?  

Less than Significant Impact.  Wastewater generated by the City of Lakeport is 
collected and transported to the City of Lakeport wastewater treatment plant (WWTP), 
located southwest of the city limits.  The WWTP (which is owned and operated by the 
CLMSD) had an original design treatment capacity of 1.05 million gallons per day 
(MGD) of dry weather flow and a maximum daily discharge not to exceed 3.8 million 
gallons (MG).  In 2007, the City of Lakeport received a Cease and Desist Order from the 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board Central Valley Region which reduced 
capacity to 0.42 MGD dry weather flow.  Currently, the CLMSD has adequate capacity 
for approximately 100 residential unit equivalents under the Cease and Desist Order 
restrictions.  In addition, the SSMP acknowledges that the CLSMD intends to expand the 
sewer system over the next 10 years to accommodate the potential commercial and 
residential growth within the city.  
 
Any increase in the number of employees attributable to the proposed project would be 
minimal.  Thus, the amount of wastewater generated by the proposed project would be 
similar to that generated in existing facilities.  The project would not exceed the capacity of 
the City’s WWTP. Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-
than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

f) Would the proposed project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?  

Less than Significant Impact. Lakeport has a contract with the Lakeport Disposal 
Company for its solid waste disposal. Most solid waste refuse from Lakeport is 
transported first to a transfer station on on Soda Bay Road outside of the Lakeport city 
limits, and then on to the East Lake Landfill, located just outside the City of Clearlake.  
The Eastlake Landfill is located on a 32 acre parcel outside the city limits of Clearlake.  
The landfill has a total permitted capacity of six million cubic yards and the estimated 
remaining capacity is 2,859,962 cubic yards (or 47.3 percent).23  The estimated closure 
date for the landfill is December 2027.  This landfill has enough capacity to 
accommodate solid waste generated by the proposed project.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 
 

_________________________ 
                                                       
23  California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery, 2010.  Available at: 

http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/profiles/Facility/Landfill/LFProfile1.asp?COID=17&FACID=17-AA-0001, 
Accessed: July 13, 2010. 
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g) Would the project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste?  

Less than Significant Impact. The AOC shall ensure that the best method of solid waste 
disposal and reduction of the solid waste stream is implemented at the proposed project 
site. The proposed project would result in the transfer of all solid waste to permitted facilities 
(including hazardous waste). The proposed project is expected to comply with all federal, 
state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 
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2008. Project Feasibility Report, Superior Court of California, County of Lake, New 
Lakeport Courthouse. July 1. 

California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery, 2010.  Available at: 
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/profiles/Facility/Landfill/LFProfile1.asp?COID=17&FACID
=17-AA-0001, Accessed: July 13, 2010. 

 
City of Lakeport, General Plan 2025, adopted August, 2009. 
 
City of Lakeport, General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, November 2008. 
 
City of Lakeport Municipal Sewer District, Sewer System Management Plan, 2010.  Available at: 

 http://www.cityoflakeport.com/docs/SSMP-Final-512201062607PM.pdf.  Accessed:  
 July 12, 2010. 

 
Pace Civil, Inc, City of Lakeport 2008 Master Water Plan, April 2008. 
 

_________________________ 

Deleted: Draft 



3. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
 

AOC-New Lakeport Courthouse 3-97  
Final Initial Study December 6, 2010 

3.18 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE — Would 
the project: 

    

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish 
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population 
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history or prehistory? 

    

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

    

c) Have environmental effects that would cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 

    

Discussion 

a) Would the proposed project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation. The proposed project may have potentially 
significant impacts on biological resources (Section 4.3) and cultural resources 
(Section 4.4).  However, implementation of mitigation measures in those sections would 
reduce these potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

_________________________ 

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation. The proposed project may have potentially 
significant impacts on air quality (Section 3.3), biological resources (Section 3.4), 
cultural resources (Section 3.54), noise and vibration (Section 3.12), and transportation 
and traffic (Section 3.16), which would include cumulative impacts.  However, 
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implementation of mitigation measures in those sections would reduce these potential 
impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

The probability of construction of other proposed projects in the area and their construction 
timetables are uncertain due to current economic issues, and construction of the proposed 
project is expected to be completed in 2014.  Since potential impacts from the proposed 
project and future projects would be mitigated in accordance with local and state 
regulations and the construction of other projects would likely occur after completion of 
the proposed courthouse, the AOC concludes that the cumulative impacts from the 
proposed project would be less than significant. 

The proposed project would consolidate existing courthouse staff at one location; no 
additional staff would be added with this project.  Therefore, the proposed project is not 
growth-inducing in and of itself.  

_________________________ 

c) Would the proposed project have environmental effects that would cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  The proposed project may have potentially 
significant impacts on air quality (Section 3.3), biological resources (Section 3.4), 
cultural resources (Section 3.54), noise and vibration (Section 3.12), and transportation 
and traffic (Section 3.16).  However, implementation of mitigation measures in those 
sections would reduce these potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

_________________________ 
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Appendix M 
Mitigation Monitoring Plan 



Mitigation Monitoring Plan 
Introduction 

Section 15097 of CEQA requires all state and local agencies to establish monitoring or reporting 
programs for projects approved by a public agency, whenever approval involves the adoption of 
either a “mitigated negative declaration” or specified environmental findings related to 
environmental impact reports. 

As stated in Chapter 2 of the Final Initial Study, the AOC will implement the project in 
compliance with standard conditions and requirements for state or federal regulations or laws that 
are independent of CEQA compliance. The standard conditions and requirements serve to prevent 
specific impacts.  Typical standard conditions and requirements include compliance with the 
provisions of the California Building Code, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit system, Public Resources Code Section 5097 for discovery of unexpectedly 
encountered human remains, and Lake County Air Quality Management District (LCAQMD) 
Rules. 

The AOC’s plans for the project also include project design features - specific design elements 
that the AOC has incorporated into the project’s construction and operation to prevent the 
occurrence of potential environmental effects or reduce the significance of potential 
environmental effects. The project design features are actions that conform to the California Trial 
Court Facilities Standards’ specifications. For example, the parties implementing the proposed 
project will use best management practices and technologies aimed to limit the use of natural 
resources as well as the project’s operating cost over the life of the building. Because the AOC is 
incorporating the project design features into the project, the design features do not constitute 
mitigation measures as defined by CEQA. 

The AOC’s proposed courthouse design will conform to the specifications of the California Trial 
Court Facilities Standards, including the standard that the AOC shall design and construct court 
buildings using proven best practices and technology with careful use of natural resources. To 
implement this standard, the project’s project manager will include specifications that design 
efforts and construction operations implement best management practices and other measures 
throughout the construction phase to avoid or minimize potential impacts. These project design 
features, best management practices, and other measures will include: 

 General measures: 

- Designate a contact person for public interaction. 
- Inform the Lakeport community through the use of a website that identifies the 

upcoming work and potential impacts to the surrounding communities. 

 Storm water, water quality, and soil erosion management measures: 

- The AOC’s construction contract will include provisions that require the construction 
contractor to obtain the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board’s 
(RWQCB) approval of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Prior to 



the start of construction, the AOC will ensure that the construction contractor 
prepared a SWPPP and secured the RWQCB’s approval of the plan.  

- The construction contractor will incorporate BMPs consistent with the guidelines 
provided in the California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbooks: 
Construction (California Stormwater Quality Association, 2003). 

- For construction during the rainy season, the construction contractor will implement 
erosion measures that may include mulching, geotextiles and mats, earth dikes and 
drainage swales, temporary drains, silt fence, straw bale barriers, sandbag barriers, 
brush or rock filters, sediment traps, velocity dissipation devices, and/or other 
measures. 

- Wherever possible, the construction contractor will perform grading activities outside 
the normal rainy season to minimize the potential for increased surface runoff and the 
associated potential for soil erosion. 

 Air quality management measures. The construction contractor will: 

- Provide an asbestos-dust-hazard mitigation plan (also referred to a serpentine dust 
control plan) prior to any construction activities on-site.  The Plan should include 
provisions for dust control measures to achieve no visible emissions, prevent material 
track-out onto the public road, provide for worker notification of the plan 
requirements and asbestos hazards, the posting of an asbestos warning notice at the 
site, and the covering of all disturbed serpentine surfaces subject to traffic wear or 
wind erosion with non-asbestos containing materials.  Exposed serpentine surfaces 
that may be subject to vehicular traffic should have restricted access (fencing or other 
effective barriers) until such time as the surface is adequately covered with non-
asbestos material. 

- When necessary, apply water or a stabilizing agent to exposed surfaces in sufficient 
quantity at least two times a day to prevent generation of dust plumes. 

- Moisten or cover excavated soil piles to avoid fugitive dust emissions. 

- Discontinue construction activities that generate substantial dust blowing on unpaved 
surfaces during windy conditions, trackout, or nuisance conditions.  The construction 
contractor will be required to stop work until corrective measures are in place. 

- Install and use a wheel-washing system to remove bulk material from tires and 
vehicle undercarriages before vehicles exit the proposed project site. 

- Cover dump trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials with tarps or other 
enclosures that will reduce fugitive dust emissions. 

- Ensure that all construction and grading equipment is properly maintained. 

- Ensure that construction personnel turn off equipment when equipment is not in use. 

- Ensure that all vehicles and compressors utilize exhaust mufflers and engine 
enclosure covers (as designed by the manufacturer) at all times. 



- When feasible, use electric construction power for construction operations, in lieu of 
diesel-powered generators to provide adequate power for man/material hoisting, 
crane, and general construction operations. 

- Suspend heavy-equipment operations during first-stage and second-stage smog alerts. 

 Noise and vibration measures. The construction contractor will: 

- Equip construction equipment with the best available noise attenuation device such as 
mufflers or noise attenuation shields. 

- When feasible, for construction operations use electric construction power in lieu of 
diesel-powered generators to provide adequate power for man/material hoisting, 
crane, and general construction operations. 

The intent of this Mitigation Monitoring Plan is to prescribe and enforce a means for properly and 
successfully implementing the mitigation measures to reduce or avoid significant environmental 
impacts. Mitigation measures identified in this Mitigation Monitoring Plan are in the Initial Study 
prepared for the proposed project. AOC representatives will use this Mitigation Monitoring Plan 
to ensure compliance with mitigation measures during project implementation. 

The following table provides a summary of all mitigation and monitoring that will be conducted 
for the project. It also identifies the responsible monitoring agency and implementation phase. 
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AIR QUALITY 
Incorporate air quality 
measures into project’s 
contract specifications 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 

Would the proposed project 
violate any air quality standard 
or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

AQ- 1:  During construction 
operations, excessive fugitive dust 
emissions shall be controlled by 
regular water or other dust preventive 
measures using the following best 
management practices: 

 

 Limit on-site vehicle speed to 15 
miles per hour.  

 Water material excavated or 
graded sufficiently to prevent 
excessive amounts of dust.  Water 
three times daily with complete 
coverage, preferably in the late 
morning and after work is done for 
the day.  

 Water or securely cover material 
transported on-site or off-site 
sufficiently to prevent generating 
excessive amounts of dust.  

 Minimize area disturbed by 
clearing, grading, earth moving, or 
excavation operations so as to 
prevent generating excessive 
amounts of dust.  

 Indicate these control techniques in 
project specifications.  Compliance 
with the measure shall be subject 
to periodic site inspections by the 
city. 

Ensure that applicable 
measures are 
implemented / enforced 
during construction 

AOC construction 
inspector 

During construction 
activities / operations 
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 Prevent visible dust from the 
project from emanating beyond the 
property line, to the maximum 
extent feasible. 

 Apply nontoxic chemical soil 
stabilizers according to 
manufacturers' specifications to all 
inactive construction areas 
(previously graded areas inactive 
for ten days or more). 

 Trucks transporting soil, sand, cut 
or fill materials, and/or 
construction debris to or from the 
site must be tarped from the point 
of origin. 

Incorporate air quality 
measures into project’s 
contract specifications 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 

Would the proposed project 
violate any air quality standard 
or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

AQ-2: The project applicant shall 
notify the Lake County Air Quality 
Management District of intended 
operations 30 days prior to 
construction activity.  The project 
applicant shall file and receive 
approval of an asbestos-dust-hazard 
mitigation plan (also referred to as a 
serpentine dust control plan) prior to 
any construction activity at the 
project site.  The plan shall address 
and include mitigation for: 
excavation, roads, yards, driveways, 
parking areas, hauling and tracking of 
material onto adjacent roadways.  All 

Ensure that the Lake 
County Air Quality 
Management District is 
notified of intended 
operations.  Ensure that 
an asbestos-dust-hazard 
mitigation plan / 
serpentine dust control 
plan is filed and 
approved prior to any 
construction activity. 
 

AOC project manager 30 days prior to 
commencement of 
construction activity 
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material shall be transported in a 
manner minimizing dust emissions.  
In no instance shall the dust from 
such operations exceed five percent 
opacity 20-feet from the traveled 
surface.  The applicant shall inform 
employees working at the project site 
of the potential health risk of airborne 
asbestos and the requirements of the 
asbestos-dust-hazard mitigation plan.  
The plan shall be consistent with the 
California Air Resources Board 
Section 93105, Final Regulation 
Order – Asbestos Air Toxic Control 
Measure for Construction, Grading, 
Quarrying, and Surface Mining 
Operations.  

Ensure that applicable 
air quality measures are 
implemented / enforced 
during construction 

AOC construction 
inspector 

During construction 
activities / operations 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Incorporate biological 
resource measures into 
project’s contract 
specifications 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 

Would the project have a 
substantial adverse effect on 
any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species? 

BIO-1:  Following the development 
of a site plan and prior to the 
commencement of construction 
activities, the AOC shall prepare a 
Mitigation Plan to offset impacts to 
the on-site serpentine herb 
community and the following three 
special-status plants species: 1) 
Colusa layia; 2) serpentine 
cryptantha; and 3) bent-flowered 
fiddleneck.  Tracy’s clarkia shall also 
be avoided/protected where possible.   

Prepare a Mitigation 
Plan to offset impacts 
to the on-site serpentine 
herb community and 
the following three 
special-status plants 
species: 1) Colusa 
layia; 2) serpentine 

AOC CEQA project 
manager 

After development of a 
site plan and prior to the 
commencement of 
construction activities 
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cryptantha; and 3) bent-
flowered fiddleneck.  
Tracy’s clarkia shall 
also be avoided/ 
protected where 
possible.   
Ensure that the 
Mitigation Plan is 
submitted to the 
California Department 
of Fish and Game for 
review, and approved 
in writing by the 
California Department 
of Fish and Game 

AOC CEQA project 
manager 

Prior to commencement 
of construction activities 

As discussed with California 
Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG) staff, the highest priority for 
mitigation shall be to avoid and 
protect the existing on-site 
populations of the special-status 
plants to the extent feasible.  
Secondly, if suitable habitat will be 
temporarily disturbed but will remain 
viable in the long term, an effort shall 
be made to re-establish special-status 
plant populations in these areas upon 
completion of construction.  If CDFG 
determines that the available on-site 
options for plant protection and re-
establishment do not fully 
compensate for the project impacts, 
off-site mitigation shall be provided.  
This can be accomplished through 
preservation or enhancement of off-
site serpentine habitats and special-
status plant populations, restoration of 
degraded habitats on other local sites 
capable of supporting the sensitive 
resources, creation of new habitats 
capable of supporting the sensitive 
resources, and/or purchase of 
appropriate credits at a qualifying 
mitigation bank (if available). 

 

Ensure that applicable 
biological resource 
measures are enforced 
during construction 

AOC construction 
inspector 

During construction 
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The Mitigation Plan shall be 
submitted to CDFG for review, and 
shall be approved in writing by 
CDFG prior to initiation of 
construction activities.  The Plan shall 
identify the mitigation site(s); 
methods to be employed to protect, 
restore, enhance, and/or create 
serpentine-herb habitat and the 
associated special-status plant 
populations; an implementation 
schedule; success criteria; monitoring 
and reporting requirements; long-term 
maintenance provisions; remedial 
measures to be undertaken if the 
success criteria are not fully met; 
and/or other pertinent data to ensure 
successful mitigation.   

Incorporate biological 
resource measures into 
project’s contract 
specifications 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 

Would the project have a 
substantial adverse effect on 
any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species? 

BIO-2:  Vegetation removal shall be 
conducted between August 1 and 
February 28, if feasible.  If vegetation 
removal must be conducted between 
March 1 and July 31, a nesting bird 
survey shall be conducted within two 
weeks prior to initiation of work.  If 
active nests are present, work within 
500 feet of the nest(s) shall be 
postponed until the young have 
fledged, unless a smaller next buffer 
zone is authorized by the California 

Ensure that applicable 
biological resource 
measures are enforced 
during construction 

AOC construction 
inspector 

During construction 
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Department of Fish and Game. 
CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Incorporate cultural 
resource measures into 
project’s contract 
specifications 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 

Document 
incorporation of 
cultural resource 
measures into project’s 
contract specifications 
to AOC’s 
environmental analyst 

AOC project manager 
and environmental 
analyst 

Prior to completion of 
contract specifications 

Document the identity 
and professional 
qualifications of 
qualified archaeological 
monitor(s) to AOC’s 
environmental analyst 

AOC project manager 
and environmental 
analyst 

Prior to start of 
construction 

Would the proposed project 
cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a 
unique archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? 

CUL-1: If previously unevaluated 
cultural resources are encountered, all 
earth-disturbing work shall stop 
within 50 feet of the find until a 
qualified archaeologist and a Native 
American representative can make an 
assessment of the discovery and 
recommend/implement mitigation 
measures as necessary.  Prehistoric 
archaeological materials might 
include obsidian and chert flaked-
stone tools (e.g., projectile points, 
knives, scrapers) or tool making 
debris; culturally darkened soil 
(“midden”) containing heat-affected 
rocks, artifacts, or shellfish remains; 
and stone milling equipment (e.g., 
mortars, pestles, handstones, or 
milling slabs); and battered stone 
tools, such as hammerstones and 
pitted stones. Historic-period 
materials might include stone, 
concrete, or adobe footings and walls; 
filled wells or privies; and deposits of 
metal, glass, and/or ceramic refuse. If 
the archaeologist and Native 
American representative determine 
that the resources may be significant, 

If an archaeological 
monitor prepares 
management 
recommendations for a 
discovered resource, 
the monitor shall 
document completion 
of the management 
recommendations as 
soon as practical to the 
AOC’s project 

AOC project manager, 
construction inspector, 
and environmental 
analyst 

During construction 



New Lakeport Courthouse 
Mitigation Monitoring Plan 

 

Impact Statement Mitigation Measure Monitoring Action Monitoring Party Implementation Phase 

manager, construction 
inspector, and 
environmental analyst 

they will notify the AOC. An 
appropriate treatment plan for the 
resources should be developed. The 
archaeologist shall consult with 
Native American representatives in 
determining appropriate treatment for 
prehistoric or Native American 
cultural resources.  In considering any 
suggested mitigation proposed by the 
archaeologist and Native American 
representative, the AOC will 
determine whether avoidance is 
necessary and feasible in light of 
factors such as the nature of the find, 
project design, costs, and other 
considerations. If avoidance is 
infeasible, other appropriate measures 
(e.g., data recovery) shall be 
instituted. Work may proceed in other 
parts of the project area while 
mitigation for cultural resources is 
being carried out. 

Ensure that applicable 
cultural resource 
measures are enforced 
during construction 

AOC construction 
inspector 

During construction 

Incorporate 
paleontological 
resource measures into 
project’s contract 
specifications 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 

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

CUL-2: In the event that 
paleontological resources are 
discovered during ground disturbing 
activities, grading and construction 
work within 100 feet of the find shall 
be suspended until the significance of 
the features can be determined by a 
qualified professional paleontologist 

Document 
incorporation of 
paleontological 

AOC project manager 
and environmental 
analyst 

Prior to completion of 
contract specifications 
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resource measures into 
project’s contract 
specifications to AOC’s 
environmental analyst 
Document the identity 
and professional 
qualifications of 
qualified 
paleontological 
monitor(s) to AOC’s 
environmental analyst 

AOC project manager 
and environmental 
analyst 

Prior to start of 
construction 

If a paleontological 
monitor prepares 
management 
recommendations for a 
discovered resource, 
the monitor shall 
document completion 
of the management 
recommendations as 
soon as practical to the 
AOC’s project 
manager, construction 
inspector, and 
environmental analyst 

AOC project manager, 
construction inspector, 
and environmental 
analyst 

During construction 

as appropriate.  A qualified 
professional paleontologist shall then 
make recommendations for measures 
necessary to protect the find, or to 
undertake data recovery, excavation, 
analysis, and curation of 
paleontological materials as 
appropriate. 

Ensure that applicable 
measures are enforced 
during construction 

AOC construction 
inspector 

During construction 

Would the proposed project 
disturb any human remains, 

CUL-3: If human remains are 
encountered unexpectedly during 

Incorporate cultural 
resource measures into 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 
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project’s contract 
specifications 
Document 
incorporation of 
cultural resource 
measures into project’s 
contract specifications 
to AOC’s 
environmental analyst 

AOC project manager 
and environmental 
analyst 

Prior to completion of 
contract specifications 

If human remains are 
discovered, the Lake 
County Coroner shall 
be contacted 
immediately, and no 
further disturbance 
shall take place 

AOC project manager 
and construction 
inspector, and 
environmental analyst 

During construction 

including those interred outside 
of formal cemeteries? 

construction excavation and grading 
activities, State Health and Safety 
Code Section 7050.5 requires that no 
further disturbance shall occur until 
the Lake County Coroner has made 
the necessary findings as to origin and 
disposition pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.98. If 
the remains are determined to be of 
Native American descent, the coroner 
has 24 hours to notify the Native 
American Heritage Commission. The 
Native American Heritage 
Commission will then identify the 
person(s) thought to be the Most 
Likely Descendent, who will help 
determine what course of action 
should be taken in dealing with the 
remains. 

Ensure that applicable 
cultural resource 
measures are enforced 
during construction 

AOC construction 
inspector 

During construction 

NOISE 
Incorporate noise 
measures into project’s 
contract specifications 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 

Would the project result in 
exposure of persons to, or 
generation of, noise levels in 
excess of standards established 
in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

NOI-1:  Construction shall 
commence no earlier than 7:00 a.m. 
and cease no later than 6:00 p.m. on 
weekdays. Construction work might 
occur on Saturdays; if so, it shall 
commence no earlier than 9:00 a.m. 
and cease no later than 6:00 p.m. 

Ensure that applicable 
measures are 
implemented 

AOC construction 
inspector 

During construction 

Would the project result in 
exposure of persons to, or 

NOI-2: To reduce noise impacts due 
to construction, the project applicant 

Incorporate noise 
measures into project’s 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 
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contract specification generation of, noise levels in 
excess of standards established 
in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

shall require construction contractors 
to implement the following measures 
which shall be ongoing through 
grading and construction: 

 Equipment and trucks used for 
project construction shall utilize 
the best available noise control 
techniques (e.g., improved 
mufflers, equipment redesign, use 
of intake silencers, ducts, engine 
enclosures, and acoustically-
attenuating shields or shrouds, 
wherever feasible). 

 Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, 
pavement breakers, and rock drills) 
used for project construction shall 
be hydraulically or electronically 
powered wherever possible to 
avoid noise associated with 
compressed air exhaust from 
pneumatically powered tools.  
However, where use of pneumatic 
tools is unavoidable, an exhaust 
muffler shall be used; this muffler 
can lower noise levels from the 
exhaust by up to about 10 dBA.  
External jackets on the tools 
themselves shall be used where 
feasible, and this could achieve a 

Ensure that applicable 
noise measures are 
implemented 

AOC construction 
inspector 

During construction 
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reduction of 5 dBA.  Quieter 
procedures shall be used, such as 
drills rather than impact 
equipment, whenever feasible. 

Stationary noise sources shall be 
located as far from adjacent 
receptors as possible, and they 
shall be muffled and enclosed 
within temporary sheds, 
incorporated insulation barriers, or 
other measures to the extent 
feasible. 

Incorporate noise 
measures into project’s 
contract specifications 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 

Would the project result in 
exposure of persons to, or 
generation of, noise levels in 
excess of standards established 
in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

NOI-3:  Prior to any ground 
disturbance activities, the AOC shall 
develop a list of measures to respond 
to and track complaints pertaining to 
construction noise, ongoing 
throughout demolition, grading, 
and/or construction.  These measures 
shall include the following: 

 A procedure and phone numbers 
for notifying the AOC project 
manager and the construction 
contractor (during regular 
construction hours and off-hours); 

 A sign posted on-site pertaining 
the permitted construction days 
and hours and complaint 

Ensure that applicable 
measures are 
implemented 

AOC construction 
inspector 

During construction 
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procedures and who to notify in the 
event of a problem.  The sign shall 
also include a listing of the 
construction contractor’s telephone 
numbers (during regular 
construction hours and off-hours); 

 The designation of an on-site 
construction complaint and 
enforcement manager for the 
project.  The manager shall act as a 
liaison between the project and its 
neighbors.  The manager’s 
responsibilities and authority shall 
include the following: 

o An active role in monitoring 
project compliance with 
respect to noise; 

o Ability to reschedule noisy 
construction activities to 
reduce effects on surrounding 
noise sensitive receivers; 

o Site supervision of all potential 
sources of noise (e.g., material 
delivery, shouting, debris box 
pick-up and delivery) for all 
trades; and 

o Intervening or discussing 
mitigation options with 
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contractors. 
 Notification of adjacent property 

owners and occupants at least 30 
days in advance of extreme noise 
generating activities about the 
estimated duration of the activity; 
and 

 A preconstruction meeting shall be 
held with the job inspectors and the 
general contractor/on-site project 
manager to confirm that noise 
measures and practices (including 
construction hours, neighborhood 
notification, posted signs, etc.) are 
completed. 

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 
Incorporate 
transportation and 
traffic measures into 
project’s contract 
specifications 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 

Would the proposed project 
conflict with an applicable 
plan, ordinance or policy, or 
congestion management policy 
establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation 
system, taking into account all 
modes of transportation 
including mass transit and non-
motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation 
system, including but not 

TRANS-1: Prior to occupancy and 
the operation of the courthouse, the 
AOC would be required to pay the 
City of Lakeport the proposed 
project’s fair share contribution 
towards improving the following 
intersections: Highway 29 SB Ramps/ 
Lakeport Boulevard; Highway 29 NB 
Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard; Bevins 
Street / Lakeport Boulevard; and 
Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard. 

Ensure that the City of 
Lakeport receives the 
proposed project’s fair 
share contribution 

AOC project manager 
and AOC CEQA project 
manager 

Prior to occupancy and 
the operation of the 
courthouse 
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limited to intersections, streets, 
highways and freeways, 
pedestrian and bicycle paths, 
and mass transit? 

Incorporate 
transportation and 
traffic measures into 
project’s contract 
specifications 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 

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

TRANS-2:  Prior to occupancy and 
the operation of the courthouse, the 
AOC would be required to pay the 
City of Lakeport the proposed 
project’s fair share contribution 
towards improving the sight distance 
at the Bevins Street / Lakeport 
Boulevard intersection.   

Ensure that the City of 
Lakeport receives the 
proposed project’s fair 
share contribution 

AOC project manager 
and AOC CEQA project 
manager 

Prior to occupancy and 
the operation of the 
courthouse 

Incorporate 
transportation and 
traffic measures into 
project’s contract 
specifications 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 

Would the proposed project 
conflict with adopted policies, 
plans, or programs regarding 
public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, or 
otherwise decrease the 
performance or safety of such 
facilities? 

TRANS-3: Prior to occupancy and 
operation of the courthouse, bus stops 
shall be constructed immediately east 
and west of the Larrecou Lane / 
Lakeport Boulevard intersection per 
Lake Transit standards, in order to 
provide direct access from the local 
bus system and indirect access from 
the regional bus system to and from 
the proposed project. 

Ensure that bus stops 
are constructed 
immediately east and 
west of the Larrecou 
Lane / Lakeport 
Boulevard intersection 
per Lake Transit 
standards 

AOC project manager 
and construction 
inspector 

Prior to occupancy and 
the operation of the 
courthouse 

Would the proposed project 
conflict with adopted policies, 
plans, or programs regarding 

TRANS-4: Prior to occupancy and 
operation of the courthouse, high 
visibility crosswalks shall be installed 

Incorporate 
transportation and 
traffic measures into 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 
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project’s contract 
specifications 

public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, or 
otherwise decrease the 
performance or safety of such 
facilities? 

to provide safe access for pedestrians 
to and from the bus stops.  In 
addition, pedestrian access should be 
provided throughout the proposed 
project with links to the existing 
pedestrian pathways and sidewalks. 

Ensure that high 
visibility crosswalks 
are installed for 
pedestrians to and from 
the bus stops.  Ensure 
pedestrian access is 
provided throughout 
the proposed project 
with links to existing 
pathways and 
sidewalks. 

AOC project manager 
and construction 
inspector 

Prior to occupancy and 
the operation of the 
courthouse 
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Chapter 1 

Initial Study – Overview 
 
1. Project Title: New Lakeport Courthouse 

Superior Court of California, County of Lake 
 

2. Lead Agency Name and Address: Judicial Council of California 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
455 Golden Gate Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102-3688 
 

3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Laura Sainz, Manager 
Environment Analysis and Compliance Unit 
Office of Court Construction and Management 
(916) 263-7992 
 

4. Project Location: 675 Lakeport Boulevard 
Lakeport, California 
 

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address: Administrative Office of the Courts 
455 Golden Gate Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102-3688 
 

6. General Plan Designation(s): MR (Major Retail) 
 

7. Zoning Designation(s): C-2 (Major Retail) 
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Chapter 2 

Project Description 
Introduction 
The Judicial Council of California (“Judicial Council”) is the rule-making arm of the California 
court system. It was created by an amendment to article VI of the California Constitution in 1926. 
In accordance with the California Constitution and under the leadership of the Chief Justice of the 
Supreme Court of California, the Council is responsible for ensuring the "consistent, independent, 
impartial, and accessible administration of justice." The Judicial Council's staff agency, the 
Administrative Office of the Courts, (AOC) is responsible for implementing the Judicial 
Council’s policies. In that role, the AOC is responsible for implementation of the Trial Court 
Facilities Act of 2002, the landmark legislation that shifted the governance of courthouses from 
California counties to the State of California. 

Following the Trial Court Facilities Act of 2002, the AOC conducted a survey to assess the physical 
condition of the state’s courthouses. The survey showed that 90 percent of courthouses need 
improvements to protect the safety and security of the public, litigants, jurors and families who do 
business in California’s courts. In October 2008, the Judicial Council identified 41 immediate and 
critical need courthouse projects, in an effort to prioritize future courthouse construction and 
renovation. The 41 projects are located in 34 counties across the state. 

Also in 2008, Senate Bill (SB) 1407, authored by Senator Don Perata, was passed by the 
legislature and signed by Governor Schwarzeneggar. SB 1407 identified funding to address 
the physical condition of the state’s courthouses. The funding identified is made up of court fines 
and fees and does not impact the state’s general fund. 

The New Lakeport Courthouse (“proposed project”) is one of the 41 immediate and critical 
need projects identified by the Judicial Council in 2008. For this proposed project, the AOC 
would construct a new, approximately 51,000 building gross square foot (BGSF) courthouse, 
including four courtrooms in the City of Lakeport for the Superior Court of California, County of 
Lake (“Superior Court”). The proposed project site is currently owned by a private entity, and the 
State is currently in the feasibility analysis and initial land acquisition process. 

Statutory Authority and Requirements 
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code 
[PRC] Sections 21000-21177) and pursuant to Section 15063 of Title 14 of the California Code 
of Regulations, the Judicial Council typically acts as the lead agency for courthouse projects. The 
Judicial Council has delegated this authority to the AOC. In its evaluation of a proposed project, 
the AOC must consider a project’s potential environmental impacts by preparing the 
appropriate environmental documentation as specified by CEQA. If the AOC finds no evidence 
that the project (either as proposed or modified to include mitigation measures) may cause a 
significant physical effect on the environment, then the AOC will: 1) find that the proposed project will 
not have a significant effect on the environment; and 2) adopt a negative declaration (or mitigated 
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negative declaration) for the proposed project. Alternatively, if the AOC finds evidence that any 
aspect of the project may cause a significant effect on the environment (even after the addition of 
mitigation measures), the AOC will determine that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is 
necessary to analyze project-related and cumulative environmental impacts. The AOC may decide 
to prepare a negative declaration (or mitigated negative declaration) rather than an EIR only if 
“there is no substantial evidence in light of the whole record before the lead agency” that 
significant effects may occur (PRC Section 21080). 

This document is an Initial Study.  The purpose of this document is to provide an environmental 
basis for: 1) the level of CEQA review for the proposed project, i.e., a negative declaration or an 
EIR; and 2) any subsequent discretionary actions the AOC may take on the proposed project. The 
final document is not a policy document and its approval and/or certification by the AOC neither 
presupposes nor mandates any actions on the part of other agencies from whom permits and/or 
other discretionary approvals will be required for the proposed project. 

This document is also subject to public review. During the public review period, stakeholders, 
public agencies, and the general public may provide written comments to the AOC on 
environmental issues relative to the proposed project.   The AOC will include all comments 
received and provide written responses in the final CEQA document. 

Section 15063 of the State CEQA Guidelines identifies specific requirements for an Initial Study, 
including: 

• A description of the proposed project, including the location of the project; 

• A description of the environmental setting; 

• The identification of environmental effects by use of a checklist, matrix or other method, 
provided that entries on a checklist or other form are briefly explained to indicate that there 
is some evidence to support the entries; 

• A discussion of ways to mitigate significant effects identified, if any; 

• An examination of whether the proposed project is compatible with existing zoning, plans, 
and other applicable land use controls; and 

• The name of the person or persons who prepared or participated in preparation of the Initial 
Study. 

Incorporation by Reference 
Pertinent documents used in the development of this Initial Study have been cited and 
incorporated in accordance with Sections 15148 and 15150 of the State CEQA Guidelines, to 
eliminate the need for including voluminous engineering and technical reports.  This Initial Study 
has incorporated by reference the City of Lakeport General Plan 2025.  The general plan was 
utilized throughout this Initial Study and is available for review on the City of Lakeport’s website 
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at: http://www.cityoflakeport.com/docs/City-of-Lakeport-General-Plan-2025_Augus-
8312009103657PM.pdf. 

The City of Lakeport adopted its general plan in April 2009.  The general plan formalizes a long 
term vision for the City of Lakeport and outlines policies, standards, and programs to guide day-
to-day decisions concerning Lakeport’s development through the year 2025. 

The general plan elements reviewed in the preparation of this Initial Study include:  

• Land Use – including proposed use classifications, buildout projections, land use policies, 
and public services and facilities. 

• Transportation – including existing and proposed location of the roadway network, transit 
systems, bikeways and pedestrian paths, as well as scenic roadways. 

• Conservation – including analysis of open space, agricultural resources, biological 
resources, air quality, water resources, and mineral resources. 

• Open Space, Parks, and Recreation – including a comprehensive system of open space, 
parks, and recreational opportunities available for public use, and identifying historic 
structures and preservation districts within the city. 

• Noise – including a discussion of noise includes noise sources, projected contours, and 
mitigation policies. 

• Safety – addressing geology and seismicity, flooding, hazardous materials, and wildfires. 
Geologic, seismic, and flooding hazards are mapped.  

The Proposed Project 

The AOC proposes to acquire property for a new courthouse site in the City of Lakeport, 
construct a new four-courtroom courthouse facility, and operate the facility to serve the Superior 
Court.  The Superior Court of California, County of Lake serves the residents of Lake County in 
the main business district of Lakeport.  Currently, the court occupies the fourth floor of the 
Lakeport Courthouse, a shared use facility.  This facility has significant security problems, severe 
accessibility deficiencies, is very overcrowded, and has many physical problems preventing the 
court from providing safe and efficient court services to the public.  
 
The proposed project consists of the construction of a new courthouse building on an 
approximately six-acre site located at 675 Lakeport Boulevard, in the City of Lakeport.  The 
proposed new courthouse would be approximately 51,000 BGSF, two stories high, and would 
include four courtrooms, associated support space, and approximately 120 parking spaces.  The 
proposed new courthouse would include space for all court operations, and would include support 
space for court administration, court clerk, court security operations and holding, and building 
support space.  The proposed new courthouse would also include a basement containing 
approximately 7,000 BGSF for a detention-level holding area for persons in custody and 
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associated vehicular/pedestrian sally ports and sheriff parking, secure judges’ parking, storage 
and other required areas to service the building.   
 
The proposed new courthouse would replace the existing court space currently in the Lakeport 
Courthouse, located at 255 N. Forbes Street in the City of Lakeport, where the court occupies the 
fourth floor.  The existing courthouse building includes four courtrooms and is only partially 
occupied by the court.  After construction of the proposed new courthouse, the County of Lake 
would retain ownership of the existing court space for use by other county agencies.  In addition, 
the proposed project would replace the leased Records Storage Annex, located at 832 Lakeport 
Boulevard in the City of Lakeport.  The court currently holds a lease on approximately 1,400 
square feet of space for records storage.  After construction of the proposed new courthouse, the 
leased Records Storage Annex would no longer be required.  The Superior Court also has a self-
help center in the downtown area.  The center is in leased space which would not be needed after 
the new courthouse is built.  The self-help center will be located in the new courthouse. 

 
Existing Setting 
The proposed project would construct a new courthouse and relocate staff from existing facilities 
in the Lakeport area.  These existing facilities include: 
 
• Existing Lakeport Courthouse – The Municipal and Superior Courts of Lake County agreed 

to consolidate administratively, effective July 1, 1995.  With unanimous consent of the 
Municipal and Superior Court Judges, the Judicial Council certified the courts as being 
unified on June 30, 1998.  The official title of the court is the Superior Court of California, 
County of Lake (Superior Court).  Unification facilitates the court’s efforts to achieve the 
maximum utilization of judicial and other court resources, to accomplish increased 
efficiency in court operations, and to increase public access to court services.  The court 
operates out of the fourth floor of the Lakeport Courthouse building, located at 255 N. 
Forbes Street in the City of Lakeport (APN 025-401-05), and has approximately 15,332 
BGSF.  This full service court building is county owned, and handles all case types.  Once 
the court vacates this building, the county intends to reassign the space to other county 
agencies. 

 
• Existing Records Storage Annex – The Records Storage Annex is located at 832 Lakeport 

Boulevard in the City Lakeport (APN 025-472-05).  The court currently leases 
approximately 1,400 square feet of space for records storage.  After construction of the 
proposed new courthouse, the Records Storage Annex would no longer be required, as the 
new courthouse would accommodate records storage. 

 
• The Superior Court also has a self-help center in the downtown area.  The center is in 

leased space which would not be needed when the new courthouse is built.  The self-help 
center will be located in the new courthouse. 
 

Deleted: Draft 



2. Project Description 
 

AOC-New Lakeport Courthouse 2-5  
Final Initial Study December 6, 2010 

Proposed Project Purpose and Objectives 
The purpose of the proposed project is to provide a new trial court facility that meets the needs of 
the Superior Court.  The AOC’s project objectives are to: 

• Provide the Superior Court with a new courthouse with approximately 51,000 BGSF with 
four courtrooms and improved facilities, including a jury assembly room with ample 
seating, vending, and restroom facilities; 

• Provide a safe and secure courthouse in Lakeport for the public and staff; 

• Increase court operational efficiency and improve public service with this new fully 
accessible court facility; and 

• Provide consolidated space for the Superior Court’s staff and operations. 

Project Site and Vicinity 
Lake County is located in northern California, about two and one-half hours driving time from 
both the San Francisco Bay Area and the Sacramento Metropolitan Area; approximately 110 
miles north of San Francisco, 100 miles west of Sacramento, and 80 miles east of the Pacific 
Coast.  The proposed new courthouse site is located at 675 Lakeport Boulevard.  The proposed 
project site borders Lakeport Boulevard and Highway 29, and is adjacent to the Lake County 
Chamber of Commerce.  Lakeport Boulevard forms the northern boundary of the proposed 
project site, while Highway 29 is approximately 0.10 miles west, and S. Main Street is located 
approximately 0.22 miles east of the proposed project site.  The proposed project site is 
approximately one-half mile west of Clear Lake.  While the proposed project would be located on 
a hilltop, the actual site for the new courthouse is relatively flat and currently vacant.  A project 
location map is shown in Figure 1.  A topographic map showing the proposed project location is 
shown in Figure 2.  The project site location and proposed access points are shown in Figure 3.  
A conceptual site plan of the proposed project is not available at this time. 

The City of Lakeport General Plan 2025 land use designation for the proposed project site is 
Major Retail (MR).  This designation is the principal retail designation for the Lakeport area; the 
city’s zoning for regional and local serving retail establishments, specialty shops, banks, 
professional offices, motels, and business and personal services.  Other uses permitted in this 
designation include commercial trade services, construction sales and services, warehousing and 
mini storage.  According to the City of Lakeport Community Development Department, the 
existing zoning for the proposed project site is Major Retail (or the “C-2” Zoning District).  The 
purpose of the “C-2” Zoning District is to provide for the full range of commercial, retail, and 
service establishments to the community.  

Since the AOC is the proposed project’s lead agency and is acting for the State of California on 
behalf of the Judicial Council of California, local land use planning and zoning regulations do not 
apply to the proposed project.  However, the AOC will consult with local government  
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Figure 1 Project Location Map 
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Figure 2 Topographic Map 
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Figure 3 Project Site Location and Proposed Access  
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representatives through the Project Advisory Group established for the project in an effort to 
provide a courthouse that is high quality and consistent with the local architectural environment. 
 
Courthouse Description 
The proposed project would consist of a courthouse building with two stories and a basement 
level.  The proposed project would replace the existing Lakeport Courthouse, leased Records 
Storage Annex, and leased self-help center.  The AOC has not yet developed a conceptual site 
plan for the proposed project. The proposed new courthouse would be approximately 51,000 
BGSF, and would include four courtrooms, associated support space, and approximately 120 
parking spaces.  Parking for 120 cars to support the proposed courthouse would be provided by a 
surface parking lot adjacent to the new courthouse.  The design would be consistent with facilities 
recently constructed by the AOC with location-specific considerations. Design criteria for the 
proposed project are taken from the California Trial Court Facilities Standards, approved by the 
Judicial Council in 2006, and discussed in more detail below.  
 
The proposed new courthouse would primarily support felony, misdemeanor, civil, probate, and 
family law functions.  The building would also provide space for administrative and staff offices, 
juror assembly areas, a public lobby, security screening operations for the building’s entrances, 
and building support space.  The basement level would contain approximately 7,000 BGSF for a 
detention-level holding area for persons in custody and associated vehicular/pedestrian sally ports 
and sheriff parking, secure judges’ parking, storage, and other required areas to service the 
building.  It is anticipated that approximately 53 staff members would be needed at the new 
courthouse. 
 
Proposed Project Design Principles and Objectives 
The AOC’s proposed courthouse design would conform to the specifications of the California 
Trial Court Facilities Standards.1  The standards were developed in 2006 and amended in March 
2010.  The 2006 edition was developed using input from a variety of sources including 
experienced and knowledgeable individuals from courts, counties, architects, and engineers. The 
standards are based on well known principles.  The AOC adapted these principles from the 
Guiding Principles for Federal Architecture by Daniel Patrick Moynihan, Hon. AIA (American 
Institute of Architects) and from the Excellence in Public Buildings Initiative, by Stephan 
Castellanos, FAIA (Fellow, American Institute of Architects), and former State Architect of 
California.  These principles include the following:  
 
• Court buildings shall represent the dignity of the law, the importance of the activities within 

the courthouse, and the stability of the judicial system; 

                                                       
1  Judicial Council of California, 2006. California Trial Court Facilities Standards, 2006 Edition. April 21. Re-issued 

March 1, 2010 with Amendment 1. http://www.courtinfo.ca.gov/programs/occm/ 
documents/06_April_Facilities_Standards_with_Amendment1.pdf  Deleted: Draft 



2. Project Description 
 

AOC-New Lakeport Courthouse 2-10  
Final Initial Study December 6, 2010 

• Court buildings shall represent an individual expression that is responsive to local context, 
geography, climate, culture, and history and shall improve and enrich the sites and 
communities in which they are located; 

• Court buildings shall represent the best in architectural planning, design, and contemporary 
thought and shall have requisite and adequate spaces that are planned and designed to be 
adaptable to changes in judicial practice; 

• Court buildings shall be economical to build, operate, and maintain; 

• Court buildings shall provide a healthy, safe, and accessible environment for all occupants; 
and 

• Court buildings shall be designed and constructed using proven best practices and 
technology with careful use of natural resources. 

 

The AOC would also apply the following codes and standards to the proposed project: 

1. California Building Code (edition in effect as of the commencement of the schematic 
design phase of the proposed project);  

2. California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 24; 

3. California Energy Code; 

4. Americans with Disabilities Act and American Disability Act Accessibility Guidelines 
(Section 11); and 

5. Division of the State Architect’s Access Checklist. 

The proposed project would implement sustainable elements throughout its design, operation, and 
maintenance.  Pursuant to the California Trial Court Facilities Standards, all courthouse projects 
shall be designed for sustainability and, at a minimum, to the standards of a Leadership in Energy 
and Environmental Design (LEED) “certified” rating.  The proposed project would be designed to 
the LEED silver rating and the AOC would seek certification of the silver rating by the U.S. 
Green Building Council.  A copy of LEED requirements is included in Appendix A. 

The AOC would implement the proposed project in compliance with standard conditions and 
requirements for state and/or federal regulations or laws that are independent of CEQA compliance. 
The standard conditions and requirements serve to prevent specific resource impacts.  Typical 
standard conditions and requirements include the following: 

1. The California Building Code; 

2. National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES); 

3. Public Resources Code Section 5097 for the discovery of unexpectedly encountered human 
remains; and  

4. Lake County Air Quality Management District rules. Deleted: Draft 
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The proposed project, using the California Trial Court Facilities Standards, would incorporate 
specific design elements into the construction and operation to reduce to below a level of 
significance any potential environmental effects. For example, the parties constructing and/or 
operating the proposed project would use best management practices (BMPs) and technologies 
aimed at limiting the use of natural resources as well as operating costs over the life of the 
building. Because the AOC is incorporating these design features into the proposed project, the 
design features do not constitute mitigation measures as defined by CEQA.  

Project Construction Schedule and Activities 
Should the AOC decide to move forward with the proposed project, then the AOC would acquire 
the proposed courthouse site from a private entity by January 2011.  Construction of the New 
Lakeport Courthouse would require approximately 20 months, with construction beginning in 
2012 and ending in 2014.  Building occupancy, including the consolidation of court facilities and 
operations, is expected to begin by mid to late 2014.  
 
Table 2-1, Project Construction Activities and Duration, provides a brief description of the 
proposed construction activities and an estimate of the duration of anticipated individual 
construction activities.  Some individual construction activities may overlap.   
  

Table 2-1 
Project Construction Activities and Duration 

 
Construction Phase Projected Duration (Months) 

Mobilization One month 

Grading and Excavation One month 

Building Construction 20 months 

Finish/Move-In Two months 

Source: AOC, July 2010. 
 

The proposed new courthouse would be approximately 51,000 BGSF, two stories high, and 
would include four courtrooms, associated support space, and approximately 120 parking spaces.  
The proposed new courthouse would include space for all court operations and support space for 
court administration, court clerk, court security operations and holding, and building support 
space.  The proposed new courthouse would also include a basement containing approximately 
7,000 BGSF for a detention-level holding area for persons in custody and associated vehicular/ 
pedestrian sally ports and Sheriff parking, secure judges’ parking, storage and other required 
areas to service the building.   

Construction staging areas would be located on-site.  The construction contractors would install 
fencing around the perimeter of the construction area.  The AOC anticipates that the primary 
driveway would be located on the eastern boundary of the site (the Larrecou Lane / Lakeport 
Boulevard intersection). This location is feasible for site access and, following an extensive 
traffic analysis, is recommended for the main access to the proposed project site.   
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The AOC would utilize BMPs and other measures throughout the construction phase to avoid or 
minimize potential impacts. These BMPs and other measures include: 

• General measures: 

- Designate a contact person for public interaction. 

- Inform the Lakeport community through the use of a website that identifies the 
upcoming work and potential impacts to the surrounding communities. 

• Storm water, water quality, and soil erosion management measures: 

- The AOC’s construction contract will include provisions that require the construction 
contractor to obtain the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board’s 
(RWQCB) approval of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Prior to 
the start of construction, the AOC will ensure that the construction contractor 
prepared a SWPPP and secured the RWQCB’s approval of the plan.  

- The construction contractor will incorporate BMPs consistent with the guidelines 
provided in the California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbooks: 
Construction (California Stormwater Quality Association, 2003).2 

- For construction during the rainy season, the construction contractor will implement 
erosion measures that may include mulching, geotextiles and mats, earth dikes and 
drainage swales, temporary drains, silt fence, straw bale barriers, sandbag barriers, 
brush or rock filters, sediment traps, velocity dissipation devices, and/or other 
measures. 

- Wherever possible, the construction contractor will perform grading activities outside 
the normal rainy season to minimize the potential for increased surface runoff and the 
associated potential for soil erosion. 

• Air quality management measures. The construction contractor will: 

- Provide an asbestos-dust-hazard mitigation plan (also referred to a serpentine dust 
control plan) prior to any construction activities on-site.  The Plan should include 
provisions for dust control measures to achieve no visible emissions, prevent material 
track-out onto the public road, provide for worker notification of the plan 
requirements and asbestos hazards, the posting of an asbestos warning notice at the 
site, and the covering of all disturbed serpentine surfaces subject to traffic wear or 
wind erosion with non-asbestos containing materials.  Exposed serpentine surfaces 
that may be subject to vehicular traffic should have restricted access (fencing or other 
effective barriers) until such time as the surface is adequately covered with non-
asbestos material. 

- When necessary, apply water or a stabilizing agent to exposed surfaces in sufficient 
quantity at least two times a day to prevent generation of dust plumes. 

- Moisten or cover excavated soil piles to avoid fugitive dust emissions. 

                                                       
2  Available at: http://www.cabmphandbooks.com/Documents/Construction/Construction.pdf 
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- Discontinue construction activities that generate substantial dust blowing on unpaved 
surfaces during windy conditions, trackout, or nuisance conditions.  The construction 
contractor will be required to stop work until corrective measures are in place. 

- Install and use a wheel-washing system to remove bulk material from tires and 
vehicle undercarriages before vehicles exit the proposed project site. 

- Cover dump trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials with tarps or other 
enclosures that will reduce fugitive dust emissions. 

- Ensure that all construction and grading equipment is properly maintained. 

- Ensure that construction personnel turn off equipment when equipment is not in use. 

- Ensure that all vehicles and compressors utilize exhaust mufflers and engine 
enclosure covers (as designed by the manufacturer) at all times. 

- When feasible, use electric construction power for construction operations, in lieu of 
diesel-powered generators to provide adequate power for man/material hoisting, 
crane, and general construction operations. 

- Suspend heavy-equipment operations during first-stage and second-stage smog alerts. 

• Noise and vibration measures. The construction contractor will: 

- Equip construction equipment with the best available noise attenuation device such as 
mufflers or noise attenuation shields. 

- When feasible, for construction operations use electric construction power in lieu of 
diesel-powered generators to provide adequate power for man/material hoisting, 
crane, and general construction operations. 

Construction shall commence no earlier than 7:00 a.m. and cease no later than 6:00 p.m. on 
weekdays. Construction work might occur on Saturdays; if so, it shall commence no earlier than 
9:00 a.m. and cease no later than 6:00 p.m. 
 

Required Approvals 
Since the AOC is the lead agency for the proposed project, and is acting for the State of 
California on behalf of the Judicial Council of California, local government land use planning and 
zoning regulations do not apply to the proposed project. An exception is the Lake County Air 
Quality Management District (LCAQMD).  The LCAQMD is a Federal and State authority 
agency with regulation powers.  All open air quality issues must be submitted to the LCQAMD 
for approval, which includes Serpentine Dust Mitigation Plans and permitting of equipment that 
emits air pollutants such as diesel generations that might be sued for emergency backup power.   

The AOC is responsible for approving the CEQA document and the proposed project. The State 
of California Public Works Board must also approve acquisition of the site for the proposed 
project.  

_________________________ 
Deleted: Draft 



2. Project Description 
 

AOC-New Lakeport Courthouse 2-14  
Final Initial Study December 6, 2010 

References 
Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), Office of Court Construction and Management, 

2008. Project Feasibility Report, Superior Court of California, County of Lake, New 
Lakeport Courthouse. July 1. 

City of Lakeport, General Plan 2025, adopted August, 2009. 

City of Lakeport Zoning Ordinance, Revised July 2008.  Accessed: June 29, 2010.  Available at: 
http://www.cityoflakeport.com/docs/ZONING-ORD-BY-CHAPTER-revised2008-
amend-518200951709PM.pdf 

Lake County Air Quality Management District (LCAQMD) Correspondence.  Letter submitted 
by Mr. Warren Massie on September 22, 2010. 
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Chapter 3 

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The 
following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor. 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forestry Resources  Air Quality 
 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Geology, Soils and Seismicity 
 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards and Hazardous Materials  Hydrology and Water Quality  
 Land Use and Land Use Planning  Mineral Resources  Noise and Vibration 
 Population and Housing  Public Services  Recreation 
 Transportation and Traffic  Utilities and Service Systems  Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 
DETERMINATION: (To be completed by Lead Agency) 
On the basis of this initial study: 
 

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

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

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

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially 
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been 
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that 
remain to be addressed.  

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, no further environmental 
documentation is required.  

 
 
  November 29, 2010  
Signature  Date 
 
Laura F. Sainz  Administrative Office of the Courts  
Printed Name For 
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Environmental Checklist 

3.1 Aesthetics 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

AESTHETICS — Would the project:     

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 

but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a state scenic highway 
corridor? 

    

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings? 

    

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect daytime or nighttime 
views in the area? 

    

Discussion 

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

Less than Significant Impact.  Scenic vistas are defined as expansive views of highly-
valued landscapes from publicly accessible viewpoints.  Scenic vistas include views of 
natural features such as topography, water courses, rock outcrops, and natural vegetation, 
as well as man-made scenic structures.  The proposed project consists of the construction 
of a new courthouse building on an approximately six-acre site located at 675 
Lakeport Boulevard, in the City of Lakeport.  The proposed project site is located on a 
parcel of land that is at an elevation approximately 30 feet above Lakeport Boulevard.  
While the proposed project would be located on a hilltop, the actual site for the new 
courthouse is relatively flat and currently vacant, with no significant topographic relief or 
features.  The proposed project is located in an area comprised of mixed-uses, including 
predominantly retail and commercial development.  Views north of the proposed project 
site include Lakeport Boulevard, vacant city-owned property, a small strip-mall shopping 
center to the northeast, and the Vista Point Shopping Center to the northwest.  Views east 
of the proposed project consist of Bruno’s Shopping Center, and a storage facility to the 
southeast.  Vacant land is located south of the proposed project site, and the Lake County 
Chamber of Commerce and Highway 29 are located west of the proposed project site.  
Clear Lake is approximately one-half mile east of the proposed project.  The proposed 
project would construct a two-story building on the project site.  The AOC is attempting to 
site the courthouse in a way that reduces impacts on the view from the Lake County 
Chamber of Commerce; views would only be partially obstructed, if at all.   Therefore, the 
AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 

 
Mitigation required: None. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. There are no natural rock outcroppings or other scenic 
resources on the site, based on observations from the site visit and aerial photographs.  
The proposed project site consists of bare land that has been graded and includes two 
terraces.  The lower terrace is located on the east side of the proposed project site and is 
accessed from Lakeport Boulevard on the north.  The elevation of the lower terrace is 
approximately 1,365 feet above mean seal level (amsl).  The upper terrace is accessed 
from the lower terrace by two approaches, one on the north end and one on the south end.  
The elevation of the upper terrace is approximately 1,380 feet amsl, with a decrease in 
topographic relief to the east.  There are no structures on the proposed project site. 

 
California’s Scenic Highway Program was created by the Legislature in 1963. Its purpose 
is to preserve and protect scenic highway corridors from changes that would diminish the 
aesthetic value of lands adjacent to highways.  There are no officially designated state 
scenic highways located within Lake County; however, Highway 29, which runs 
generally north-south through the City of Lakeport, is currently eligible for official 
designation as a scenic highway.  Highway 29 is approximately 0.10 miles west of the 
proposed project.   
 
As discussed above, the proposed project site is vacant. No rock outcroppings are located 
on site, and no officially designated state scenic highways are located within Lake 
County. Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-
significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

c) Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site 
and its surroundings? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would involve the development of a 
two-story courthouse on approximately six acres.  According to Figure 16, 
Environmentally Sensitive Areas, found in the City of Lakeport General Plan 2025, the 
proposed project is located near a “view corridor;” however, the proposed project would 
be consistent with policies identified in the general plan.  The Open Space, Parks and 
Recreation Element of the City of Lakeport General Plan 2025 contains policies designed 
to protect scenic views, maintain visual compatibility, and ensure compatibility of new 
development with surrounding land uses.  In addition, the Community Design Element 
contains numerous policies designed to protect the visual quality and character of the 
Lakeport area.  The courthouse’s design would be consistent with courthouse design 
standards, and the AOC anticipates the courthouse’s features to be generally consistent 
with surrounding development.  The proposed scale of the project is compatible and 
consistent with surrounding existing structures.  Therefore, the proposed project would 
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not substantially degrade the existing visual character or aesthetic quality of the site and 
its surroundings. 
 
The AOC plans to complete acquisition of the proposed project site by January 2011, 
begin construction in 2012, and complete construction in 2014.  During this period, 
typical construction equipment such as tractors and cranes would cause short-term visual 
impacts; however, these visual impacts would no longer exist after project completion.  
Because the proposed building would not be unusual for the surrounding setting and the 
visual character and aesthetic quality of the proposed courthouse would be consistent with 
that of the surrounding area, the physical appearance of the building would not substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or aesthetic quality of the site’s surroundings.  
Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project site is vacant and contains no sources 
of light.  The proposed project would involve the development of the site with urban 
development typical of other development in the region.  Introduction of new lighting 
from the proposed project would include light sources within and around the proposed 
courthouse, lighting within the parking lot and security lighting on courthouse grounds.  
All light sources would be shielded to minimize glare impacts on surrounding properties, 
and landscaping would also block light from these properties. 

Most of the proposed project’s interior lighting would be limited to the Superior Court’s 
typical weekday operational hours and the periods immediately before and after the 
Superior Court’s operations.   
 
Implementation of these measures and other LEED guidelines would reduce both the 
generation of exterior light and the potential for light trespass to affect off-site areas.  
Because the proposed project would comply with LEED criteria for reducing light 
pollution, the project would not create substantial light or glare that would adversely 
affect day or nighttime views in the area.   
 
The California Trial Court Facilities Standards emphasize that the state’s courthouse 
buildings would be appropriate to the surroundings and would not have substantial 
metallic finishes.  The proposed project would not add building features such as metallic 
finishes that generate substantial glare.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project 
impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 
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3.2 Agricultural and Forest Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES — In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural 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. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including 
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and 
Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement 
methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.  Would the project: 

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

    

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 

    

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning 
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by Government 
Code section 51104(g))? 

    

d) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland of Statewide Importance to 
non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to 
non-forest use? 

    

Discussion 

a, b, c) Would the proposed project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use; or conflict with existing zoning for agricultural, Williamson Act, or 
forest lands? 

No Impact. According to the California Department of Conservation, Division of Land 
Resource Protection Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, the proposed project 
site is designated as “Urban and Built-Up Land.”  The site is not identified as being 
Prime or Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, is not under a 
Williamson Act contract, is not located in forest areas or timberland, nor would it convert 
any of these uses.  In addition, according to the City of Lakeport General Plan 2025, the 
Lake County Agricultural Commissioner has determined that there are no prime 
agricultural lands within city limits.  The proposed project does not conflict with existing 
zoning for agricultural use, as the proposed project site is designated “C-2” (Major 
Commercial).  Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 
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d) Would the proposed project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due 
to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland of Statewide 
Importance to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

No Impact. The proposed project site is not identified as being near Prime or Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, is not under a Williamson Act contract, 
is not located in forest areas or timberland, nor would it convert any of these uses. 
Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

References 
California Department of Conservation, Important Farmland in California, 2006. Farmland 

Mapping and Monitoring Program, Lake County Data.  Accessed: June 28, 2010. Available 
at: ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/2006/ 

City of Lakeport, General Plan 2025, adopted August, 2009. 

_________________________ 

Deleted: Draft 



3. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
 

AOC-New Lakeport Courthouse 3-8  
Final Initial Study December 6, 2010 

3.3 Air Quality   

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

AIR QUALITY — Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air 
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. 
Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

    

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

    

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

    

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

    

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

    

Discussion 

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

No Impact.  The proposed project site is located in the City of Lakeport, within the Lake 
County Air Basin (Basin), which is under the jurisdiction of the Lake County Air Quality 
Management District (LCAQMD).  The Basin is designated “attainment” or “unclassified” 
with respect to all national and California Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS).  Areas 
that do not meet the AAQS must develop regional air quality plans in order to attain the 
standards.  As the Basin is in attainment for all AAQS, the LCAQMD has not been 
required to develop a regional air quality plan.  Therefore, the AOC concludes there are 
no impacts.   

 
Mitigation required: None. 
 

_________________________ 
 

b) Would the proposed project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to 
an existing or projected air quality violation? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation.   
 
Short-Term Construction Impacts 
 
The proposed project would construct approximately 51,000 square feet of courthouse 
space, replacing the existing Lakeport Courthouse, leased Records Storage Annex, and Deleted: Draft 
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leased self-help center.   The proposed project would affect local pollutant concentrations 
primarily during the construction phase.  Activities such as site clearance and grading 
would generate substantial amounts of dust (including PM10) from “fugitive” sources, such 
as earthmoving activities and vehicle travel over unpaved surfaces.  Emissions would also 
be generated from the operation of heavy equipment construction machinery and 
construction worker automobile trips.  Construction-related dust emissions would vary 
from day to day, depending on the level and type of activity, silt content of the soil, and 
meteorological conditions.  Construction is expected to occur over 20 months, between 
2012 and 2014. 
 
As the LCAQMD does not have thresholds for construction or operational emissions, the 
proposed project emissions have been compared to the California and national AAQS.  To be 
conservative, the following averaging times have been utilized: CO (one-hour), NOX (one-
hour), PM10 (24-hour), and PM2.5 (24-hour).  CO, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions are modeled 
in order to determine if the proposed project would generate emissions that would impact 
localized air quality and human health.  As NOX is an ozone precursor, NOX emissions 
were compared to the more conservative 1-hour standard as opposed to the annual 
arithmetic mean.  If NOX emissions are below the California and National AAQS, then 
ozone impacts would not be significant.   
 
Although construction would occur between 2012 and 2014, activities occurring in year 
2012 would generate the greatest amount of emissions (due to site clearing and grading).  
Therefore, year 2012 construction emissions were modeled as a worst case scenario.  The 
peak daily construction emissions calculated in URBEMIS2007 were then modeled using 
the SCREEN3 dispersion model to determine localized pollutant concentrations from 
operational activities.  Dispersion modeling predicts pollutant concentrations based on 
the amount of pollution emitted as well as the meteorological conditions at the site.  
Background concentrations were added to the calculated concentrations to determine if 
proposed project emissions would result in the violation of a California or national 
AAQS.  As shown in Table 3.3-1, Construction Emissions, emissions would not result in 
the violation of a state or national AAQS.  Therefore, construction-related emissions 
would be less than significant.  
 

Table 3.3-1 
Construction Emissions 

 
Pollutant – Averaging Time 

Estimated Emissions CO (μg/m3) 
1 Hour 

NOX (μg/m3) 
1 Hour 

PM10  
(μg/m3) 
24 Hour 

PM2.5 (μg/m3) 
24 Hour 

Project peak 
concentration (2012) 56.05 98.96 26.89 16.81 

Background 
Concentration 3.5 0.45 17.6 7.8 

Total 59.15 99.41 44.49 24.61 
NAAQS 40,000 203 150 35 
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Table 3.3-1, Continued 
Construction Emissions 

 
Pollutant – Averaging Time 

Estimated Emissions CO (μg/m3) 
1 Hour 

NOX (μg/m3) 
1 Hour 

PM10  
(μg/m3) 
24 Hour 

PM2.5 (μg/m3) 
24 Hour 

Significant? No No No No 
CAAQS 23,000 339 50 - 
Significant? No No No No 
ppm = parts per million; μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; CAAQS = California Ambient Air Quality Standards; 
NAAQS = National Ambient Air Quality Standards  

 

The proposed project would also incorporate BMPs in order to further reduce air quality 
impacts during construction.  These would include limiting on-site vehicle speeds, 
shutting down equipment when not in use for extended periods of time, watering the site 
twice daily when needed, applying nontoxic chemical soil stabilizers to construction 
areas not in use, and tarping haul trucks (Mitigation Measure AQ-1).  The proposed 
project would also be required to obtain an Authority to Construct permit, pursuant to 
Chapter IV, Article I of the LCAQMD Rules and Regulations.   
 
Mitigation required:  Mitigation Measure AQ-1 (see below). 
 
Significance after Mitigation:  Less than Significant.   
 
Naturally Occurring Asbestos 
 
Asbestos is a term used for several types of naturally occurring fibrous minerals that are a 
human health hazard when airborne.  The most common type of asbestos is chrysotile, 
but other types such as tremolite and actinolite are also found in California.  Asbestos is 
classified as a known human carcinogen by state, federal, and international agencies and 
was identified as a toxic air contaminant by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
in 1986. 

 
Asbestos can be released from serpentinite and ultramafic rocks when the rock is broken 
or crushed.  At the point of release, the asbestos fibers may become airborne, causing air 
quality and human health hazards.  These rocks have been commonly used for unpaved 
gravel roads, landscaping, fill projects, and other improvement projects in some 
localities.  Asbestos may be released to the atmosphere due to vehicular traffic on 
unpaved roads, during grading for development projects, and at quarry operations.  All of 
these activities may have the effect of releasing potentially harmful asbestos into the air.  
Natural weathering and erosion processes can act on asbestos bearing rock and make it 
easier for asbestos fibers to become airborne if such rock is disturbed.  According to the 
Department of Conservation Division of Mines and Geology, A General Location Guide 
for Ultramafic Rocks in California – Areas More Likely to Contain Naturally Occurring 
Asbestos Report (August 2000), as well as the city’s general plan, naturally occurring 
asbestos is known to occur within the proposed project area.   Deleted: Draft 
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As naturally occurring asbestos is known to underlie the proposed project site, the project 
would be required to comply with LCAQMD Rules and Regulations.  Chapter II, Article 
IV, Part V of the LCAQMD Rules and Regulations states that all construction projects 
located on a serpentine outcrop or alluvial material with greater than one percent asbestos 
should notify the LCAQMD of intended operations 30 days prior to construction activity.  
The project applicant would be required to file and receive approval of an asbestos-dust-
hazard mitigation plan prior to construction activities.  The applicant would also be 
required to inform employees working on the proposed project site of the potential health 
risk of airborne asbestos and the requirements of the asbestos-dust-hazard mitigation plan 
(Mitigation Measure AQ-2).  Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
AQ-2, impacts from naturally occurring asbestos at the proposed project site would be 
less than significant.  
 
Mitigation required:  Mitigation Measure AQ-2 (see below). 
 
Significance after Mitigation:  Less than Significant.   
 
Long-Term Operational Impacts 
 
For long-term operational impacts, there are both mobile sources and area sources of 
emissions.  Mobile sources are emissions from motor vehicles, including tailpipe and 
evaporative emissions.  Depending upon the pollutant being discussed, the potential air 
quality impact may be of either regional or local concern.  Trip generation rates 
associated with the proposed project were based on traffic data within the New Lakeport 
Courthouse Traffic Impact Analysis, prepared by RBF Consulting (June 29, 2010, 
Revised October 4, 2010).  Based on this Traffic Impact Analysis, the proposed project 
would result in 403 new daily trips, which would equate to 3,049 vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT).   
 
Area source emissions would be generated due to the development of the proposed 
project and the associated increase in demand for electrical energy and propane 
consumption. The primary use of propane by the proposed project would be for space and 
water heating, and other miscellaneous heating or air conditioning sources.   
 
As the LCAQMD does not have thresholds for construction or operational emissions, the 
proposed project emissions have been compared to the California and national AAQS.  To be 
conservative, the following averaging times have been utilized: CO (one-hour), NOX (one-
hour), PM10 (24-hour), and PM2.5 (24-hour).  CO, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions are modeled 
in order to determine if the proposed project would generate emissions that would impact 
localized air quality and human health.  As NOX is an ozone precursor, NOX emissions 
were compared to the more conservative 1-hour standard as opposed to the annual 
arithmetic mean.  If NOX emissions are below the California and national AAQS, then 
ozone impacts would not be significant.  The peak daily operational emissions calculated 
in URBEMIS2007 were then modeled using the SCREEN3 dispersion model to 
determine localized pollutant concentrations from operational activities, then added to the 
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background concentrations.  As indicated in Table 3.3-2, Operational Emissions, 
emissions generated by mobile and area sources would not exceed California or national 
AAQS standards for CO, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5, impacts to long-term air quality 
emissions would be less than significant. 

 
Table 3.3-2 

Operational Emissions 
 

Pollutant – Averaging Time 
Estimated Emissions CO (μg/m3) 

1 Hour 
NOX (μg/m3) 

1 Hour 

PM10  
(μg/m3) 
24 Hour 

PM2.5 (μg/m3) 
24 Hour 

Project peak 
concentration 146.40 17.09 9.48 1.85 

Background 
Concentration 3.5 0.45 17.6 7.8 

Total 149.90 17.54 27.08 9.65 
NAAQS 40,000 203 150 35 
Significant? No No No No 
CAAQS 23,000 339 50 35 
Significant? No No No No 
ppm = parts per million; μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; CAAQS = California Ambient Air Quality Standards; 
NAAQS = National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1 and AQ-2 would reduce potential impacts to a less-than-
significant level.  

Mitigation Measure AQ-1: During construction operations, excessive fugitive dust 
emissions shall be controlled by regular water or other dust preventive measures using 
the following best management practices: 

• Limit on-site vehicle speed to 15 miles per hour.  

• Water material excavated or graded sufficiently to prevent excessive amounts of dust.  
Water three times daily with complete coverage, preferably in the late morning and 
after work is done for the day.  

• Water or securely cover material transported on-site or off-site sufficiently to prevent 
generating excessive amounts of dust.  

• Minimize area disturbed by clearing, grading, earth moving, or excavation operations 
so as to prevent generating excessive amounts of dust.  

• Indicate these control techniques in project specifications.  Compliance with the 
measure shall be subject to periodic site inspections by the city. 

• Prevent visible dust from the project from emanating beyond the property line, to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

• Apply nontoxic chemical soil stabilizers according to manufacturers' specifications to 
all inactive construction areas (previously graded areas inactive for ten days or more). 

• Trucks transporting soil, sand, cut or fill materials, and/or construction debris to or 
from the site must be tarped from the point of origin. 
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Mitigation Measure AQ-2:  The project applicant shall notify the Lake County Air 
Quality Management District of intended operations 30 days prior to construction 
activity.  The project applicant shall file and receive approval of an asbestos-dust-hazard 
mitigation plan (also referred to as a serpentine dust control plan) prior to any 
construction activity at the project site.  The plan shall address and include mitigation for: 
excavation, roads, yards, driveways, parking areas, hauling and tracking of material onto 
adjacent roadways.  All material shall be transported in a manner minimizing dust 
emissions.  In no instance shall the dust from such operations exceed five percent opacity 
20-feet from the traveled surface.  The applicant shall inform employees working at the 
project site of the potential health risk of airborne asbestos and the requirements of the 
asbestos-dust-hazard mitigation plan.  Exposed serpentine surfaces that may be subject to 
vehicular traffic shall have restricted access (fencing or other effective barriers) until such 
time as the surface is adequately covered with non-asbestos material.  The plan shall be 
consistent with the California Air Resources Board Section 93105, Final Regulation 
Order – Asbestos Air Toxic Control Measure for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and 
Surface Mining Operations.  
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
 

_________________________ 

c) Would the proposed project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable 
federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions, which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  The Basin is currently designated “unclassified” 
or “attainment” for all criteria pollutants under applicable California or national AAQS.  
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in an increase of a criteria pollutant for 
which the region is non-attainment.  Also, construction emissions would be reduced with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1.  Therefore, construction activities 
occurring in close proximity to the LCAQMD’s air monitoring equipment would not 
exceed the California or national AAQS, and would not affect the Lake County Air Basin 
Attainment Status. Furthermore, operational emissions combined with existing 
background concentrations would be below the California and national AAQS.  A less 
than significant impact would occur after implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1.  
Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required:  Mitigation Measure AQ-1, above. 
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

 
_________________________ 

d) Would the proposed project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?  

Deleted: , and 

Deleted: Draft 



3. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
 

AOC-New Lakeport Courthouse 3-14  
Final Initial Study December 6, 2010 

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  Sensitive receptors are defined as facilities or 
land uses that include members of the population that are particularly sensitive to the 
effects of air pollutants, such as children, the elderly, and people with illnesses.  
Examples of these sensitive receptors are residences, schools, hospitals, and daycare 
centers.  CARB has identified the following groups of individuals as the most likely to be 
affected by air pollution: the elderly over 65, children under 14, athletes, and persons 
with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases such as asthma, emphysema, and 
bronchitis. 

 
The nearest sensitive uses are residential uses located approximately 340 feet to the 
northeast of the proposed project site.  As discussed above under section 3.3 c), the 
proposed project would not result in a violation of a California or national AAQS during 
construction or operation.    
 
Carbon Monoxide Hotspots 
 
In order to identify impacts to sensitive receptors, a carbon monoxide (CO) analysis was 
completed for localized mobile (i.e. traffic) source impacts.  An assessment of CO 
“hotspots” is performed when a proposed project increases the volume of traffic to 
capacity ratio (also called the intersection capacity utilization) by 0.02 (two percent) for 
relevant intersections with an existing level of service (LOS) D or worse.  Because traffic 
congestion is highest where vehicles queue and are subject to reduced speeds, these 
hotspots are typically produced at intersection locations.   
 
The projected traffic volumes were modeled using the BREEZE ROADS dispersion 
model.  The resultant values were then added to an ambient concentration.  A receptor 
height of 1.8 meters was used in accordance with the Environmental Protection Agency’s 
(EPA’s) recommendations.  The calculations assume a meteorological condition of 
almost no wind (0.5 meters/second), a flat topological condition between the source and 
the receptor and a mixing height of 1,000 meters.  A standard deviation of five degrees 
was used for the deviation of wind direction.  The suburban land classification was used 
for the aerodynamic roughness coefficient.  This follows the BREEZE ROADS user’s 
manual definition of suburban as “regular coverage with large obstacles, open spaces 
roughly equal to obstacle heights, villages, mature forests.”  All of the above parameters 
are based on the standards stated in the Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide 
(CO Protocol), December 1997.   
 
For the purposes of this analysis, the ambient concentration used in the modeling was the 
highest one-hour measurement from 2009 (the latest year data was available) of 
monitoring data at the Santa Rosa Monitoring Station (nearest CO monitoring station to 
the proposed project site).  Actual future ambient CO levels may be lower due to 
emissions control strategies that would be implemented between now and the proposed 
project buildout date.  Due to changing meteorological conditions over an eight-hour 
period which diffuses the local CO concentrations, the eight-hour CO level 
concentrations have been found to be typically proportional and lower than the one-hour 
concentrations, where it is possible to have stable atmospheric conditions last for the Deleted: Draft 
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entire hour.  Therefore, eight-hour CO levels were calculated using the locally derived 
persistence factor as stated in the CO Protocol.  The local persistence factor is derived by 
calculating the highest ratio of eight-hour to one-hour maximum locally measured CO 
concentrations from the most recent three years of data.  Table 3.3-3, Project Buildout 
Carbon Monoxide Concentrations, shows that of the most recent three years of data, year 
2007 has the highest eight-hour to one-hour ratio of 0.66. 
 
The intersections in the proposed project area currently operate at an LOS ranging from 
LOS A to LOS C for PM peak hour activities.  At proposed project buildout, four of these 
intersections would operate at LOS D or worse in an unmitigated condition, requiring a 
CO hotspot analysis.  As indicated in Table 3.3-3 below, CO concentrations would be 
well below the thresholds.  The modeling results are compared to the California AAQS 
for CO of 9 ppm on an eight-hour average and 20 ppm on a one-hour average.  Neither 
the one-hour average nor the eight-hour average would be equaled or exceeded.  Impacts 
in regards to localized CO hotspots would be less than significant.   

 
Table 3.3-3 

Project Buildout Carbon Monoxide Concentrations 
 

1-hour CO (ppm)¹ 8-Hour CO (ppm) ¹ 
Intersection 1-hour 

Standard 
Future + 
Project 

8-hour 
Standard 

Future + 
Project 

Highway 29 SB Ramps/Lakeport Boulevard 20 ppm 3.9 9 ppm 2.57 
Highway 29 NB Ramps/Lakeport Boulevard 20 ppm 4.0 9 ppm 2.64 
Bevins Street/Lakeport Boulevard 20 ppm 4.0 9 ppm 2.64 
Main Street/Lakeport Boulevard 20 ppm 3.9 9 ppm 2.57 
Note: 
1. As measured at a distance of 10 feet from the corner of the intersection predicting the highest value.  Presented 

1 hour CO concentrations include a background concentration of 3.5 ppm.  Eight-hour concentrations are based 
on a persistence of 0.66 of the 1-hour concentration. 

Refer to Appendix B, Air Quality Data. 
 
Naturally Occurring Asbestos 
 
As stated in section 3.3 b) above, the proposed project area is known to contain naturally 
occurring asbestos.  Therefore, the proposed project would be required to comply with 
Chapter II, Article IV, Part V of the LCAQMD Rules and Regulations.  The project 
applicant would be required to file and receive approval of an asbestos-dust-hazard 
mitigation plan prior to construction activities.  With the implementation of Mitigation 
Measure AQ-2, impacts to sensitive uses from naturally occurring asbestos would be 
less than significant.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-
than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required:  Mitigation Measure AQ-2, described above. 

 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
 

_________________________ 
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e) Would the proposed project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 
people? 

Less than Significant Impact.  As a general matter, the types of land use development 
that pose potential odor problems include wastewater treatment plants, refineries, landfills, 
composting facilities and transfer stations. No such uses would occupy the proposed 
project site.  Construction activities associated with the proposed project may generate 
detectable odors from heavy-duty equipment exhaust.  Construction-related odors would 
be short-term in nature and cease upon project completion.  Any impacts to existing 
adjacent land uses would be short-term and are less than significant.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 
 

_________________________ 
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3.4 Biological Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES— Would the project:     

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    

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

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

Discussion 

a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  
 
Special-Status Plant Species 
 
A review of the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) records show that two 
special-status plant species, green jewel-flower and mayacamas popcorn-flower, have 
been broadly mapped to include the proposed project area.  Twenty-six other special-
status plant species are known to occur within a 10-mile radius of the proposed project 
site: Anthony’s Peak lupine, beaked tracyina, bent-flowered fiddleneck, Boggs Lake 
hedge-hyssop, Bolander’s horkelia, Brandegee’s eriastrum, bristly sedge, Burke’s 
goldfields, Colusa layia, dimorphic snapdragon, eel-grass pondweed, glandular western 
flax, Koch’s cord moss, Konocti manzanita, Napa bluecurls, Norris’ beard moss, oval-
leaved viburnum, Raiche’s manzanita, Rincon Ridge ceanothus, robust monardella, 
serpentine cryptantha, small-flowered calycadenia, small groundcone, Sonoma canescent 
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manzanita, two-carpellate western flax, and woolly meadowfoam. The potential for each 
special-status plant species to utilize the proposed project area is evaluated in the 
Biological Study Report (refer to Appendix C). 
 
A botanical survey was conducted on April 9 and 29, May 17, and June 19, 2010.  All of 
the special-status plant species potentially occurring in the proposed project area would 
have been evident at the time of the fieldwork.  The survey consisted of an intensive and 
systematic evaluation of the proposed project site.  The botanical survey confirmed the 
presence of four special-status plant species on the proposed project site, including: 1) 
Colusa layia; 2) bent-flowered fiddleneck; 3) serpentine cryptantha; and 4) Tracy’s 
clarkia (a special-status species not reported in the CNDDB records search).  Locations of 
the plant populations are shown in Appendix C (refer to Figure 3 of the Biological Study 
Report). Data forms documenting the special-status plant occurrences have been 
submitted to the CNDDB. 
 
Colusa layia, serpentine cryptantha, and bent-flowered fiddleneck are on the California 
Native Plant Society’s (CNPS’s) List 1B. Although not state or federally listed, plants 
with this CNPS listing status are generally considered to qualify as “endangered, rare, or 
threatened” under Section 15380(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines and thus require 
consideration during CEQA review. Tracy’s clarkia is on CNPS List 4; plants of this 
status rarely qualify for state listing, but may be locally significant.  
 
Because detailed site development plans have not yet been prepared, the extent of 
impacts to the serpentine herb community and the four on-site special-status plant species 
cannot be quantified. However, in general terms, site development has a high potential to 
adversely affect these resources. It appears that Tracy’s clarkia, which is the least 
sensitive of the plants, would be least affected because it primarily occurs on the 
periphery of the proposed project site. Serpentine cryptantha, which is the most sensitive 
of the four species on the proposed project site, is the most centrally located and would 
be the most difficult to avoid during site development.  
 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) staff were contacted following 
discovery of the special-status plant populations. However, the CDFG has not conducted 
a field review of the site or provided guidance as to potential mitigation strategies. 
Because full avoidance of the special-status plant populations and serpentine herb 
community does not appear to be possible, the project proponent should prepare a 
mitigation plan acceptable to CDFG prior to the start of construction activities. 
Mitigation would likely include avoidance of at least some of the on-site serpentine herb 
community and associated special-status plant populations. Detailed mapping of the 
extent and densities of the special-status plant communities prepared as part of the 
botanical study (refer to Appendix C) will assist in preparing a site design that minimizes 
impacts to the populations. The mitigation plan should be prepared as early as possible, in 
conjunction with preparation of site design and development plans. Other options for 
mitigation include preservation of other local populations of these special-status plants, 
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restoration of degraded populations on other sites in the area, and/or creation or new 
populations. 

 
Special-Status Animal Species 

Review of CNDDB records showed that one special-status animal species, American 
badger, has been broadly mapped as occurring within the proposed project area. In 
addition, eight other special-status animal species are known to occur within a 10-mile 
radius: Clear Lake hitch, foothill yellow-legged frog, grasshopper sparrow, Pacific fisher, 
Sacramento perch, Townsend’s big-eared bat, tricolored blackbird, and western pond 
turtle. The CNDDB records search also identified seven non-status animal species within 
the search radius: Calasellus californicus, Bell’s sage sparrow, blennosperma vernal pool 
andrenid bee, double-crested cormorant, great blue heron, osprey, and silver-haired bat. 
The potential for each special-status animal species to utilize the proposed project area is 
evaluated in the Biological Study Report (refer to Appendix C).  
 
A wildlife survey was conducted on March 17, 2010. No special-status animal species 
were observed in the proposed project area during the wildlife evaluation. However, as 
documented in the Biological Study Report (refer to Appendix C), two special-status 
animal species, grasshopper sparrow and Townsend’s big-eared bat, as well as the non-
status silver-haired bat, could potentially utilize the proposed project site during their life 
cycles.  
 
The grasshopper sparrow, a migratory bird, has a low potential to nest in the on-site 
annual grassland community. Potential adverse effects on nesting grasshopper sparrows 
can be avoided through proper timing of vegetation removal. 
 
Townsend’s big-eared bat and silver-haired bat could potentially forage on-site. 
However, they are very unlikely to roost on the proposed project site, given the lack of 
suitable roosting locations. Because suitable roosting habitat is much more available on 
other local sites and similar or higher quality foraging habitat is widely available, site 
development would have a negligible effect on these bat species; no mitigation is 
warranted. 
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 and BIO-2 would reduce impacts to 
special-status plant and animal species to a less-than-significant level.  
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1:  Following the development of a site plan and prior to the 
commencement of construction activities, the AOC shall prepare a Mitigation Plan to 
offset impacts to the on-site serpentine herb community and the following three special-
status plants species: 1) Colusa layia; 2) serpentine cryptantha; and 3) bent-flowered 
fiddleneck.  Tracy’s clarkia shall also be avoided/protected where possible.   
 
As discussed with California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) staff, the highest 
priority for mitigation shall be to avoid and protect the existing on-site populations of the 
special-status plants to the extent feasible.  Secondly, if suitable habitat will be 
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temporarily disturbed but will remain viable in the long term, an effort shall be made to 
re-establish special-status plant populations in these areas upon completion of 
construction.  If CDFG determines that the available on-site options for plant protection 
and re-establishment do not fully compensate for the project impacts, off-site mitigation 
shall be provided.  This can be accomplished through preservation or enhancement of off-
site serpentine habitats and special-status plant populations, restoration of degraded 
habitats on other local sites capable of supporting the sensitive resources, creation of new 
habitats capable of supporting the sensitive resources, and/or purchase of appropriate 
credits at a qualifying mitigation bank (if available). 
 
The Mitigation Plan shall be submitted to CDFG for review, and shall be approved in 
writing by CDFG prior to initiation of construction activities.  The Plan shall identify the 
mitigation site(s); methods to be employed to protect, restore, enhance, and/or create 
serpentine-herb habitat and the associated special-status plant populations; an 
implementation schedule; success criteria; monitoring and reporting requirements; long-
term maintenance provisions; remedial measures to be undertaken if the success criteria 
are not fully met; and/or other pertinent data to ensure successful mitigation.   
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2:  Vegetation removal shall be conducted between August 1 
and February 28, if feasible.  If vegetation removal must be conducted between March 1 
and July 31, a nesting bird survey shall be conducted within two weeks prior to initiation 
of work.  If active nests are present, work within 500 feet of the nest(s) shall be 
postponed until the young have fledged, unless a smaller next buffer zone is authorized 
by the California Department of Fish and Game. 
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

_________________________ 

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  The proposed project site is approximately 
1,340 - 1,400 feet above sea level, and is surrounded on three sides by urban 
development. The proposed project site was historically an oak woodland, and was used 
for agriculture and grazing beginning in the late 1930s; the site was cleared of trees and 
shrubs in the early 1970s, and was graded prior to 1988.3  Soils on the proposed project 
site are identified as Henneke-Montara Rock Outcrop Complex, 15 to 50 percent slopes, 
with a negligible amount of Still loam, stratified substratum, in the extreme northeast 
corner of the site. The Henneke-Montara Complex consists of very deep, moderately 
well-drained soils formed in alluvium from mixed rock types. However, grading 

                                                       
3  Biological Study Report, ENPLAN, July 2010. 
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activities dramatically altered the soils and natural contours of the proposed project site. 
Roughly 20 feet of surface material was removed from the upper portion of the proposed 
project site, resulting in two level terraces. 

Small rocks of serpentine origin are exposed on the upper terrace and hillsides, which 
support a serpentine herb community. The lower terrace supports a disturbed annual 
grassland. Locations of the communities, as well as photographs, are shown in the 
Biological Study Report (refer to Appendix C). Two small, shallow seasonal waters with 
rock substrates are present on the upper terrace. Most runoff from the proposed project 
site enters constructed ditches that convey flow to the east. Flow enters the city’s storm 
drain system, which discharges into Clear Lake approximately one-quarter mile east of 
the proposed project site. 
 
Annual Grassland 
 
Annual grasslands are characterized by a sparse to dense cover of annual grasses with 
inclusions of numerous species of native annual forbs (“wildflowers”). Germination 
occurs with the onset of the fall rains; growth, flowering, and seed-set occur from winter 
through spring. With a few exceptions, the plants are dead through the summer-fall dry 
season, persisting as seeds. On the proposed project site, the annual grassland community 
is best represented on the lower terrace of the site, on the eastern edge of the proposed 
project area. Common species in this community include wild oats, soft chess, California 
meadow barley, cream sacs, winter vetch, Spanish lotus, and various clovers. Although 
several special-status plant species were observed on the fringe of the annual grassland 
community, the community itself is not considered unique or sensitive.  Overall, the on-
site grassland has low value to wildlife species. 
 
Serpentine Herb Community 
 
The on-site serpentine herb community generally consists of a sparse, low-growing cover 
of annual and perennial forbs and grasses on the upper terrace and hillsides. Serpentine 
soils have unique chemical properties that prohibit the growth of many common plant 
species. A number of other plant species have evolved mechanisms allowing them to 
survive on serpentine soils. The flora of serpentine sites is thus unique and often supports 
plants of limited distribution, including a number of endemic species. As discussed 
above, four serpentine-adapted special-status plant species were observed in this 
community. 
 
The serpentine herb community is considered to be a sensitive natural community due to 
its somewhat restricted distribution and the high potential for endemic plant species to be 
present. The on-site community has been highly disturbed by grading. Although this has 
reduced the value of the site for some plant species, it has formed a “serpentine barren” 
that supports a unique suite of species, including four special-status species. Loss of the 
serpentine herb community as a result of project development is considered a significant 
adverse impact. Mitigation for this loss is best considered in conjunction with impacts on 
the four special-status plant species.  Because all four of the special-status plant species Deleted: Draft 
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have an affinity for serpentine soils, mitigation for the loss of the plants would also 
provide mitigation for the loss of the serpentine herb community.   
 
With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, project impacts to the serpentine 
herb community would be less than significant.  
 
Mitigation required:   Mitigation Measure BIO-1, above. 
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

_________________________ 

c) Would the proposed project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 

Less than Significant Impact.  National Wetlands Inventory Maps were reviewed to 
determine if any jurisdictional waters had been previously reported on or within one-half mile 
of the proposed project site; however, no data was available for the Lakeport quadrangle.  The 
field investigations were conducted in accordance with the technical methods outlined in the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual and under the Regional 
Supplement to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West 
Region (Arid West Supplement).  During the field investigation on April 29 and 30, 2010, 
eight non-wetland waters of the United States were mapped within two categories: seasonal 
waters and constructed ditches.   

Two seasonal waters, on the western edge of the upper terrace, were created when the site 
was graded and bedrock was exposed. Water now ponds to a depth of two to three inches 
in these shallow depressions underlain by bedrock. Representative plant species include 
scribner grass (Scribneria bolanderi), annual hairgrass (Deschampsia danthonioides), and 
rigiopappus (Rigiopappus leptocladus), but vegetative cover is less than five percent. 
Features with an ordinary high water mark and less than five percent vegetative cover are 
non-wetland waters. The extent of ponding was documented through site inspections on 
February 8 and April 9, 29 and 30, 2010, as well as by the presence of waterstained rock, 
sediment deposits, and a biotic crust (refer to Appendix C). 

Constructed ditches are excavated features that may be located in either wetlands or 
uplands, and may convey water collected from sheet flow or diverted from other water 
bodies. The jurisdictional status of constructed ditches depends in part on these 
characteristics. The on-site ditches are constructed in uplands, and receive sheet-flow 
runoff and discharge from the two non-wetland waters on the upper terrace. Most of the 
ditches have only ephemeral flow. However, two of the constructed ditches, 3:CD and 
8:CD as identified in the Pre-Jurisdictional Delineation Report (refer to Appendix C), do 
not drain well and support wetland plant species in their lower ends; species present 
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include annual ryegrass (Lolium multiflorum), Mediterranean barley (Hordeum marinum 
ssp. gussoneanum), and common monkey-flower (Mimulus guttatus). 
 

As described in Regulatory Guidance Letter 08-02, the AOC concurs with the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers that waters regulated under the Clean Water Act may be present on 
the proposed project site. As such, these waters will be treated as jurisdictional for the 
purpose of calculating fill and satisfying future mitigation requirements. The AOC 
understands that it can later request and obtain an approved jurisdictional determination if 
that becomes necessary or appropriate during the permit process or during the 
administrative appeal process.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would 
be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 
_________________________ 

d) Would the proposed project interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation. No terrestrial wildlife corridors exist at the 
proposed project site. The proposed project site is located within an undeveloped area that 
is surrounded by development, and just east of Highway 29. The surrounding 
development and roadways act as existing barriers for terrestrial wildlife movement. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not interfere with native wildlife movements.  

The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act states that without a permit issued by the U.S. 
Department of the Interior, it is unlawful to pursue, hunt, take, capture, or kill any 
migratory bird. Although ambient noise and disturbance levels are high in the site 
vicinity as a result of existing human and vehicle traffic, it is possible that certain bird 
species tolerant of disturbance might use these trees or buildings as nesting substrate. 
Direct impacts to nesting birds could occur if nesting substrate (e.g., trees) is removed 
while active nests are present. In addition, indirect impacts to nearby nesting birds could 
occur as a result of project-related construction noise, that causes stress on the birds or nest 
abandonment. The grasshopper sparrow, a migratory bird, has a low potential to nest in 
the on-site annual grassland community. Potential adverse effects on nesting grasshopper 
sparrows can be avoided through proper timing of vegetation removal. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2 would reduce these potential impacts to a less-than-
significant level.  
 
Mitigation required:   Mitigation Measure BIO-2, above. 
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  The proposed project does not conflict with any 
local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. No trees are located on-site; 
therefore, policies and ordinances related to tree protection are not applicable.  The 
proposed project would result in the removal of special-status plant species; however, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, would result in impacts that are less than 
significant. 
 
Mitigation required:   Mitigation Measure BIO-1, above. 
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

_________________________ 

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

No Impact. The proposed project is not within an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan.  Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

References 
 

City of Lakeport, General Plan 2025, adopted August, 2009. 

ENPLAN, 2010, Biological Study Report, July 15, 2010 

ENPLAN, 2010, Pre-jurisdictional Delineation Report, July 16, 2010. 

_________________________ 
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3.5 Cultural Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

CULTURAL RESOURCES — Would the project:     

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in 
§15064.5? 

    

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a unique archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? 

    

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

    

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries? 

    

Discussion 

a) Would the proposed project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource as defined in §15064.5? 

No Impact. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 requires the lead agency to consider 
the effects of a project on historical resources. A historical resource is defined as any 
building, structure, site, or object listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the 
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), or determined by a lead agency to be 
significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, 
educational, social, political, or cultural annals of California. 

The CRHR includes resources that have been listed in or formally determined eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), as well as some California State 
Landmarks and Points of Historical Interest. Under U.S. Department of the Interior, National 
Park Service guidelines (NPS, 1997), buildings, structures, and objects usually need to be 
more than 50 years old to be eligible for listing in the NRHP. The California Office of 
Historic Preservation guidelines for project review and planning call for the identification 
and evaluation of resources that are more than 45 years old to account for the passage of 
time between the period of project review and project completion. Resources that are less 
than 50 years old are generally excluded from listing in the NRHP or CRHR, unless they 
can be shown to be exceptionally significant. 

Historic Background 
 

The area now known as Lake County may have first been visited by Euro-Americans in 
1821, when Captain Luis Arguello led a military expedition north from San Francisco. 
Fur trappers, explorers and settlers soon followed. Miners travelling to and from the gold 
fields traversed the area beginning in the 1840s and many returned after the gold rush to 
settle. 
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Lakeport was originally named Forbestown after an early settler. Forbes donated land to 
the local government in exchange for making the town the county seat in1861. At the 
same time, a decision was made to change the name of the town to Lakeport to advertise 
its natural port. Important industries in Lake County have included mining, agriculture, 
and ranching. Today, the economy is boosted by tourism, wineries, and agricultural 
products including nuts, fruit, and grapes.  

Background Research and Results 
 

A records search was conducted at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) of the California 
Historical Resources Information System at Sonoma State University on May 26, 2010. 
Results of the records search conducted at the NWIC indicate that there have been 18 
previous surveys within a half-mile radius of the proposed project site.  Historic features 
were noted by the NWIC record search.  There are numerous historic structures 
documented through the City of Lakeport, although none are within or adjacent to the 
proposed project area.   

A pedestrian survey was taken of the entire project area of potential effects (APE) on 
April 29, 2010 to identify potentially historic architectural resources. To address the 
possibility of buried cultural resources, the exposed cutbank on the proposed project 
site’s north end and existing road cuts were examined.  

No historic sites were noted during the cultural resources survey; however, it should be 
noted that the entire top 20 feet of the proposed project area was previously removed to 
create a building pad.  This action would have destroyed any cultural resources which 
might have been present (refer to Appendix D, Cultural Resources Inventory, for more 
information).  The proposed project would not affect any sites or structures eligible for 
inclusion of the CRHR or the NRHP.  Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no 
impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

b) Would the proposed project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
unique archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  CEQA requires the lead agency to consider 
the effects of a project on archaeological resources and to determine whether any identified 
archaeological resource is a historical resource. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 
also requires consideration of potential project impacts on “unique” archaeological 
resources that do not qualify as historical resources. PRC Section 21083.2 defines a 
unique archaeological resource as an archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it 
can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current body of knowledge, 
there is a high probability that it meets one or more of the following criteria: (1) contains 
information needed to answer important scientific research questions, and there is a 
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demonstrable public interest in that information; (2) has a special and particular quality, such 
as being the oldest of its type or the best available example of its type; and/or (3) is directly 
associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or 
person. PRC Section 15064.5(c)(4) provides that, if an archaeological resource is neither 
a unique archaeological resource nor a historical resource, the effects of a project on the 
resource are not considered significant.  

Prehistoric Background 
 

The first archaeological work in the Clear Lake region was that of Harrington (1948) at 
the Borax Lake site (CA-LAK-36). The site was estimated to date to 10,000 B.P., a date 
that was later validated through obsidian hydration. Although no further large scale 
archaeological investigations took place in the area until work was conducted at 
Anderson Flat (White and Frederickson 1992, White et al. 1995, 2002), several broad 
chronological schemes were developed to interpret the prehistory of the area. White and 
Frederickson (1992) present a more specific framework for the Clear Lake Basin based 
upon six sites. The earliest human activity in the area is identified at the Borax Lake site. 
This pattern (10000-7500 B.P.) is associated with large points, crescents, scrapers, and 
choppers and assumed to be related to big game hunting. However, the location of the 
site near the lake may indicate lacustrine use. The sequence continues through the Houx 
Aspect of the Berkeley Pattern (7500-1200 B.P.), with a drier climate, a shift away from 
hunting to a more diversified subsistence strategy and increasing populations. The 
chronology ends with the late prehistoric to early historic Clear Lake Aspect (1200 B.P. – 
historic contact). Interestingly, two distinct populations are identified occupying the area 
simultaneously between 4000- 1200 B.P. The intrusive Mendocino Pattern people exhibit 
similarities to cultures associated with the surrounding mountains while the pre-existing 
Houx Aspect peoples had ties to Clear Lake. 
 
Ethnographic 
 

The project area was inhabited by the Eastern Pomo at the time of Euro-American 
contact. Ethnographic sources for the Eastern Pomo include Loeb (1926), Kroeber 
(1925), Gifford (1923, 1926) and McLendon and Lowy (1978). The following summary 
is taken from the latter source. The Pomo, identified as part of the Hokan language 
family, consisted of twelve groups who spoke seven separate, distinct dialects.  
 
The Eastern Pomo followed a seasonal lifestyle that was based upon the environment of 
the Clear Lake area. Heavy winter rains led to rushing streams in the spring and a full 
lake at the beginning of summer. Dry summers led to a lower lake level and access to 
lakeside marshlands. Subsistence activities were tied to this weather pattern. Fish, which 
were dried for year-round use, were caught in streams in the spring while waterfowl were 
obtained in the fall. Acorns, a dietary staple, were gathered during the autumn. Roots 
were dug and tules were harvested in early summer; lake fishing and clam collection took 
place in early summer as well. 
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Villages developed along the lake or permanent streams. They were occupied for much of 
the year; however, many of the inhabitants left the village at certain times of the year in 
order to obtain specific resources (e.g., acorns). 
 
Tules were a key raw material used by the Eastern Pomo for housing, boats, and clothing, 
as well as household items and food. Clam shell beads were used as the medium of 
exchange for the Eastern Pomo. The shells were brought back from the coast, broken, 
shaped and drilled into beads. Although bartering sometimes took place, beads were 
principally used to trade for salt, obsidian blades, and a number of other items. 

Background Research and Results 
 

Results of the cultural resources records search conducted at the NWIC indicate that there 
have been 18 previous surveys within a half-mile radius of the proposed project site. No 
archaeological sites have been recorded in the immediate project area; however, three 
prehistoric sites have been recorded within one-half mile of the proposed project. Site P-
17-000492, known as Prayer Hill, is located 1,000 feet from the proposed project site.  
There is no site record for this feature, but an article published by the Lake County 
Chamber of Commerce (Geoble ND), suggests that it was used by the local Native 
Americans for ceremonies prior to the historic period.  This feature has been substantially 
altered by a road cut and quarrying, with much of the hilltop removed.4 

A pedestrian survey was conducted on the APE on April 29, 2010.  The northern 
bank was visible to a depth of approximately 29 feet.  Ground visibility varied from 
good (approximately 80 percent exposed ground on top of the hill) to fair 
(approximately 20 to 30 percent visibility near the base) for the survey area.  An 
archaeological surface survey was conducted on the proposed project area; however, 
no archaeological resources were recorded during the archaeological surface or 
pedestrian survey.  

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was contacted on March 16, 2010 
to request a database search for sacred lands or other cultural properties of significance 
within or adjacent to the proposed project area. A response was received on March 25, 
2010. The sacred lands file search did not identify the presence of cultural resources in 
the project area. Letters were sent to Native American organizations and to the Lakeport 
Historical Society on April 2, 2010.  An email response was received from Mr. Shannon 
Ford of the Scotts Valley Band of Pomo Indians on April 15, 2010, requesting that a 
member of his tribe monitor the area during ground disturbing activities.  The Lakeport 
Historical Society contacted ENPLAN by telephone on April 20, 2010 to indicate that 
they have no concerns with the proposed project (refer to Appendix D, Cultural 
Resources Inventory, for details and copies of the correspondence).  

                                                       
4 Cultural Resources Inventory, ENPLAN, July 2010. Deleted: Draft 
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The accidental discovery of archaeological materials during ground-disturbing activities 
cannot be entirely discounted. In the unlikely event that archaeological materials are 
unearthed, implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would reduce potential 
impacts to archaeological resources to less than significant levels. 

Mitigation Measure CUL-1: If previously unevaluated cultural resources are 
encountered, all earth-disturbing work shall stop within 50 feet of the find until a 
qualified archaeologist and a Native American representative can make an assessment of 
the discovery and recommend/implement mitigation measures as necessary.  Prehistoric 
archaeological materials might include obsidian and chert flaked-stone tools (e.g., 
projectile points, knives, scrapers) or tool making debris; culturally darkened soil 
(“midden”) containing heat-affected rocks, artifacts, or shellfish remains; and stone 
milling equipment (e.g., mortars, pestles, handstones, or milling slabs); and battered stone 
tools, such as hammerstones and pitted stones. Historic-period materials might include 
stone, concrete, or adobe footings and walls; filled wells or privies; and deposits of metal, 
glass, and/or ceramic refuse. If the archaeologist and Native American representative 
determine that the resources may be significant, they will notify the AOC. An appropriate 
treatment plan for the resources should be developed. The archaeologist shall consult 
with Native American representatives in determining appropriate treatment for 
prehistoric or Native American cultural resources. 

In considering any suggested mitigation proposed by the archaeologist and Native 
American representative, the AOC will determine whether avoidance is necessary and 
feasible in light of factors such as the nature of the find, project design, costs, and other 
considerations. If avoidance is infeasible, other appropriate measures (e.g., data recovery) 
shall be instituted. Work may proceed in other parts of the project area while mitigation 
for cultural resources is being carried out. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

_________________________ 

c) Would the proposed project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation. Paleontology is a multidisciplinary science that 
combines elements of geology, biology, chemistry, and physics in an effort to understand 
the history of life on earth. Paleontological resources, or fossils, are the remains, imprints, 
or traces of once-living organisms preserved in rocks and sediments. The fossil yielding 
potential of a particular area is highly dependent on the geologic age and origin of the 
underlying rocks. In general, older sedimentary rocks (more than 10,000 years old) are 
considered most likely to yield fossils of scientific interest. 

According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service Web Soil Survey, the proposed 
project site is located within Soil Map Unit 142: Henneke-Montara Rock Outcrop 
Complex, 15 to 50 percent slopes.  This soil map unit consists of very deep, moderately Deleted: Draft 
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well drained soils with medium runoff, and very slow permeability, formed in alluvium 
from mixed rock sources.  The native geology of the proposed project site is mapped as 
Ultramafic Rocks, chiefly Mesozoic, Unit 3 (um) (Middle and Late Jurassic) by the 
United States Geological Survey.  The proposed project site is surrounded by Quaternary 
alluvium and marine deposits (Pliocene to Holocene) (Q) (USGS 2010).  These two 
geologic mapping units, um and Q, have the potential to contain paleontological 
resources; however, the entire top 20 feet of the proposed project area was previously 
removed to create a building pad.  This action would have destroyed any paleontological 
resources which might have been present.  In addition, according to the University of 
California, Museum of Paleontology (UCMP), no records of previous vertebrate fossil 
finds or fossil plant sites are located within the proposed six-acre site. 
 

Although there is low potential to encounter paleontological resources during 
construction, implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-2 would reduce any potential 
impacts to less than significant levels with respect to paleontological resources. 

Mitigation Measure CUL-2: In the event that paleontological resources are discovered 
during ground disturbing activities, grading and construction work within 100 feet of the 
find shall be suspended until the significance of the features can be determined by a 
qualified professional paleontologist as appropriate.  A qualified professional 
paleontologist shall then make recommendations for measures necessary to protect the 
find, or to undertake data recovery, excavation, analysis, and curation of paleontological 
materials as appropriate. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

_________________________ 

d) Would the proposed project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside 
of formal cemeteries? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation. Results of the record searches and pedestrian 
survey indicate that the proposed project area has a low potential to contain buried 
cultural materials including human remains. However the possibility of uncovering 
human remains cannot be entirely discounted. In the unlikely event that human remains 
are uncovered during ground-disturbing activity, the implementation of Mitigation 
Measure CUL-3 would reduce potential impacts to human remains to less than 
significant levels. 

Mitigation Measure CUL-3: If human remains are encountered unexpectedly during 
construction excavation and grading activities, State Health and Safety Code Section 
7050.5 requires that no further disturbance shall occur until the Lake County Coroner has 
made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources 
Code Section 5097.98. If the remains are determined to be of Native American descent, 
the coroner has 24 hours to notify the Native American Heritage Commission. The 
Native American Heritage Commission will then identify the person(s) thought to be the 
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Most Likely Descendent, who will help determine what course of action should be taken 
in dealing with the remains. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

_________________________ 

References 
Geoble, Merion, ND, The Old Indian Prayer Hill, Lake County Chamber of Commerce, 
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ENPLAN, 2010, Cultural Resources Inventory for the Proposed Lake County Courthouse Site, in 
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USGS, 2010, Mineral Resources On-Line Spatial Data – California Geologic Map Data, 
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3.6 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND SEISMICITY — Would the project: 

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

    

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial evidence of a 
known fault? (Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42.) 

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 

liquefaction? 
    

iv) Landslides?     
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?     
c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 

that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

    

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

    

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

    

Discussion 

a.i) Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, 
as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by 
the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?  

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project site is not located in an Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone5 as defined by the California Geological Survey (CGS) 
(formerly the California Division of Mines and Geology [CDMG]).  However, Fault-
Rupture Hazard Zones maps prepared by the CGS (pursuant to the Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Act) do identify areas in the northern section of Lake County as 
being located in a fault zone. The fault zone runs diagonally in a southeast to northwest 
direction through the Potato Hill, Lake Pillsbury, and Sanhedrin topographic quad maps. 
In the far southeastern corner of the county there is a fault zone in the Jericho Valley, an 
area that runs along the Lake/Napa County line.  These faults have the potential for 

                                                       
5  Alquist-Priolo Zones designate areas most likely to experience fault rupture, although surface fault rupture is not 
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surface rupture; therefore, the proposed project may result in potential adverse effects 
involving rupture of a known earthquake fault.   
 
While fault rupture is not necessarily bound to occur directly along the fault trace, ground 
displacement is usually experienced within a narrow zone along the fault trace. Because 
the proposed project site is not located on an active or potentially active fault, the 
potential for surface fault rupture is low, and the impact is considered less than 
significant.   

In addition, the California Building Code (CBC) establishes standards for investigation 
and mitigation of site conditions related to fault movement, ground rupture, ground 
shaking as well as other seismically inducted activities.  As part of its design effort, the 
AOC prepares a geotechnical report to evaluate site conditions including seismic issues, 
and the report’s geologist and engineer provide structural recommendations.  The AOC’s 
design would incorporate seismic recommendations from the geotechnical report into the 
proposed project’s design to ensure that the building’s structural and safety elements 
meet requirements the CBC.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would 
be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 
 

_________________________ 

a.ii) Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking? 

Less than Significant Impact.  Lakeport is located in a highly active earthquake 
area and the potential exists for a significant seismic event in the future. Immediately 
east of the city, between the city and Clear Lake, there is a potentially active rupture 
zone. Potentially active rupture zones are faults which have been active in the past 2,000 
years. Little is known about the shoreline fault rupture zone; however, it represents a 
potential significant hazard and must be taken into consideration when development 
occurs in the vicinity. To the west of the city lie the San Andreas Fault and the 
Healdsburg Fault, 30 and 15 miles away, respectively. Both of these faults have been 
responsible for moderate to major seismic events in the past. The maximum earthquake 
magnitudes observed to date are 8.5 (Richter Scale) for the San Andreas Fault and 6.75 
(Richter Scale) for the Healdsburg fault. 

Within the past 200 years, no major damaging earthquakes have occurred along faults in 
Lake County; however, numerous minor faults exist within the county, designated 
potentially active, which could cause ground rupture, failure and shaking. Precise 
locations of these faults are not well established; however, it appears that the greatest 
number of faults occur in the southwestern portion of the county near Mt. Konocti. The 
southeastern portion of the county also appears to have considerable faults, particularly 
from Grizzly Peak eastward and running from Knoxville to the southern county line. 
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Although some structural damage is typically not avoidable during an earthquake, building 
codes and construction ordinances have been established to protect against building collapse 
and major injury during a seismic event. The design and construction of the proposed 
facilities and their foundations would be in accordance with current applicable requirements 
of the CBC and would reduce the potential for injury and structural damage.  Therefore, the 
AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

a.iii) Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction?  

Less than Significant Impact. Liquefaction is a phenomenon where saturated subsurface 
soils lose strength because of increased pore pressure and can behave more like a liquid 
than a solid. The soils most susceptible to liquefaction are clean, loose, uniformly graded, 
saturated, fine-grained soils that occur close to the ground surface, usually at depths of 
less than 50 feet. Because liquefaction only occurs in saturated soil, its effects are most 
commonly observed in low-lying areas near bodies of water such as rivers, lakes, bays, 
and oceans. Soils in and around Lakeport, especially near the Clear Lake shore, are 
susceptible to liquefaction during a seismic event. 

Regardless, modern construction methods and materials can reduce the potential damage 
from liquefaction. The design phase geotechnical investigation, as required for by the CBC, 
would evaluate the potential for liquefaction and include recommendations to reduce 
the potential impact per standard engineering practices. Implementation of these 
geotechnical engineering recommendations into the proposed project’s specifications 
would make the potential damage from liquefaction a less-than-significant impact.  
Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 
_________________________ 

a.iv) Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides? 

Less than Significant Impact. The landslide potential of an area is a function of the 
area’s hydrology, geology, and seismic characteristics.  Areas that are often susceptible to 
landsliding include steep slopes underlain by weak bedrock.  While the proposed project 
would be located on a hilltop, the actual site for the new courthouse is relatively flat and 
currently vacant.  According to the Lake County General Plan EIR (2008),6 no recent 
landslides have been identified in the county, though the potential for failure does exist in 

                                                       
6  Available at: http://www.co.lake.ca.us/Government/Directory/Community_Development/documents//2008 
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the region, especially in areas of previous landslide debris.  The Safety Element of the 
City of Lakeport General Plan 2025 states that since zones of moderate to high landslide 
potential exist in Lakeport, soils tests should be carried out by a registered soils engineer 
or geologist are essential wherever landslide potential is indicated or suspected.  As 
previously mentioned, as part of its design effort, the AOC prepares a geotechnical report 
to evaluate site conditions including potential landslide issues, and the report’s geologist 
and engineer provide structural recommendations.  The AOC’s design would incorporate 
landslide recommendations from the geotechnical report into the proposed project’s 
design to ensure that the building’s structural and safety elements are met.  Therefore, the 
AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

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

Less than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project would involve 
excavation, soil stockpiling, and grading. These activities would expose areas of soil that 
have previously been covered with asphalt, concrete, or vegetation. Exposed soil could be 
subject to erosion by wind and storm water runoff. The extent of erosion that could occur 
varies depending on soil type, vegetation/cover, and weather conditions. Concentrated 
water erosion, if not managed or controlled, could eventually result in significant soil 
loss. Sediment from project-induced erosion could also accumulate in downstream 
drainage facilities, interfere with flow, and aggravate downstream flooding conditions.  
The project applicant would be required to apply for a NPDES General Permit for 
Discharges of Storm Water Runoff Associated with Construction Activity (General 
Construction Permit), which involves preparing a SWPPP for all construction phases of 
the proposed project (see Hydrology and Water Quality for more information). This 
permit is required by the RWQCB. The objectives of the SWPPP are to identify pollutant 
sources (such as sediment) that may affect the quality of storm water discharge and to 
implement BMPs to reduce pollutants in storm water discharges. The applicant would be 
required to submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the RWQCB prior to the start of 
construction and provide a copy of the SWPPP at the job site at all times.  

At the end of each construction year (if applicable), the applicant would be required to 
submit an annual report to the RWQCB describing the performance of the prescribed 
BMPs and measures to correct BMPs that failed. Upon completion of the proposed 
project, the applicant would be required to submit a Notice of Termination to the RWQCB to 
indicate that all phases of construction are complete. Implementation of the plan would 
start with the commencement of construction and would continue though completion of 
the proposed project. Compliance with the SWPPP and the prescribed BMPs would 
reduce potential erosion of exposed soil and reduce potential erosion impacts. Therefore, 
the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 
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c) Would the project be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would 
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would include a design level 
geotechnical investigation that would have recommendations for foundation soils as well 
as compaction and backfill specifications to ensure geotechnically sound construction. 
The potential landslide hazard for the proposed project is considered very low due to the 
relatively level topography. Construction building codes for seismic conditions such as 
those present at the proposed project site include stringent requirements for foundation and 
building designs and would be enforced for the proposed project. With incorporation of 
geotechnical recommendations made in the design level investigation, the potential hazard 
from unstable soils would be considered less than significant.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

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

Less than Significant Impact. Expansive soils are those soils that shrink and swell 
in response to changes in moisture content potentially causing serious damage to 
overlying structures.  According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service Web 
Soil Survey, the proposed project site is located within Soil Map Unit 142: Henneke-
Montara Rock Outcrop Complex, 15 to 50 percent slopes.  This soil map unit consists of 
very deep, moderately well drained soils with medium runoff, and very slow 
permeability, formed in alluvium from mixed rock sources.  Expansive soils are often 
remedied during pre-construction site preparation either through treatment with lime or 
replacement with engineered fill. The proposed project would include a geotechnical 
evaluation of the building site location. As part of this investigation, the geotechnical 
engineer would evaluate the potential for expansive soils and provide recommendations. 
Implementation of these recommendations, as required by the CBC, would result in less-
than-significant impacts.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be 
less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

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

No Impact. The proposed project does not include any element that would require the 
need for a septic wastewater disposal system. The wastewater generated by the proposed 
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project would be handled by the city sewer system. Therefore, the AOC concludes there 
are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 
_________________________ 
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3.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS — Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

Discussion 

a) Would the proposed project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment? 

Less than Significant Impact.   
 
Global Climate Change  
 
Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions have the potential to adversely affect the environment 
because they contribute to global climate change.  GHGs are global in their effect, which 
is to increase the earth’s ability to absorb heat in the atmosphere.  As primary GHGs have 
a long lifetime in the atmosphere, accumulate over time, and are generally well-mixed, 
their impact on the atmosphere is mostly independent of the point of emission.  
Prominent GHGs of concern include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous 
oxide (N2O).  California is a substantial contributor of GHGs, emitting over 400 million 
tons of carbon dioxide (CO2) per year.7  Climate studies indicate that California is likely 
to see an increase of three to four degrees Fahrenheit (ºF) over the next century.  Methane 
is also an important GHG that potentially contributes to global climate change.  
 
The impact of anthropogenic activities on global climate change is apparent in the 
observational record.  Air trapped by ice has been extracted from core samples taken 
from polar ice sheets to determine the global atmospheric variation of CO2, methane 
(CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O) from before the start of industrialization (approximately 
1750), to over 650,000 years ago.  For that period, it was found that CO2 concentrations 
ranged from 180 parts per million (ppm) to 300 ppm.  For the period from approximately 
1750 to the present, global CO2 concentrations increased from a pre-industrialization 
period concentration of 280 ppm to 379 ppm in 2005, with the 2005 value far exceeding 
the upper end of the pre-industrial period range. 
 
Regulations and Significance Criteria 
 
The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) constructed several emission 
trajectories of GHGs needed to stabilize global temperatures and climate change impacts.  

                                                       
7 California Energy Commission, Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks:  1990 to 2004, 2006. Deleted: Draft 
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It concluded that a stabilization of GHGs at 400 to 450 ppm carbon dioxide-equivalent 
concentration is required to keep global mean warming below 2 degrees Celsius (ºC), 
which in turn is assumed to be necessary to avoid dangerous climate change. 
 
California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger issued Executive Order S-3-05 in June 
2005, which established the following GHG emission reduction targets: 
 

• 2010: Reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels; 

• 2020: Reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; and 

• 2050: Reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels. 
 

Assembly Bill (AB) 32 requires that the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
determine what the statewide GHG emissions level was in 1990, and approve a statewide 
GHG emissions limit that is equivalent to that level, to be achieved by 2020.  CARB has 
approved a 2020 emissions limit of 427 million metric tons of CO2 equivalent.  
 
Due to the nature of global climate change, it is not anticipated that any single 
development project would have a substantial effect on global climate change.  In 
actuality, GHG emissions from the proposed project would combine with emissions 
emitted across California, the United States, and the world to cumulatively contribute to 
global climate change.  
 
In June 2008, the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) 
published a Technical Advisory, which provides informal guidance for public agencies as 
they address the issue of climate change in CEQA documents.8  This is assessed by 
determining whether a project is consistent with or obstructs the 39 Recommended 
Actions identified by CARB in its Climate Change Scoping Plan which includes nine 
Early Action Measures (qualitative approach).  The Attorney General’s Mitigation 
Measures identify areas where GHG emissions reductions can be achieved in order to 
achieve the goals of AB 32.  As set forth in the OPR Technical Advisory and in the 
proposed amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4, this analysis 
examines whether the proposed project's GHG emissions are significant based on a 
qualitative and performance based standard (Proposed State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.4(a)(1) and (2)).   
 
The Lake County Air Quality Management District (LCAQMD) does not currently have 
a quantitative threshold of significance for GHG emissions.  In the absence of such a 
threshold, this analysis is based upon consistency with State GHG emission reductions 
targets established by AB 32.  To achieve the GHG reduction goals of AB 32, a minimum 
28.5 percent reduction from the “business as usual” scenario must be accomplished.  
Therefore, if the proposed project would reduce its “business as usual” emissions by a 
minimum of 28.5 percent, then a less than significant impact would result. 

 
                                                       
8   Governor's Office of Planning and Research, CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change Through 
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Direct Project-Related Sources of Greenhouse Gases 
 
Direct project-related GHG emissions include emissions from construction activities, area 
sources, and mobile sources.  Construction would commence in 2012 and would cease in 
2014.  GHG emissions from construction are typically amortized over the lifetime of the 
project (50 years, in accordance with the Judicial Council standards) and added to the 
operational emissions. Table 3.7-1, Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions, presents the 
estimated CO2, N2O, and CH4 emissions associated with construction and operations of 
the proposed project.  As seen in Table 3.7-1, construction-related activities would result 
in an amortized total of 9.31 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents per year 
(MTCO2eq/yr)9.  GHGs associated with area sources and mobile sources would be 95.34 
MTCO2eq/yr and 494.90 MTCO2eq/yr, respectively.   
 

Table 3.7-1 
Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 

CO2 N2O CH4 

Source Metric 
Tons/yr 

Metric 
Tons/yr 

Metric 
Tons of 

CO2eq/yr6 

Metric 
Tons/yr 

Metric 
Tons of 

CO2eq/yr6 

Total 
Metric 
Tons of 

CO2eq/yr6 

Construction Emissions       
  2012 159.34 0.00 0.09 0.02 5.91 165.34 
  2013 185.28 0.00 0.06 0.01 4.43 189.77 
  2014 120.14 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.37 120.51 
Total Construction Emissions 464.76 0.00 0.16 0.03 10.71 464.80 

Total Amortized 
Construction Emissions (30 

years) 
9.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 9.31 

Operational Emissions       
Direct Emissions       

• Area Source2  94.76 0.00 0.54 0.00 0.04 95.34 
• Mobile Source2, 3 483.00 0.04 11.17 0.03 0.73 494.90 

Total Direct Emissions7 577.76 0.04 11.71 0.03 0.77 590.24 
Indirect Emissions       

• Electricity 
Consumption4 

226.74 0.00 0.60 0.01 0.25 227.59 

• Water Supply5 0.43 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.43 
Total Indirect Emissions7 227.17 0.00 0.60 0.01 0.25 228.02 
Total Project-Related GHG 

Emissions WITHOUT 
Reductions  

827.57 MTCO2eq/yr 

                                                       
9  GHG emissions are presented in carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2eq) in order to establish a comparable unit of 

measure.  Each GHG is converted to CO2eq based on its Global Warming Potential, which describes its effect on 
climate change relative to a similar amount of carbon dioxide. Deleted: Draft 
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Table 3.7-1, Continued 
Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 
CO2 N2O CH4 

Source Metric 
Tons/yr 

Metric 
Tons/yr 

Metric 
Tons of 

CO2eq/yr6 

Metric 
Tons/yr 

Metric 
Tons of 

CO2eq/yr6 

Total 
Metric 
Tons of 

CO2eq/yr6 

Total Project-Related 
Operational Emissions WITH 

29 % Reductions  
587.57 MTCO2eq/yr7  

Notes: 
1. Emissions calculated using CARB’s Construction Equipment Emissions Table and the URBEMIS 2007 computer model. 
2. Emissions calculated using URBEMIS 2007 computer model for CO2 and the SCAQMD’s CEQA Handbook for N2O and CH4 

(note that SCAQMD has the most comprehensive demand factors available). 
3. Emissions calculated using URBEMIS 2007 computer model and EMFAC2007, Highest (Most Conservative) Emission Factors 

for On-Road Passenger Vehicles and Delivery Trucks.  
4. Electricity Consumption emissions calculated using the SCAQMD’s CEQA Handbook (note that SCAQMD has the most 

comprehensive demand factors available) and updated with factors from the California Energy Commission, Reference 
Appendices for the 2008 Building Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings, revised June 2009.  

5. Emissions are based on energy usage factors for water conveyance from the California Energy Commission, Water Energy Use in 
California, accessed July 2010.  http://www.energy.ca.gov/research/iaw/industry/water.html 

6. CO2 Equivalent values calculated using the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Website, Greenhouse Gas Equivalencies 
Calculator, http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-resources/calculator.html, accessed July 2010. 

7. Totals may be slightly off due to rounding. 
Refer to Appendix E, Greenhouse Gas Data, for detailed model input/output data. 

 
Indirect Project-Related Sources of Greenhouse Gases 
 
Electricity Consumption.  Energy Consumption emissions were calculated using the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) CEQA Air Quality 
Handbook,10 (as the SCAQMD has the most comprehensive factors available), the U.S. 
Energy Information Administration,11 and project-specific land use data.  The emission 
factors for electricity use (771.62 pounds of CO2 per megawatt hour [MWh], 0.00659 
pounds of N2O per MWh, and 0.4037 pounds of CH4 per MWh) were obtained from the 
U.S. Energy Information Administration. The proposed project would indirectly result in 
227.59 MTCO2eq/yr due to electricity usage; refer to Table 3.7-1.   
 
Water Supply.  Water demand for the proposed uses would be approximately 28 acre-feet 
per year, based on typical water consumption rates for office uses.  Domestic water is 
supplied by groundwater and surface water.  Based on energy usage factors for from the 
California Energy Commission, groundwater pumping consumes approximately 1.46 
kilowatt hours [kWh] per acre-foot per foot of lift.12  Emissions from indirect energy 
impacts due to water supply would result in 0.43 MTCO2eq/yr.   
 
 
 
 

                                                       
10  SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-11, November 1993. 
11  U.S. Energy Information Administration, Domestic Electricity Emissions Factors 1999-2002. 
12  California Energy Commission, Water Energy Use in California, Accessed June 2010. 
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Consistency With the California Attorney General’s Mitigation Measures 
 
The proposed project would incorporate several design features that are consistent with 
the California Office of the Attorney General’s recommended measures to reduce GHG 
emissions.  A list of the Attorney General’s recommended measures and the proposed 
project’s compliance with each applicable measure are listed in Table 3.7-2, Project 
Consistency with the Attorney General’s Recommendations.  The proposed project would 
incorporate sustainable practices which include water, energy, solid waste, land use, and 
transportation efficiency measures.   

 
Table 3.7-2 

Project Consistency with the Attorney General’s Recommendations 
  

Project Design Feature Project Applicability Percent 
Reduction 

Energy Efficiency   
Incorporate green building practices and 
design elements. 

Compliant.  The proposed project would 
incorporate energy and water efficiency 
measures, as described below.  The proposed 
project would utilize shade trees in the parking 
lot, and other shading mechanisms such as 
shades and blinds to optimize on-site energy 
performance.      

2 

Install energy efficient lighting (e.g., 
light emitting diodes [LEDs]), heating 
and cooling systems, appliances, 
equipment, and control systems. 
Install efficient lighting, (including 
LEDs) for traffic, street and other 
outdoor lighting.  
Reduce unnecessary outdoor lighting.  

Compliant.  The proposed project would 
include energy efficient lighting.  Light controls, 
timers, and sensors would be installed in the 
proposed building.  Also, the building would be 
designed to take advantage of natural light.   1 

Use passive solar design, e.g., orient 
buildings and incorporate landscaping to 
maximize passive solar heating during 
cool seasons, minimize solar heat gain 
during hot seasons, and enhance natural 
ventilation. Design buildings to take 
advantage of sunlight. 

Compliant.  The proposed project would be 
oriented to take advantage of daylight and 
natural breezes.  

1 

Water Conservation and Efficiency    
Incorporate water-reducing features into 
building and landscape design. 
Create water-efficient landscapes. 
Install water-efficient irrigation systems 
and devices, such as soil moisture-based 
irrigation controls and use water-
efficient irrigation methods. 

Compliant.  The proposed project would 
incorporate water-reducing features, water-
efficient landscapes, and water-efficient 
irrigation in accordance with LEED guidelines. 1 

Design buildings to be water-efficient. 
Install water-efficient fixtures and 
appliances. 

Compliant.  The proposed project would 
incorporate water-efficient fixtures and 
appliances.  

1 
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Table 3.7-2, Continued 
Project Consistency with the Attorney General’s Recommendations 

 
Project Design Feature Project Applicability Percent 

Reduction 
Solid Waste Measures 
Reuse and recycle construction and 
demolition waste (including, but not 
limited to, soil, vegetation, concrete, 
lumber, metal, and cardboard). 

Compliant.  The proposed project would reuse 
and recycle construction waste.   1 

Provide easy and convenient recycling 
opportunities for residents, the public, 
and tenant businesses.  

Compliant.  The proposed project would 
include areas for recycling inside and outside of 
the courthouse.   

1 

Land Use Measures   
Ensure consistency with “smart growth” 
principles – mixed-use, infill, and higher 
density projects that provide alternatives 
to individual vehicle travel and promote 
the efficient delivery of services and 
goods.  

Compliant.  The proposed project is considered 
to be an infill project, as it is proposed on a 
vacant site within a developed portion of the 
city.  Also, the proposed project is located 
within a quarter mile of residential, retail, open 
space, and office uses (suburban mixed-use).  
Together, infill and mixed-use projects result in 
a decrease in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) due 
to the proposed project’s proximity to a variety 
of uses.  This allows employees and visitors to 
take advantage of local transit, as well as bicycle 
and pedestrian travel.   

15 

Incorporate public transit into the 
project’s design.  

Compliant.  The proposed project is located 
approximately 0.22 miles to an existing bus 
stop, providing employees and visitors the 
opportunity to utilize alternative modes of 
transportation which reduces VMT.   

1 

Preserve and create open space and 
parks. Preserve existing trees, and plant 
replacement trees at a set ratio.  

Compliant.  The proposed project would 
include public areas, such as plazas.  The 
proposed project site is vacant and would not 
disturb existing trees; however, the project 
would incorporate landscaping into the project 
design. 

1 

Include pedestrian and bicycle facilities 
within projects and ensure that existing 
non-motorized routes are maintained and 
enhanced.  

Compliant.  The proposed project’s design 
would include bicycle racks to encourage non-
motorized travel.  Also, portions of Lakeport 
Boulevard contain improved sidewalks which 
promote pedestrian activity.  The proposed 
project will include sidewalks on the site as 
well. 

2 

Promote “least polluting” ways to 
connect people and goods to their 
destinations.  

Compliant.  The proposed project is adjoined 
by an existing bicycle route along Lakeport 
Boulevard which terminates at the project site.  
This bicycle route is proposed to be extended to 
the east.   

2 

Require amenities for non-motorized 
transportation, such as secure and 
convenient bicycle parking.  

Compliant.  The proposed project would 
include bicycle racks. Accounted 

for above 

Total % Reduction 29 
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In addition to being compliant with many of the Attorney General’s recommended design 
features, the proposed project is also consistent with the California Environmental 
Protection Agency Climate Action Team proposed early action measures to mitigate 
climate change.  These early action measures are designed to ensure that projects meet 
the Governor’s climate reduction targets, and are documented in the Climate Action Team 
Report to Governor Schwarzenegger at the Legislature, March 2006.  The early action 
measures are also included in the CARB Scoping Plan and are mandated under AB 32. 
 
Consistency with the CARB Scoping Plan 
 
A complete list of CARB Scoping Plan Measures/Recommended Actions needed to 
obtain AB 32 goals, as well as the Governor’s Executive Order, are referenced in Table 
3.7-3, Recommended Actions for Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan.  Of the 39 
measures identified, those that would be considered to be applicable to the proposed 
project would primarily be those actions related to electricity and propane use and water 
conservation.  Consistency of the proposed project with these measures is evaluated by 
each source-type measure below.  Table 3.7-3 identifies which CARB Recommended 
Actions applies to the proposed project, and of those, whether the proposed project is 
consistent therewith. 
 
AB 32 requires California to reduce its GHG emissions by approximately 28.5 percent 
below business as usual.  CARB identified reduction measures to achieve this goal as set 
forth in the CARB Scoping Plan.  The proposed project would facilitate development that 
would directly generate GHG emissions.  Potential indirect GHG emissions could also be 
generated by incremental electricity consumption and waste generation.  A detailed 
discussion of each applicable measure and if the proposed project conflicts with its 
implementation is provided below. 

 
Table 3.7-3 

Recommended Actions for Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan 
 

ID # Sector Strategy Name Applicable to 
Project? 

Will Project 
Conflict With 

Implementation? 

T-1 Transportation Pavley I and II – Light-Duty 
Vehicle GHG Standards No No 

T-2 Transportation Low Carbon Fuel Standard 
(Discrete Early Action) No No 

T-3 Transportation Regional Transportation-Related 
GHG Targets Yes No 

T-4 Transportation Vehicle Efficiency Measures No No 

T-5 Transportation Ship Electrification at Ports 
(Discrete Early Action) No No 

T-6 Transportation Goods-movement Efficiency 
Measures Yes No 
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Table 3.7-3, Continued 
Recommended Actions for Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan 

 

ID # Sector Strategy Name 
Applicable 

to 
Project? 

Will Project Conflict 
With 

Implementation? 

T-7 Transportation 

Heavy Duty Vehicle 
Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Reduction Measure – 
Aerodynamic Efficiency 
(Discrete Early Action) 

No No 

T-8 Transportation Medium and Heavy-Duty 
Vehicle Hybridization No No 

T-9 Transportation High Speed Rail No No 

E-1 Electricity and 
Propane/Natural Gas 

Increased Utility Energy 
efficiency programs 
More stringent Building and 
Appliance Standards 

Yes No 

E-2 Electricity and 
Propane/Natural Gas 

Increase Combined Heat and 
Power Use by 30,000GWh No No 

E-3 Electricity and 
Propane/Natural Gas Renewable Portfolio Standard No No 

E-4 Electricity and 
Propane/Natural Gas Million Solar Roofs No No 

CR-1 Electricity and 
Propane/Natural Gas Energy Efficiency Yes No 

CR-2 Electricity and 
Propane/Natural Gas Solar Water Heating No No 

GB-1 Green Buildings Green Buildings Yes No 
W-1 Water Water Use Efficiency Yes No 
W-2 Water Water Recycling No No 

W-3 Water Water System Energy 
Efficiency No No 

W-4 Water Reuse Urban Runoff No No 

W-5 Water Increase Renewable Energy 
Production No No 

W-6 Water Public Goods Charge (Water) No No 

I-1 Industry 
Energy Efficiency and Co-
benefits Audits for Large 
Industrial Sources 

No No 

I-2 Industry Oil and Gas Extraction GHG 
Emission Reduction No No 

I-3 Industry GHG Leak Reduction from 
Oil and Gas Transmission No No 

I-4 Industry Refinery Flare Recovery 
Process Improvements No No 

I-5 Industry 
Removal of Methane 
Exemption from Existing 
Refinery Regulations 

No No 
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Table 3.7-3, Continued 
Recommended Actions for Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan 

 

ID # Sector Strategy Name Applicable 
to Project? 

Will Project Conflict 
With 

Implementation? 

RW-1 
Recycling and 
Waste 
Management 

Landfill Methane Control 
(Discrete Early Action) No No 

RW-2 
Recycling and 
Waste 
Management 

Additional Reductions in 
Landfill Methane – Capture 
Improvements 

No No 

RW-3 
Recycling and 
Waste 
Management 

High Recycling/Zero Waste Yes No 

F-1 Forestry Sustainable Forest Target No No 

H-1 
High Global 
Warming Potential 
Gases 

Motor Vehicle Air 
Conditioning Systems 
(Discrete Early Action) 

No No 

H-2 
High Global 
Warming Potential 
Gases 

SF6 Limits in Non-Utility and 
Non-Semiconductor 
Applications (Discrete Early 
Action) 

No No 

H-3 
High Global 
Warming Potential 
Gases 

Reduction in Perflourocarbons 
in Semiconductor 
Manufacturing (Discrete Early 
Action) 

No No 

H-4 
High Global 
Warming Potential 
Gases 

Limit High GWP Use in 
Consumer Products (Discrete 
Early Action, Adopted June 
2008) 

No No 

H-5 
High Global 
Warming Potential 
Gases 

High GWP Reductions from 
Mobile Sources No No 

H-6 
High Global 
Warming Potential 
Gases 

High GWP Reductions from 
Stationary Sources No No 

H-7 
High Global 
Warming Potential 
Gases 

Mitigation Fee on High GWP 
Gases No No 

A-1 Agriculture Methane Capture at Large 
Dairies No No 

Source: California Air Resources Board, Assembly Bill 32 Scoping Plan, 2008. 
 
 

Transportation 
 
Action T-3 is based on the requirements of SB 375 which establishes mechanisms for the 
development of regional targets for reducing passenger vehicle GHG emissions.  Through 
the SB 375 process, regions will work to integrate development patterns and the 
transportation network in a way that achieves the reduction of GHG emission while 
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meeting housing needs and other regional planning objectives.  SB 375 requires CARB to 
develop, in consultation with the Lake County/City Area Planning Council (APC), 
passenger vehicle GHG emissions reduction targets for 2020 and 2035 by September 30, 
2010.  As the city is within the APC area, development of the proposed project would be 
consistent with Action T-3. 
 
Action T-6 refers to the improvement of efficiency in goods movement activities.  T-6 
mainly addresses ports, but also includes a discussion on trucks and related facilities.  
The proposed project is located approximately 0.22 miles from an existing bus stop, 
providing employees and visitors the opportunity to utilize alternative modes of 
transportation which reduces VMT.  Additionally, the proposed project is adjoined by an 
existing bicycle route along Lakeport Boulevard and provides pedestrian connectivity to 
the surrounding circulation system.  Bicycle racks are also proposed for the courthouse.  
These features would ensure efficient movement of goods and helps reduce vehicular 
trips associated with the proposed project.  Therefore, the proposed project would be 
consistent with Recommended Action T-6. 

 
Electricity and Propane/Natural Gas 
 
Action E-1 aims to reduce electricity demand by increased efficiency of Utility Energy 
Programs and adoption of more stringent building and appliance standards.  The 
proposed project would incorporate shade trees, blinds, shades, energy efficient heating 
and cooling systems, and control systems in order to reduce energy demand of the 
proposed building.  Therefore, the proposed project would help implement and would not 
conflict with Action E-1. 
 
Recommended Action CR-1 refers to energy efficiency.  Key energy efficiency strategies 
would include codes and standards, existing buildings, improved utility programs, solar 
water heating, and combined heat and power, among others.  The proposed courthouse 
would be oriented to take advantage of passive solar design and natural breezes.  Also, 
the project proposes to incorporate lighting sensors and controls to improve energy 
efficiency.  Therefore, the proposed project would not obstruct implementation of Action 
CR-1. 
 
Green Buildings 
 
Recommended Action GB-1 expands the use of green building practices to reduce the 
carbon footprint of California’s new and existing inventory of buildings.  The proposed 
project would be required to comply with the requirements of Title 24 of the California 
Administrative Code.  The proposed project would also incorporate energy efficiency 
design features, such as shade trees and other shading mechanisms, as well as lighting 
and system controls to optimize energy performance.  Therefore, the proposed project 
would not obstruct implementation of Action GB-1. 
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Water Use  
 
Recommended Action W-1 pertains to implementation water use efficiency measures.  
The project proposes to incorporate water-efficient buildings and landscapes into the 
project design.  Buildings would include water-efficient fixtures and appliances.  The 
proposed project is consistent with and would not obstruct this Recommended Action. 
 
Recycling and Waste Management 
 
RW-3 relates to high recycling/zero waste and would apply to the proposed project.  The 
project proposes to reuse and recycle construction and demolition waste.  Additionally, 
the project would provide interior and exterior storage areas for recyclables in public 
areas.  The proposed project would comply with Recommended Action RW-3. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The proposed project would result in the construction of a new courthouse for the 
Superior Court.  As shown in Table 3.7-1, the proposed project would result in 827.57 
MTCO2eq/yr of emissions without reductions associated with the project design features.  
To quantify GHG emissions reductions resulting from proposed project operations, 
CAPCOA has identified the percent reduction associated with such GHG mitigation 
measures (found in Appendix B of CAPCOA’s CEQA and Climate Change White 
Paper).  Based on the reduction measures in Table 3.7-2, the proposed project would 
reduce its GHG emissions 29 percent below the “business as usual”13 scenario.  
Therefore, the proposed project’s operational GHG emissions would be reduced to 
587.57 MTCO2eq/yr.  AB 32 requires the reduction of GHG emissions to 1990 levels, 
which would require a minimum 28.5 percent reduction in “business as usual” GHG 
emissions for the entire state.  In general, with implementation of proposed project design 
reduction features, the project would result in a 29 percent reduction in GHG emissions, 
and would have a less than significant impact with regards to GHG emissions.  The 
CARB Scoping Plan analysis above demonstrates “that projected … emissions will be 
equal to or less than 1990 emissions.”14  As the proposed project would reduce its GHG 
emissions by 29 percent, it would be consistent with the goals established in AB 32.  
Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required:  None. 

_________________________ 

b) Would the proposed project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

                                                       
13 “Business as Usual” refers to the project-related GHG emissions before project design features are incorporated into 

the GHG calculations. 
14 California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, CEQA and Climate Change, January 2008. Deleted: Draft 
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Less than Significant Impact.  The City of Lakeport does not have an applicable plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would not conflict with an adopted plan, policy, or regulation pertaining 
to GHGs.  The City of Lakeport General Plan 2025 includes goals and policies related to 
energy efficiency and conservation, and green technologies.  As presented in Table 3.7-2, 
the proposed project would incorporate measures intended to maximize energy 
efficiency, which would inherently reduce GHG emissions.  Also, the proposed project 
would not result in substantial construction-related or operational GHG emissions, and 
proposed project design features would result in a 29 percent reduction in GHG 
emissions below the “business as usual” scenario, which exceeds the 28.5 percent 
reduction mandated by AB 32.  The proposed project would not hinder the state's GHG 
reduction goals established by AB 32.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project 
impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required:  None. 

 
_________________________ 
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3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS — Would 
the project: 

    

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

    

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? 

    

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

    

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

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

    

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with 
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

    

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

    

Discussion 

a) Would the proposed project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not require the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials beyond the limited quantities necessary for cleaning 
and maintenance activities. The use of these commonly available products would be used 
and stored in accordance with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Occupational Safety 
and Health Administration, State of California Environmental Protection Agency, and the 
Lake County Solid Waste Management District. 

A review of available environmental databases maintained by the State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB) and Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) for sites 
that have been impacted by leaking underground fuel tanks (LUFT), non-fuel related cases 
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known as Spills, Leaks, Investigative Cleanup (SLIC), and other cleanup sites was conducted 
for the proposed project site and surrounding area (refer to Appendix F). The proposed 
project site is not listed among either of these databases, and the Phase I investigation for the 
site concluded that no recognized environmental conditions existed on-site.15 

If hazardous waste is identified during construction, it will be transported by a licensed 
hazardous waste hauler to a disposal facility in accordance with regulations of the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Department of Transportation, the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), and the State of California. For any RCRA 
wastes and California-regulated hazardous wastes, hazardous waste manifests will be 
prepared for transportation and disposal. For any California non-hazardous wastes, 
transportation and disposal will be documented on a non-hazardous waste manifest. 
Any potential hazardous building materials such as lead-based paint or asbestos containing 
materials will be surveyed by a licensed contractor and abated, if present, according to 
regulations from the Lake County Air Quality Management District. The potential for 
encountering impacts from the routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials 
would be less than significant.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would 
be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

b) Would the proposed project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  As described above, the proposed project would 
not include the storage or handling of any significant quantities of hazardous 
materials. During construction, the contractor would be required to adhere to BMPs as 
outlined in the SWPPP which includes measures to reduce accidental upset conditions of 
hazardous materials used during construction. Therefore, with adherence to the existing 
regulatory requirements from the agencies listed above, the potential impact from upset 
and accident conditions would be less than significant. 

The proposed project is located within an area of Lake County known to have naturally 
occurring asbestos in soils weathered from serpentine bedrock materials that underlie the 
proposed project site and surrounding area.  Therefore, the proposed project would be 
required to comply with LCAQMD Rules and Regulations.  Chapter II, Article IV, Part V 
of the LCAQMD Rules and Regulations states that all construction projects located on a 
serpentine outcrop or alluvial material with greater than one percent asbestos should 
notify the LCAQMD of intended operations 30 days prior to construction activity.  The 
project applicant would be required to file and receive approval of an asbestos-dust-
hazard mitigation plan prior to construction activities.  The applicant would also be 

                                                       
15 URS Corporation, Final Draft Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report, December 2009. Deleted: Draft 
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required to inform employees working on the proposed project site of the potential health 
risk of airborne asbestos and the requirements of the asbestos-dust-hazard mitigation plan 
(Mitigation Measure AQ-2, above).  Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure AQ-2, impacts from naturally occurring asbestos at the proposed project site 
would be less than significant.  

Mitigation required:   Mitigation Measure AQ-2, above. 
 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
 

_________________________ 

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

Less than Significant Impact.  No existing or proposed schools are located within one-
quarter mile of the proposed project site; however, Mendocino College is located 
approximately 0.32 miles west of the proposed project, and Konocti Christian Academy 
is located approximately 0.30 miles north of the proposed project. As described above, 
the proposed project would have limited use of hazardous materials. As stated in section 
3.8 a) above, the proposed project would adhere to all applicable local and state 
regulations, so that the project will have a less than significant impact on the nearby 
Mendocino College and Konocti Christian Academy.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that 
project impacts would be less-than-significant. 

 

Mitigation required: None. 
_________________________ 

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

 No Impact. The proposed project was not identified during a review of applicable 
regulatory agency lists of known and potential hazardous waste sites, properties, of 
facilities currently under investigation for potential environmental violations, and those 
sites storing or using hazardous materials (Environmental Data Resources, Inc. [EDR]).  
The proposed project site is not included on the databases maintained by the DTSC and 
the SWRCB. In addition, according to the Phase I completed for the proposed project site, 
the review of environmental databases did not include the proposed project site and no 
recognized environmental conditions were found as part of the investigation that would 
create a significant hazard to the public or environment (URS, 2009). Therefore, the AOC 
concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 
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e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project 
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project site is not located within two miles 
of any airport and is not within an airport land use plan. The nearest operational, public 
airport is Lampson Field Airport, located approximately three miles south of the proposed 
project site.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-
significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 

 No Impact. The proposed project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

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

Less than Significant Impact. Proposed construction methods such as site grading and 
facility installation are expected to interfere only minimally, if at all, with local traffic or 
roadways. The location of and construction methods for the proposed project would be 
designed and carried out in consultation with City of Lakeport requirements to ensure 
adequate police, ambulance, and fire personnel access to the proposed structure as well as 
to surrounding streets and development. During construction operations, access to the 
project site would be via existing roads, and it is not anticipated that new access routes or 
emergency evacuation plans would be required. Considering that the proposed project site 
is small and the construction involved at the site would not impact thoroughfares to a 
significant degree, the impact of the proposed project to emergency evacuation plans would be 
less than significant.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-
than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 
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h) Would the proposed project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project is located in a developed area that is 
serviced by the Lakeport Fire Protection District. According to the Lake County GIS 
database, the proposed project area is not intermixed with or located adjacent to any 
wildlands.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-
significant. 

 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 
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3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY — Would the 
project: 

    

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

    

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such 
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would 
drop to a level which would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits have been 
granted)? 

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a 
site or area through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or by other means, in a manner that 
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or 
off-site? 

    

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a site 
or area through the alteration of the course of a stream 
or river, or by other means, substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would 
result in flooding on- or off-site? 

    

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned storm water 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff? 

    

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 

mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other authoritative flood 
hazard delineation map? 

    

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
that would impede or redirect flood flows? 

    

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including 
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

    

j) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche, 
tsunami, or mudflow? 

    

Discussion 

a) Would the proposed project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements? 

Less than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project would involve earthwork 
and grading activities.  These activities would disturb soil that, if exposed during a rain storm 
or high winds, could erode and cause silt and clay-laden sediment to become entrained in 
storm water runoff.  Although erosion and subsequent sediment transport to receiving waters 
could occur, the potential at the proposed project site is low because: 1) the site is essentially 
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flat, and 2) sedimentation would be managed using standard construction and engineering 
BMPs.  BMPs are standard construction practices used to reduce erosion and sedimentation. 
These practices include stabilizing the soil surface, reducing erosive energy of surface 
flow, filtering runoff, and capturing sediment-laden water.  As discussed below, the 
SWPPP, in accordance with the existing NPDES permit, would require the construction 
contractor to implement, monitor, and maintain appropriate BMPs.  

Construction equipment would require petroleum products such as diesel fuel, hydraulic 
fluid, and lubrication greases.  Release or spillage from a vehicle or piece of equipment 
during maintenance or fueling could affect water quality if these petroleum products infiltrated 
into soil or were washed into nearby storm drains or directly into receiving waters.  However, 
given that the volume of petroleum released during an incidental spill on a construction 
site is typically small (less than 25 gallons) and can be cleaned up immediately, impacts 
associated with petroleum spills during the construction phase are considered less than 
significant.  Nevertheless, the SWPPP would include BMPs to manage any hazardous 
materials used during construction.  BMPs are individual or combined measures that can 
be implemented in an effective and practicable manner on the proposed project site. 
When applied, BMPs prevent or minimize the potential release of contaminants into surface 
waters and groundwater.  Implementation of standard construction procedures and 
precautions for working with petroleum and construction chemicals would further 
ensure that the impacts related to chemical handling during proposed project 
construction would be less than significant.  

The federal Clean Water Act (CWA) regulates grading or construction occurring at project 
sites that are more than one acre in size.  The RWQCB is the administering agency for 
the CWA in California.  The NPDES permit program under Section 402(p) of the CWA 
controls water pollution by regulating storm water discharges into waters of the United 
States.  Under the NPDES program, the construction contractor would be required to 
prepare a SWPPP and Erosion Control Plan.  Implementation of these plans would manage 
storm water flow and prevent sediment generated during construction from flowing into 
receiving waters.  The Erosion Control Plan would address BMPs to protect creeks (such 
as Forbes Creek, located approximately 0.15 miles north of the proposed project site) from 
sedimentation. BMPs can include minimizing or restricting earthwork during periods of 
rain, establishing a vegetative buffer between the construction area and the creeks, silt 
fencing, and straw bales to prevent runoff.  

The proposed project may also require temporary dewatering during construction to 
complete the basement.16  Dewatering activities would be temporary in nature and would be 
subject to the permitting requirements of the RWQCB, either as specified in the NPDES 
General Construction Permit or another NPDES permit issued by the RWQCB.  The discharge 
permit would identify measures necessary to be implemented to avoid erosion and protect 
water quality in the receiving water and would include monitoring requirements for the 

                                                       
16 No site-specific groundwater data were available for the proposed project site; however, according to the California 
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discharge.  With compliance with the legally-required NPDES permit discharge 
requirements, water quality impacts related to discharges of groundwater during 
construction dewatering would be less than significant. 

The AOC would require its construction contractor to prepare a SWPPP, obtain the 
Central Valley RWQCB’s approval of the SWPPP, and implement and maintain the 
SWPPP.  Therefore, the potential for construction-related surface water pollution as well 
as the water quality during operation would be minimized. Therefore, the AOC concludes 
that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

b) Would the proposed project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer 
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of 
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project site and surrounding area are 
generally developed with existing buildings and landscaped surfaces or roadways.  The 
proposed project would not significantly affect groundwater resources because 
dewatering, if necessary, would temporarily remove groundwater with only localized and 
inconsequential effects to the regional groundwater system.  In addition, the proposed 
project would include landscaped surfaces that would allow groundwater recharge.  
Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

c) Would the proposed project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a site or 
area through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or by other means, in a 
manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not alter the course of a 
stream or river. As discussed above, the proposed project would not significantly alter the 
existing drainage patterns.  The nearest body of water is Forbes Creek, located 
approximately 0.15 miles north of the proposed project site. 

The proposed project would be required to incorporate BMPs during construction and 
operation.  BMPs are consistent with guidelines provided in the California Stormwater 
BMP Handbook for substantiated erosion and siltation. In addition, the proposed 
project’s surfaces would be covered by structures, pavement, or landscaping; and the 
proposed project’s design would include vegetated swales or similar storm water 
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management techniques to slow runoff flow and trap sediment.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

d) Would the proposed project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of a site or 
area through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or by other means, 
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result 
in flooding on- or off-site? 

Less than Significant Impact. Also see section 3.9 c), above.  The proposed project would 
not significantly alter existing onsite drainage patterns that would cause on- or offsite 
flooding.  The proposed project site is relatively flat and is located in a predominantly 
developed area.  Based on topographic relief at the site, the groundwater flow direction is 
inferred to be to the east, down gradient toward Clear Lake.  The proposed project would be 
designed to ensure adequate drainage facilities for storm capacities; therefore, there is a 
very low potential that the project would impede on receiving waters causing up-or down-
stream flooding.  In addition, the proposed project would adopt BMPs to incorporate inlet 
filtration devices to capture potential pollutants from the storm drain runoff and utilize 
landscape areas for percolation of runoff.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project 
impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

e) Would the proposed project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff? 

Less than Significant Impact. Also see sections 3.9 c) and d), above. The proposed 
project site covers approximately six acres.  The proposed project does not propose an 
increase in impervious surfaces of a magnitude that would substantially increase the 
amount of runoff from the site.  Therefore, the proposed project would not significantly 
alter existing onsite drainage patterns and storm water volumes would be expected to be 
similar to existing flows.  In addition, as stated above, the proposed project would adopt 
BMPs to incorporate inlet filtration devices to capture potential pollutants from the storm 
drain runoff and utilize landscape areas for percolation of runoff.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 
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f) Would the proposed project otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

Less than Significant Impact. Also see sections 3.9 a), c), d), and e), above. Development 
projects can degrade water quality through temporary construction impacts or over the long 
term through operations. As stated above, construction of the proposed project would be in 
accordance with BMPs.  Therefore, water quality degradation related to construction is less 
than significant. Operationally, the proposed project has a low potential of degrading water 
quality of receiving waters through the addition of contaminated runoff because the 
proposed project would implement operational BMPs that reduce water quality 
contaminants at the source, contain spills, and control runoff.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

g) Would the proposed project place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other 
authoritative flood hazard delineation map? 

 No Impact. The proposed project is limited to a new courthouse facility and would not 
include development of residential housing. In addition, according to Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (Panel 491 of 1000), the 
proposed project site is located within Zone X: areas determined to be outside the 0.2 
percent annual chance floodplain. Zone X is considered as an area of minimal flood 
hazard, determined to be outside the 500-year flood zone.  The site would not cause any 
flooding to neighboring residences. Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

h) Would the proposed project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that 
would impede or redirect flood flows? 

Less than Significant Impact. Also see discussion under section 3.9 g), above.  The 
structures associated with the proposed project would not impede or redirect 100-year 
flood flows because it is not located within an identified 100-year flood zone.  The 
structures would be designed so that storm water would flow around the structures and 
into the existing city storm drainage system.  There would be no change in the overall 
water flow patterns, and the proposed project would not redirect flows or impede a 100-
year flood.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-
significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 
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i) Would the proposed project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee 
or dam? 

Less than Significant Impact. The buildings and areas associated with the proposed 
project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk due to flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure of a dam or levee.  The proposed project site 
has not been identified in a dam inundation area and is not otherwise protected by any 
levees.17  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-
significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

j) Would the proposed project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

Less Than Significant Impact. A seiche is a wave that oscillates in a large body of 
water as a result of seismic or atmospheric disturbances.  No historic data exists to 
suggest that significant damage has occurred in the Lakeport area as the result of a seiche. 
Following a major seismic event in the region, a seiche could develop on Clear Lake; 
however, according to Figure 3.7-2 in the Lakeport General Plan EIR, the proposed 
project is not located in a seiche inundation zone.  The proposed project site is 
approximately 45 miles from the Pacific Ocean, and separated by mountain ridges; 
therefore, the proposed project site would not be affected by a tsunami.  Additionally, the 
relatively flat topography also precludes the site from risk of mudflows.  Therefore, the 
AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 
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 http://map1.msc.fema.gov/idms/IntraView.cgi?KEY=51874643&IFIT=1 
 
Lake County Clean Water Program.  Storm Water Management Plan. Fiscal Years 2003-2004 
 through 2007-2008.  Accessed: June 29, 2010.  Available at: 
 http://www.co.lake.ca.us/Government/Directory/Community_Development/Clean_Water
 Program/History.htm 

                                                       
17  Lake County Site Finder, GIS Application.  Accessed June 29, 2010.  Available at: 
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3.10 Land Use and Land Use Planning 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING — Would the 
project: 

    

a) Physically divide an established community?     
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 

regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not limited to the general plan, 
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

    

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan 
or natural community conservation plan? 

    

Discussion 

a) Would the proposed project divide an established community?  

Less than Significant Impact.  The proposed project is located in an area comprised of 
mixed uses, including predominantly retail and commercial development.  Views north of 
the proposed project site include Lakeport Boulevard, vacant city-owned property, a 
small strip-mall shopping center to the northeast, and the Vista Point Shopping Center to 
the northwest.  Views east of the proposed project consist of Bruno’s Shopping Center, 
and a storage facility is located to the southeast.  Vacant land is located south of the 
proposed project site, and the Lake County Chamber of Commerce and Highway 29 are 
located west of the proposed project site.  Clear Lake is approximately one-half mile east 
of the proposed project.   

The proposed project would not cause a significant physical division within the 
established community, nor would the proposed project create land use and planning 
impacts that would physically divide an established community.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

b, c) Would the proposed project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or 
regulation of an agency, or conflict with any applicable habitat or natural community 
conservation plan? 

No Impact. Since the AOC is the proposed project’s lead agency and is acting for the State 
of California’s Judicial Council, local government land use planning and zoning regulations 
do not apply to the proposed project. The City of Lakeport General Plan 2025 land use 
designation for the proposed project site is MR (Major Retail), and the zoning 
designation is C-2 (Major Retail); therefore, the proposed project is consistent with the 
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city’s general plan and the parcel’s zoning classification.  Furthermore, the site is not 
located within a habitat or natural community conservation plan designated area. Therefore, 
the ACO concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

References 
Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), Office of Court Construction and Management, 

2008. Project Feasibility Report, Superior Court of California, County of Lake, New 
Lakeport Courthouse. July 1. 

City of Lakeport, General Plan 2025, adopted August, 2009. 

City of Lakeport Zoning Ordinance, Revised July 2008.  Accessed: June 29, 2010.  Available at: 
http://www.cityoflakeport.com/docs/ZONING-ORD-BY-CHAPTER-revised2008-amend-
518200951709PM.pdf 

_________________________ 
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3.11 Mineral Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

MINERAL RESOURCES — Would the project:     

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

    

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

    

Discussion 

a) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that 
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?  

No Impact. There are no active mining or mineral extraction operations within the City 
of Lakeport limits; therefore, the proposed project would not result in the loss of 
availability of a regionally-important mineral resource.  Therefore, the AOC concludes 
there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

b) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

No Impact. No mineral resources are known to exist at the proposed project site; 
therefore, the proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource.  Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

References 
City of Lakeport, General Plan 2025, adopted August, 2009. 

City of Lakeport, General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, November 2008. 
 

_________________________ 

Deleted: Draft 



3. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
 

AOC-New Lakeport Courthouse 3-65  
Final Initial Study December 6, 2010 

3.12 Noise and Vibration 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

NOISE — Would the project:     

a) Result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, 
noise levels in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

    

b) Result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, 
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels? 

    

c) Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

    

d) Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase 
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan 
area, or, where such a plan has not been adopted, in 
an area within two miles of a public airport or public 
use airport, would the project expose people residing 
or working in the area to excessive noise levels? 

    

f) For a project located in the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels? 

    

 
Background Information 
 
Sound is mechanical energy transmitted by pressure waves in a compressible medium such as air, 
and is characterized by both its amplitude and frequency (or pitch).  The human ear does not hear 
all frequencies equally.  In particular, the ear deemphasizes low and very high frequencies.  To 
better approximate the sensitivity of human hearing, the A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) has been 
developed.  On this scale, the human range of hearing extends from approximately 3 dBA to 
around 140 dBA.  
 
Noise is generally defined as unwanted or excessive sound, which can vary in intensity by over 
one million times within the range of human hearing; therefore, a logarithmic scale, known as the 
decibel scale (dB), is used to quantify sound intensity.  Noise can be generated by a number of 
sources, including mobile sources such as automobiles, trucks, and airplanes, and stationary 
sources such as construction sites, machinery, and industrial operations.  Noise generated by 
mobile sources typically attenuates (is reduced) at a rate between 3 dBA and 4.5 dBA per 
doubling of distance.  The rate depends on the ground surface and the number or type of objects 
between the noise source and the receiver.  Hard and flat surfaces, such as concrete or asphalt, 
have an attenuation rate of 3 dBA per doubling of distance.  Soft surfaces, such as uneven or 
vegetated terrain, have an attenuation rate of about 4.5 dBA per doubling of distance.  Noise 
generated by stationary sources typically attenuates at a rate between 6 dBA and about 7.5 dBA 
per doubling of distance. 
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A number of metrics are used to characterize community noise exposure, which fluctuate 
constantly over time.  One such metric, the equivalent sound level (Leq), represents a constant 
sound that, over the specified period, has the same sound energy as the time-varying sound.  
Noise exposure over a longer period of time is often evaluated based on the Day-Night Sound 
Level (Ldn).  This is a measure of 24-hour noise levels that incorporates a 10-dBA penalty for 
sounds occurring between 10 PM and 7 AM  The penalty is intended to reflect the increased 
human sensitivity to noises occurring during nighttime hours, particularly at times when people 
are sleeping and there are lower ambient noise conditions.  Typical Ldn noise levels for light and 
medium density residential areas range from 55 dBA to 65 dBA. 
 
Two of the primary factors that reduce levels of environmental sounds are increasing the distance 
between the sound source and the receiver and having intervening obstacles such as walls, 
buildings, or terrain features between the sound source and the receiver.  Factors that act to 
increase the loudness of environmental sounds include moving the sound source closer to the 
receiver, sound enhancements caused by reflections, and focusing caused by various 
meteorological conditions. 
 
City of Lakeport General Plan 
 
The City of Lakeport General Plan 2025 contains goals and policies to provide its residents with 
an environment that is free from excessive noise and promote compatibility of land uses with 
respect to noise. The noise standards used by the City of Lakeport comply with state standards 
and include the Land Use Compatibility Standards for Community Noise environment below.  
The compatibility standards are shown in Table 3.12-1, Noise and Land Use Compatibility 
Standards. 

 
Table 3.12-1 

Noise and Land Use Compatibility Standards 
 

Land Use Maximum Exterior Noise 
Level 

Residential Development Up to 60 dB 
Transient Lodging:  Motel and Hotel Up to 60 dB 
School, Library, Church, Hospital and Nursing Home Up to 60 dB 
Auditorium, Concert Hall, Amphitheater, Sports Arena Up to 70 dB 
Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports Up to 75 dB 
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks, Open Space Up to 70 dB 
Golf Course, cemetery Up to 70 dB 
Office Building, Business, Commercial & Professional Up to 65 dB 
Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities Up to 70 dB 

 

Source: Quad Knopf, General Plan 2025, IX. Noise Element, Table 15 - Noise and Land Use Compatibility 
Standards, Page IX-5, dated August 2009. 
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City of Lakeport Municipal Code 
 
The City of Lakeport’s Municipal Code, Section 17-28, Performance Standards, regulates the 
design and use of buildings or parcels of land, in order to minimize public hazards and to prevent 
the creation of nuisances and other conditions which are potentially harmful or detrimental to the 
uses of the property or surrounding area.  Certain noise levels are detrimental to the health and 
safety of individuals.  Excessive noise is considered a public nuisance and is discouraged within 
the City of Lakeport.  According to the Municipal Code, in no case shall noise or sound 
emissions, for any use occurring on any property, exceed the equivalent sound pressure levels and 
decibels (the A-weighted scale) for any fifteen-minute period in any one-hour period as stipulated 
in Table 3.12-2, Noise Level Criteria, below: 
 

Table 3.12-2 
Noise Level Criteria 

 
Receiving Property Zoning District Time of Day 

*Residential Commercial Industrial 
7 a.m. – 10 p.m. 60 70 75 
10 p.m. – 7 a.m. 45 55 60 

*NOTE:  The residential category includes all single-family and multifamily zoning districts. 
Source: City of Lakeport Municipal Code, Section 17-28.010 A. 
 
The maximum noise levels listed in Table 3.12-2 are applicable at any point beyond the property 
lines of the property containing or generating the noise. 
 
Existing Conditions 
 
Stationary Sources 
 
The primary sources of stationary noise in the proposed project vicinity are urban-related 
activities (i.e., mechanical equipment, parking areas, and pedestrians).  The proposed project site 
is a vacant six acre parcel adjacent to the existing Lake County Chamber of Commerce.  The 
proposed project borders Lakeport Boulevard to the north, the Lake County Chamber of 
Commerce to the west, open space to the south, and Bruno’s Shopping Center to the east.  The 
noise associated with these sources may represent a single-event noise occurrence, short-term or 
long-term/continuous noise.  
 
Mobile Sources 
 
Mobile source noise was modeled using the Federal Highway Administration’s Highway Noise 
Prediction Model (FHWA RD-77-108), which incorporates several roadway and site parameters.  
The model does not account for ambient noise levels.  Noise projections are based on modeled 
vehicular traffic as derived from the New Lakeport Courthouse Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by 
RBF Consulting (June 29, 2010).  A 30 to 35 mile per hour average vehicle speed was assumed for 
existing conditions based on posted maximum speeds along Lakeport Boulevard and Main Street.  
Average daily traffic estimates were derived from the Traffic Impact Analysis.  Existing modeled 
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traffic noise levels are shown in Table 3.12-3, Existing Traffic Noise Levels.  Refer to Appendix 
G, Noise Measurements and Vibration Data, for additional information. 

 
Table 3.12-3 

Existing Traffic Noise Levels 
 

Existing Conditions 
Distance from Roadway Centerline 

to: (Feet) Roadway Segment ADT 

dBA @ 100 
Feet from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

60 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

65 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

70 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 
Lakeport Boulevard 
Between Bevins Street and Larrecou Lane 5,840 59.6 101 32 10 
Between Larrecou Lane and Main Street 5,750 59.5 99 31 10 
Main Street 
North of Lakeport Boulevard 6,670 58.7 82 26 8 
South of Lakeport Boulevard 4,950 57.4 61 19 6 
Notes:  ADT = average daily trips; dBA = A-weighted decibels; CNEL = community noise equivalent level. 
Source:  RBF Consulting, New Lakeport Courthouse Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by RBF Consulting, prepared 
June 29, 2010, Revised October 4, 2010. 

 
Discussion 

a) Would the project result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess 
of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  Construction activity noise levels at and near 
the proposed project site would fluctuate depending on the particular type, number, and 
duration of uses of various pieces of construction equipment.  Construction-related trips 
would raise ambient noise levels along haul routes, depending on the number of haul trips 
made and types of vehicles used. Table 3.12-4, Typical Construction Noise Levels, 
provides a description of construction noise levels during specific construction stages.  The 
nearest sensitive receptors are residences located approximately 340 feet northeast of the 
proposed project site.  Construction activities associated with the proposed project would 
be temporary in nature and related noise impacts would be short-term. Proposed project 
construction is planned to commence in 2012 and be completed in 2014.  However, since 
construction activities could substantially increase ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive 
locations, construction noise could result in potentially significant, albeit temporary, 
impacts to sensitive receptors. 
 

Table 3.12-4 
Typical Construction Noise Levels 

 

Construction Activity Noise Level (dBA, Leq)a 
Ground Clearing 84 
Excavation 89 
Foundations 78 
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Table 3.12-4, Continued 
Typical Construction Noise Levels 

 
Construction Activity Noise Level (dBA, Leq)a 

Erection 85 
Finishing 89 

Average noise levels correspond to a distance of 50 feet from the noisiest piece of equipment associated 
with a given phase of construction and 200 feet from the rest of the equipment associated with that phase. 
Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, 

Building Equipment, and Home Appliances, 1971. 
 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-3 would reduce this 
construction-related impact to a less than significant level. 
 
Mitigation Measure NOI-1:  Construction shall commence no earlier than 7:00 a.m. and 
cease no later than 6:00 p.m. on weekdays. Construction work might occur on Saturdays; 
if so, it shall commence no earlier than 9:00 a.m. and cease no later than 6:00 p.m. 
 
Mitigation Measure NOI-2: To reduce noise impacts due to construction, the project 
applicant shall require construction contractors to implement the following measures 
which shall be ongoing through grading and construction: 
 

• Equipment and trucks used for project construction shall utilize the best available 
noise control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of 
intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and acoustically-attenuating shields or 
shrouds, wherever feasible). 

 
• Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for 

project construction shall be hydraulically or electronically powered wherever 
possible to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust from 
pneumatically powered tools.  However, where use of pneumatic tools is 
unavoidable, an exhaust muffler shall be used; this muffler can lower noise levels 
from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA.  External jackets on the tools 
themselves shall be used where feasible, and this could achieve a reduction of 5 
dBA.  Quieter procedures shall be used, such as drills rather than impact 
equipment, whenever feasible. 

 
• Stationary noise sources shall be located as far from adjacent receptors as 

possible, and they shall be muffled and enclosed within temporary sheds, 
incorporated insulation barriers, or other measures to the extent feasible.  

 
Mitigation Measure NOI-3:  Prior to any ground disturbance activities, the AOC shall 
develop a list of measures to respond to and track complaints pertaining to construction 
noise, ongoing throughout demolition, grading, and/or construction.  These measures 
shall include the following: 
 

• A procedure and phone numbers for notifying the AOC project manager and the 
construction contractor (during regular construction hours and off-hours); 
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• A sign posted on-site pertaining the permitted construction days and hours and 
complaint procedures and who to notify in the event of a problem.  The sign shall 
also include a listing of the construction contractor’s telephone numbers (during 
regular construction hours and off-hours); 

 
• The designation of an on-site construction complaint and enforcement manager 

for the project.  The manager shall act as a liaison between the project and its 
neighbors.  The manager’s responsibilities and authority shall include the 
following: 

 
o An active role in monitoring project compliance with respect to 

noise; 
o Ability to reschedule noisy construction activities to reduce 

effects on surrounding noise sensitive receivers; 
o Site supervision of all potential sources of noise (e.g., material 

delivery, shouting, debris box pick-up and delivery) for all 
trades; and 

o Intervening or discussing mitigation options with contractors. 
 

• Notification of adjacent property owners and occupants at least 30 days in 
advance of extreme noise generating activities about the estimated duration of the 
activity; and 

 
• A preconstruction meeting shall be held with the job inspectors and the general 

contractor/on-site project manager to confirm that noise measures and practices 
(including construction hours, neighborhood notification, posted signs, etc.) are 
completed. 

 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
 

_________________________ 

b) Would the project result in exposure of persons to, or generation of, excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation. Certain land uses are particularly sensitive to 
noise, including schools, hospitals, rest homes, long-term medical and mental care faculties, 
and parks and recreation areas.  The types of construction vibration impact include human 
annoyance and building damage.  Human annoyance occurs when construction vibration 
rises significantly above the threshold of human perception for extended periods of time.  
Building damage can be cosmetic or structural.  Ordinary buildings that are not particularly 
fragile would not experience any cosmetic damage (e.g., plaster cracks) at distances beyond 
30 feet.  This distance can vary substantially depending on the soil composition and 
underground geological layer between vibration source and receiver.  In addition, not all 
buildings respond similarly to vibration generated by construction equipment.  Typical 
vibration produced by construction equipment is illustrated in Table 3.12-5, Vibration 
Velocities for Construction Equipment.   
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Table 3.12-5 
Vibration Velocities for Construction Equipment 

 

Equipment 
Approximate peak particle 

velocity at 25 feet 
(inches/second) 

Approximate peak particle 
velocity at 75 feet 
(inches/second) 

Pile Driver 
(sonic/vibratory) 
Upper Range 
Typical 

 
0.734 
0.170 

 
0.141 
0.033 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 0.017 
Loaded Trucks 0.076 0.015 
Small bulldozer 0.003 0.001 
Auger/drill rigs 0.089 0.017 
Jackhammer 0.035 0.007 
Vibratory Hammer 0.035 0.007 

Notes: 
1.  Peak particle ground velocity measured at 25 feet unless noted otherwise. 
2.  Root mena square amplitude ground velocity in decibels (VdB) referenced to 1 micro-inch/second 
Source: Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006. 

 
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has published standard vibration velocities for 
construction equipment operations.  In general, the FTA architectural damage criterion for 
continuous vibrations (i.e., 0.20 inch/second) appears to be conservative. As indicated in 
Table 3.12-5, based on the FTA data, vibration velocities from typical heavy construction 
equipment operations that would be used during proposed project construction range from 
0.003 to 0.734 inch-per-second peak particle velocity (PPV) at 25 feet from the source of 
activity.  At 75 feet from the source of activity, vibration velocities range from 0.001 to 
0.141 inch-per-second PPV.  With regard to the proposed project, ground-borne vibration 
would be generated primarily during site clearing and grading activities on-site and by off-
site haul-truck travel. 
 
Grading and construction of infrastructure and buildings is not anticipated to generate 
excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels that would negatively 
impact the Lake County Chamber of Commerce to the west, Bruno’s Shopping Center to 
the east, or the nearest sensitive receptors which are located 340 feet to the northeast.  
Equipment operating during construction activities would not generate ground-borne 
vibration and noise levels that would exceed the FTA criteria of 0.2 PPV for structural 
damage.  Less than significant impacts are anticipated in this regard with incorporation of 
Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-3. 
 
Mitigation required:  Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-3, above. 
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
 

_________________________ 
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c) Would the project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in 
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

Less than Significant Impact.  
 
Mobile Noise Impacts 
 

If the ambient noise environment is quiet and the new source increases the noise exposure, 
an impact may occur even though a criterion level might not be exceeded.  In areas where 
the ambient noise level is less than 60 dBA, any increase in community noise louder than 5 
dBA or greater is considered a significant impact.  In areas where the ambient noise level 
without a project is 60 dBA to 65 dBA, an increase in the ambient noise level of greater 
than 3 dBA would be significant impact.  In areas where the ambient noise level is greater 
than 65 dBA, any increase in community noise louder than 1.5 dBA or greater is considered 
a significant impact. 
 

Future development generated by the proposed project would result in additional traffic on 
adjacent roadways, thereby increasing vehicular noise in the vicinity of existing and 
proposed land uses.  The “Long-Term Without Project” and “Long-Term With Project” 
scenarios were compared.  According to Table 3.12-6, Long-Term Traffic Noise Levels, 
under the “Long-Term Without Project” scenario, noise levels at a distance of 100 feet 
from centerline would range from approximately 59.7 dBA to 62.3 dBA.  The highest noise 
levels would occur along Lakeport Boulevard, between Bevins Street and Larrecou Lane.  
The “Long-Term With Project” scenario would result in a maximum noise level increase to 
62.5 dBA also along the same roadway segment.  Since the greatest traffic noise level 
increase is less than 1.5, a less than significant impact would occur in this regard. 
 

   Table 3.12-6 
                           Long-Term Traffic Noise Levels 

 

Long-Term Without Project Long-Term With Project 
Distance from Roadway Centerline to: 

(Feet) 
Distance from Roadway Centerline 

to: (Feet) Roadway 
Segment ADT 

dBA @ 100 
Feet from 
Roadway 

Centerline 
60 CNEL 

Noise 
Contour 

65 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

70 
CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

ADT 

dBA @ 100 
Feet from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

60 
CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

65 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

70 CNEL 
Noise 

Contour 

Difference 
In dBA @ 
100 Feet 

from 
Roadway 

Lakeport Boulevard 
Between 
Bevins 
Street and 
Larrecou 
Lane 

10,870 62.3 187 59 19 11,400 62.5 197 62 20 0.2 

Between 
Larrecou 
Lane and 
Main 
Street 

10,830 62.2 187 59 19 10,870 62.3 187 59 19 0.1 

Main Street 
North of 
Lakeport 
Boulevard 

13,820 61.9 171 54 17 13,850 61.9 171 54 17 0 

South of 
Lakeport 
Boulevard 

8,460 59.7 104 33 10 8,470 59.7 105 33 10 0 

ADT = average daily trips; dBA = A-weighted decibels; CNEL = community noise equivalent level 
Source:  RBF Consulting, New Lakeport Courthouse Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by RBF Consulting, prepared June 29, 2010, Revised October 4, 2010. Deleted: Draft 
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Stationary Noise Impacts 
 
Operational noise would increase since the proposed project would replace vacant land.  
The new courthouse would be approximately 51,000 square feet and include four 
courtrooms with associated support office space and a parking area with approximately 
120 spaces.  Sources of operational noise would be typical of indoor and outdoor 
activities associated with courthouse buildings.  These activities do not generate 
excessive amounts of noise, and typically occur during daytime hours.  Noise associated 
with these sources is not expected to result in significant noise levels.   
 
Cumulative Mobile Source Impacts 
 
The cumulative mobile noise analysis is conducted in a two-step process.  First, the 
combined effects from both the proposed project and other projects are compared.  Second, 
for combined effects that are determined to be cumulatively significant, the proposed 
project’s incremental effects are analyzed.  The proposed project’s contribution to a 
cumulative traffic noise increase would be considered significant when the combined effect 
exceeds the perception level (i.e., auditory level increase) threshold.  The combined effects 
compares the “Long-Term With Project” condition to “Existing” conditions to account for 
the traffic noise increase due to the proposed project and traffic due to projects based on the 
cumulative projects list.  The following criteria have been utilized to evaluate the combined 
effect of the cumulative noise increase: 
 
Combined Effects:  The cumulative with project noise level (“Long-Term With Project” 
increase above Existing ambient) causes the following: 
 

 An increase of the existing ambient noise level by 5 dB or more, where the 
existing ambient level is less than 60 dB CNEL 

 An increase of the existing ambient noise level by 3 dB or more, where the 
existing ambient level is 60 to 65 dB CNEL 

 An increase of the existing ambient noise level by 1.5 dB or more, where the 
existing ambient level is greater than 65 dB CNEL 

 
Incremental Effects:  A project increases the ambient (“Long-Term Without Project” versus 
“Long-Term With project”) noise level by 1 dB or more. 
 
Noise by definition is a localized phenomenon, and drastically reduces as distance from the 
source increases.  Consequently, only projects and growth due to occur in the general 
vicinity of the project site would contribute to cumulative noise impacts.  Table 3.12-7, 
Cumulative Noise Scenario, lists the traffic noise effects along roadway segments in the 
project vicinity for “Existing Conditions,” “Long-Term Without Project,” and “Long-Term 
With Project,” including incremental and net cumulative impacts.   
 
First, it must be determined whether the Combined Effects criteria is exceeded.  Per Table 
3.12-7, this criteria is not exceeded along any of the study segments.  Secondly, based on 
the results of Table 3.12-7, the Incremental Effects criteria is not exceeded along any of the 
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study segments. The proposed project would not result in long-term mobile noise impacts 
based on project-generated traffic as well as cumulative and incremental noise levels.  
Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 

Table 3.12-7 
Cumulative Noise Scenario 

 

Existing 
Long-Term 

Without 
Project 

Long-Term 
With 

Project 

Combined 
Effects 

Incremental 
Effects 

Roadway 
Segment dBA @ 100 

feet from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

dBA @ 100 
feet from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

dBA @ 100 
feet from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

Difference 
in dBA 
between 

“Existing” 
and “Long-
Term With 

Project” 

Difference 
in dBA 
between 
“Long-
Term 

Without 
Project” 

and “Long-
Term With 

Project” 

Cumulatively 
Significant 

Impact? 

Lakeport Boulevard 
Between 
Bevins 
Street and 
Larrecou 
Lane 

59.6 62.3 62.5 2.7 0.2 No 

Between 
Larrecou 
Lane and 
Main 
Street 

59.5 62.2 62.3 2.7 0.1 No 

Main Street 
North of 
Lakeport 
Boulevard 

58.7 61.9 61.9 3.2 0 No 

South of 
Lakeport 
Boulevard 

57.4 59.7 59.7 2.3 0 No 

ADT = average daily trips; dBA = A-weighted decibels; CNEL = community noise equivalent level 
Source: RBF Consulting, New Lakeport Courthouse Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by RBF Consulting, prepared 
June 29, 2010, Revised October 4, 2010 

 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

d) Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?  

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  Refer to section 3.12 a), 3.12 b), and 3.12 c) 
above. Deleted: Draft 
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Mitigation required:  Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-3, above. 
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

_________________________ 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan area, or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, in an area within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would 
the project expose people residing or working in the area to excessive noise levels?  

No Impact. The proposed project is not located within an airport land-use plan or within 
2 miles of a public airport. The nearest public airport is the Lampson Field Airport, 
located in Lakeport, approximately 2.87 miles located south of the proposed project site.  
Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 
 

_________________________ 

f)  For a project located in the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

No Impact. The proposed project is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts.  
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

References 
City of Lakeport, Lakeport Municipal Code, December 15, 2009.   
 
Cyril M. Harris, Handbook of Noise Control, 1979. 
 
Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Guidelines, May 

2006. 
 
Quad Knopf, City of Lakeport General Plan 2025, August 2009. 
 
Quad Knopf, City of Lakeport General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, 

November 2008. 
 
RBF Consulting, New Lakeport Courthouse Traffic Impact Analysis, June 29, 2010, Revised 

October 4, 2010. 
 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Noise Abatement and Control, Noise Effects 

Handbook-A Desk Reference to Health and Welfare Effects of Noise, October 1979 (revised 
July 1981). 
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3.13 Population and Housing 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the project:     

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

    

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing 
units, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

    

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

    

Discussion 

a) Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly or 
indirectly?  

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would construct a new courthouse 
on an approximately six-acre site located at 675 Lakeport Boulevard.  The proposed 
project is intended to incorporate the existing functions of the court space in the existing 
Lakeport Courthouse building.  The proposed project does not include a residential 
component and is located in a developed area of the city, which is fully supported by 
infrastructure including roads and utilities.  In addition, the proposed project would not 
require an increase in the number of staff needed at the facility.  The proposed project 
would not directly or indirectly induce substantial population growth.  Therefore, the 
AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

b) Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing units, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

No Impact. The proposed project would construct a new courthouse on a site that is 
currently vacant. No existing housing or other residential dwellings are currently located 
on the proposed project site. There are no expected impacts regarding the displacement of 
substantial amounts of existing housing units that would necessitate the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere.  Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 
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c) Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing elsewhere?  

No Impact. The proposed project would construct a new courthouse on a site that is 
currently vacant. No existing housing or other residential dwellings are currently located 
on the proposed project site, and the proposed project does not include any residential 
component.  The proposed project would not result in the displacement of substantial 
numbers of people that would necessitate the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere.  Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

References 
Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), Office of Court Construction and Management, 

2008. Project Feasibility Report, Superior Court of California, County of Lake, New 
Lakeport Courthouse. July 1. 

_________________________ 
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3.14 Public Services 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

PUBLIC SERVICES — Would the project:     

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of, or the need for, new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 
performance objectives for any of the following public 
services: 

    

i) Fire protection?     
ii) Police protection?     
iii) Schools?     
iv) Parks?     
v) Other public facilities?     

Discussion 
Would the proposed project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of, or the need for, new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service 
ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the following public services: 

a.i) Fire protection? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project is located within the Lakeport Fire 
Protection District, which provides fire protection and emergency medical services for 
the City of Lakeport and surrounding areas with a total coverage area of 42.5 square 
miles.  The Lakeport Fire Protection District is an independent fire district that was 
formed in 1894 to provide fire protection to the City of Lakeport.  In 1956, the Lakeport 
County Fire Protection District was formed to provide fire protection to the 
unincorporated areas of Lakeport.  The Lakeport County Fire Protection District merged 
with the Lakeport Fire Department, forming the Lakeport Fire Protection District.  The 
Lakeport Fire Protection District operates out of two fire station locations: Headquarters 
(Station 50), and the substation (Station 52). 
 
The Lakeport Fire Protection District responds to over 2,200 calls per year, including 
structure and wildland fires, vehicle accidents, and medical aid.  The Lakeport Fire 
Protection District is a combination department, with both paid and volunteer staff.  Paid 
staff include one Chief, one Deputy Chief, three Captains, six firefighters, and one 
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District Secretary.  Volunteer staff include eight Fire Apparatus Engineers and 12 
firefighters.18 

The nearest fire station to the proposed project site is Lakeport Fire Protection District’s 
headquarters, Station 50, which is located at 445 North Main Street, approximately 0.8 
miles northeast of the project site.  This station is staffed with four personnel on duty at 
all times. The Lakeport Fire Protection District’s substation (Station 52), is located at 
3600 Hill Road East, approximately 3.5 miles north of the proposed project site.   

The average response time for Fire and Emergency Medical Services (EMS) within the 
District is three to four minutes, and the average remote distance response time is eight 
minutes.19  The proposed project would not affect acceptable response times or service 
ratios since the courthouse would not create a substantial increase in population or 
service needs as compared to the existing facility. There would be no need for new fire 
department facilities.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-
than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

a.ii) Police protection? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project is located within the jurisdiction of 
the Lakeport Police Department, which provides 24-hour police protection for the city, 
including patrol, traffic and parking enforcement, investigations, a school resource 
officer, special response team, narcotics task force and community crime prevention. The 
department is located at 916 North Forbes Street, and has 13 sworn police professionals 
and four civilian police professionals.  The city maintains a mutual aid agreement with 
the Lake County Sheriff’s Department. Dispatch is coordinated through the Lake County 
Sheriff, including 911 calls.20 

The proposed project is the construction and operation of a new courthouse facility. The 
Lake County Sheriff’s Department provides most of the security at the courthouse 
facilities, and would continue to provide security services to the new courthouse facility 
through its contract with the court. Security screening is provided by a private security 
company. 

Lake County Deputy Sheriffs are assigned as bailiffs to the court and provide security 
services to the courtrooms only while court is in session.  The existing courthouse has 

                                                       
18   Lakeport Fire District.  Available at: http://www.lakeportfire.com/about/.  Accessed: July 12, 2010. 
19  City of Lakeport, General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, November 2008. 
20   City of Lakeport Police Department.  Available at: 

 http://www.cityoflakeport.com/departments/page.aspx?deptID=76&id=50.  Accessed: July 12, 2010. Deleted: Draft 
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one full-time sergeant, seven 900-hour at will deputy sheriffs, and 3/5-time of one full-
time deputy sheriff.21   

The proposed project would consolidate court operations into one courthouse, which 
would have improved security features that increase the efficiency of the court’s security 
operations. Sheriff and private security staffing requirements as a result of the proposed 
project would therefore be the same or slightly increased from current levels.  With no 
significant security staffing increase, the proposed project would not have a substantial 
adverse physical impact on sheriff facilities nor would the proposed project require the 
construction of new facilities.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would 
be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 
 

_________________________ 

a.iii) Schools? 

No Impact. The proposed project is to construct a new courthouse facility to replace 
existing courthouse facilities. Residential development is not a part of the proposed 
project, nor would the proposed project cause population growth requiring schools. 
Although the proposed project is located within the Lakeport Unified School District, the 
project would not create a need for alteration to school facilities or new school 
construction.  Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

a.iv) Parks? 

No Impact. The proposed project does not involve residential development or 
recreational facilities and would not cause an increase in population or residential 
housing.  The proposed project would not increase the use of parks or other recreational 
facilities or cause physical deterioration of a park or facility.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

 
                                                       
21 Pers. Comm. with Captain James W. Bauman, Custody Branch Director, Public Information Officer, Lake County 
Sheriff’s Department, July 17, 2010.  Note:  Staffing numbers listed above do not include personnel or services relating 
to the transportation and security of in-custody defendants by the County Sheriff Custody staff to the courthouse or 
while such inmates are at the courthouse. Deleted: Draft 
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a.v) Other public facilities? 

No Impact. The proposed project does not involve residential development and would 
not cause an increase in population or residential housing.  The proposed project would 
not increase the use of public facilities such as post offices, libraries, and hospitals, nor 
would the proposed project cause physical deterioration of any such facilities.  Therefore, 
the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

References 
Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), Office of Court Construction and Management, 

2008. Project Feasibility Report, Superior Court of California, County of Lake, New 
Lakeport Courthouse. July 1. 

City of Lakeport, General Plan 2025, adopted August, 2009. 

City of Lakeport, General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, November 2008. 
 
City of Lakeport Police Department.  Available at: 

http://www.cityoflakeport.com/departments/page.aspx?deptID=76&id=50.  Accessed: July 12, 
2010. 

 
Pers. Comm. with Captain James W. Bauman, Custody Branch Director, Public Information 

Officer, Lake County Sheriff’s Department, July 17, 2010. 
 
Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), Office of Court Construction and Management, 

2008. Project Feasibility Report, Superior Court of California, County of Lake, New 
Lakeport Courthouse. July 1. 

_________________________ 

Deleted: Draft 



3. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
 

AOC-New Lakeport Courthouse 3-82  
Final Initial Study December 6, 2010 

3.15 Recreation 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

RECREATION — Would the project:     

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would 
occur or be accelerated? 

    

b) Include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities that 
might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

    

Discussion 

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

No Impact. The proposed project does not involve residential development or parks or 
recreational facilities, and would not cause an increase in population or residential 
housing. The proposed project would not result in an increase in the use of neighborhood 
and regional parks or other recreational facilities.  Therefore, the AOC concludes there 
are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

b) Would the proposed project include recreational facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

No Impact. The proposed project does not include any recreational facility components 
nor would it require expansion of recreational facilities.  Therefore, the AOC concludes 
there are no impacts. 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

References 
Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), Office of Court Construction and Management, 

2008. Project Feasibility Report, Superior Court of California, County of Lake, New 
Lakeport Courthouse. July 1. 

City of Lakeport, General Plan 2025, adopted August, 2009. 

City of Lakeport, General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, November 2008. Deleted: Draft 
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3.16 Transportation and Traffic 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC — Would the project:     

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system, taking into account 
all modes of transportation including mass transit and 
non-motorized travel and relevant components of the 
circulation system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian 
and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

    

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management 
program, including, but not limited to level of service 
standards and travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways? 

    

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either 
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that 
results in substantial safety risks? 

    

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

    

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     
f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 

regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, 
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of 
such facilities? 

    

Discussion 
a, b) Would the proposed project conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy, or 

congestion management policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation 
including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the 
circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and 
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?   
 

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  A Traffic Impact Analysis (June 2010, Revised 
October 2010) was prepared which identified potential traffic impacts that may be 
associated with the development of the proposed project. It included traffic analyses at 
intersections and street segments during typical weekday AM peak hours. The AM peak 
period is the most critical for court houses and presents a worst-case scenario.  The traffic 
analysis for the proposed project includes six intersections: 

• Parallel Drive / Lakeport Boulevard 
• Highway 29 southbound ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 
• Highway 29 northbound ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 
• Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard 
• Larrecou Lane / Lakeport Boulevard 
• South Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard 
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Traffic counts for the above intersections and a speed survey were conducted on April 1, 
2010.  Counts were performed during the AM peak hour per guidance from the AOC. 
The traffic volumes along Lakeport Boulevard were increased by 6.9 percent to reflect 
seasonal trends as identified in the City of Lakeport General Plan 2025. 

The City of Lakeport has established a Level of Service (LOS) C as the minimum 
acceptable LOS for overall intersection operations. The standard Caltrans LOS is the 
LOS C/D threshold in which LOS C is acceptable in all cases and LOS D is acceptable 
on a case-by-case basis.  Caltrans has jurisdiction over the Highway 29 northbound (NB) 
and southbound (SB) ramp intersections with Lakeport Boulevard. 

Existing Conditions 
 
Synchro and Sidra, traffic operations analysis software programs, were used to determine 
the LOS for the weekday existing AM peak hour at each of the six intersections within 
the proposed project area.  Under Existing Conditions, all six intersections operate at 
acceptable LOS, either LOS A or B, during the existing weekday AM peak hour (refer to 
Appendix H, for calculations and intersection volumes). 

 
Existing Plus Background Conditions 

 
Existing Plus Background Conditions include existing traffic plus the traffic generated by 
approved projects within the vicinity of the proposed project. All background projects 
were obtained from the City of Lakeport Planning Department website per Andrew 
Britton (Planning Services Manager).  The trip generation for each project was calculated 
using the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Manual, Trip Generation 7th 
Edition, 2003. The trip distribution was calculated based on typical travel patterns in the 
city and engineering judgment. The background projects would generate approximately 
284 AM peak hour trips (refer to Appendix H, Traffic Impact Analysis). 
 
Traffic analysis was performed for the weekday Existing Plus Background AM peak hour 
at each of the study intersections within the proposed project area using Synchro and 
Sidra. All intersections would operate at an acceptable LOS (LOS C or better) (refer to 
Appendix H, for calculations and intersection volumes). 
 
Existing Plus Background Plus Project Conditions 

 
For the AM peak hour Existing Plus Background Plus Project Conditions development 
scenario, the proposed project trips were added to the Existing and Background trips, and 
then analyzed.  All of the study intersections for Existing Plus Background Plus Project 
Conditions would continue to operate at acceptable LOS (LOS C or better) (refer to 
Appendix H, for calculations and intersection volumes). 
 
The ITE Manual, Trip Generation 7th Edition is the most widely accepted reference for 
transportation professionals for determining trip generation rates for various land use 
types. However, the reference does not provide trip generation rates for courthouses. 
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Therefore, a methodology for determining the trip generation rate was developed based 
on a similar traffic study performed in San Diego, CA and with information provided by 
Superior Court staff. 
 
In 2000, Linscott Law & Greenspan (LLG) prepared a Traffic Impact Analysis report for 
the San Diego County Courthouse. An employee survey, conducted in 1992 by San 
Diego County, was used to determine mode of travel, daily trips per person, and vehicle 
occupancy rates. In addition, the report assumed that 30 visitors/jurors were in each 
courtroom. The trip generation rate was calculated based on the number of employees 
and visitors/jurors and the results from the employee survey. 
 
Similar methodology was used for the Lake County Courthouse Traffic Impact Analysis. 
It was assumed that the primary choice of transportation is a passenger car for each 
employee and visitor/juror. In addition, as in the LLG study, it was assumed that 25 
percent of employees leave and return to the courthouse once during the day. 
 
In order to determine the proposed project’s AM peak hour trips, a comparison was made 
between the AM peak hour average rate and daily rate for General Office (Code 710) in 
the ITE Trip Generation 7th Edition. The General Office land use was used because it is 
similar to the proposed project and is slightly more conservative than the LLG study. 
This provided an AM percentage of the daily trips. This percentage was then applied to 
the daily trips to calculate the AM peak hour proposed project trips. The directional 
distribution identified in the LLG study was used to determine inbound and outbound 
proposed project trips. 
 
At project build out, the proposed project would generate 403 daily trips; with 61 trips 
(55 in, 6 out) occurring during the AM peak hour. 
 
The city of Lakeport plans to extend the future Court Street alignment from Lakeport 
Boulevard southward along the eastern boundary of the proposed project site. To 
accommodate this future city project, the AOC, if feasible, would dedicate right-of-way 
to the city to support this future arterial extension.  

 
Cumulative Conditions (Projected 2030 Traffic Conditions) Without the Project 
 
The cumulative traffic volumes were analyzed at the six study intersections. Two of the 
study intersections would operate at acceptable LOS, while four intersections would 
operate at unacceptable LOS. The four intersections operating at unacceptable LOS are 
discussed in detail below. 
 
The Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard intersection would operate at 
unacceptable LOS F during the AM peak hour with the southbound off-ramp approach 
also operating at LOS F. 
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The Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is forecast to operate at 
an overall LOS F during the AM peak hour. The worst approach is also forecast to 
operate at LOS F during the AM peak hour. 
 
The Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is forecast to operate at an overall 
LOS A during the AM peak hour; however, the worst approach is forecast to operate at 
LOS F.  
 
The Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is forecast to operate at an overall 
LOS E during the AM peak hour and the worst approach is forecast to operate at LOS F. 
It should be noted that this intersection was studied in the City of Lakeport General Plan 
2025 and was forecast to operate at an overall LOS F during the PM peak hour. 
Refer to Appendix H, for details regarding calculations and cumulative peak hour 
volumes. 
 
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 
 
The Cumulative Plus Project traffic volumes were analyzed at the six study intersections. 
Two of the study intersections would operate at acceptable LOS, while four intersections 
would operate at unacceptable LOS. The four intersections operating at unacceptable 
LOS are discussed in detail below. 
 
The Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard intersection would continue to 
operate at unacceptable LOS F during the AM peak hour.  The worst approach is also 
forecast to operate at LOS F. 
 
The Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is forecast to continue 
to operate at an overall LOS F during the AM peak hour. The worst approach is also 
forecast to operate at LOS F. 
 
The Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is forecast to continue to operate 
at an overall LOS A during the AM peak hour; however, the worst approach is forecast to 
operate at LOS F. 
 
The Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is forecast to operate at an overall 
LOS E during the AM peak hour.  The worst approach is forecast to operate at LOS F. It 
should be noted that this intersection was studied in the City of Lakeport General Plan 
2025 and was forecast to operate at an overall LOS F during the PM peak hour. 
 
Refer to Appendix H, for details regarding calculations and cumulative peak hour 
volumes. 
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Intersection Improvements 
 
The City of Lakeport General Plan 2025 identifies either the installation of modern 
roundabouts or the signalization of the following four study intersections as part of the 
City’s Long Range Roadway Improvement Program: Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport 
Boulevard; Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard; Bevins Street / Lakeport 
Boulevard; and Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard. The installation of traffic signals is 
anticipated to improve the operations of the intersections for Cumulative Conditions 
Without Project. The close spacing of the intersections would require the intersections to 
coordinate the signals:  
 
The installation of a traffic signal at the Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 
is anticipated to improve the operations of the intersection to LOS C during the 
Cumulative Without Project AM peak hour. The traffic signal would be coordinated with 
the Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard and Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard 
intersections. The signal would provide a protected left turn for westbound traffic. In 
addition, the southbound approach should be improved to include a 150-foot right turn 
lane to reduce vehicle queues.  
 
The installation of a traffic signal at the Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard 
is anticipated to improve the operations of the intersection to LOS B during the 
Cumulative Without Project AM peak hour. The traffic signal would be coordinated with 
the Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard and Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard 
intersections. The signal would provide a protected left turn for eastbound traffic. In 
addition, the intersection should be re-striped to provide approximately 150 feet of 
vehicle storage length for the eastbound left turn lane. Also, the northbound approach 
should be improved to include a 200-foot right turn lane to reduce vehicle queues. 
 
The installation of a traffic signal at the Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard 
intersection would improve the operations of the intersection to LOS C during the 
Cumulative Without Project AM peak hour. The traffic signal would be coordinated with 
the Highway 29 SB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard and Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport 
Boulevard intersections. 
 
The installation of a traffic signal at the Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection 
is anticipated to improve the operations of the intersection to LOS B during the 
Cumulative Without AM peak hour. The signal would be split phased in the east-west 
direction and protected in the north-south direction. The southbound right turn lane 
would have an overlap phase with the eastbound split phase. 
 
The above improvements are recommended for the Cumulative Plus Project Conditions.  
Therefore, fairshare contributions for the intersection improvements would be required.  
Each of the intersections meets the California MUTCD signal warrant for peak hour 
traffic volumes. The LOS calculation sheets for mitigated intersection conditions are 
included in Appendix H. 
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Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 would reduce potential cumulative plus project impacts 
to a less-than-significant level. 
 
Mitigation Measure TRANS-1: Prior to occupancy and the operation of the courthouse, 
the AOC would be required to pay the City of Lakeport the proposed project’s fair share 
contribution towards improving the following intersections: Highway 29 SB Ramps / 
Lakeport Boulevard; Highway 29 NB Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard; Bevins Street / 
Lakeport Boulevard; and Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard. 
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

_________________________ 

c)  Would the proposed project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 
increase in traffic levels or a change in location, that results in substantial safety risks? 

No Impact. The proposed project would not change air traffic patterns, increased air 
traffic levels or result in a change in location that would result in substantial safety risks. 
Therefore, the AOC concludes there are no impacts. 
 

_________________________ 

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  The initial field visit for the Traffic Impact 
Analysis and subsequent analysis to the proposed project intersections revealed that there 
are potential sight distance deficiencies for northbound left turn vehicles at the Lakeport 
Boulevard / Bevins Street intersection. This intersection is located at the top of a hill with 
the westbound approach being below grade. Exiting vehicles from the northbound 
driveway have sight distance constraints looking at the westbound approach of this 
intersection due to the crest curve and existing earth. During traffic counts/traffic 
analyses in April 2010, it was witnessed that left turn vehicles on the northbound 
approach were having trouble making the left turn from the driveway onto Lakeport 
Boulevard. Exiting vehicles were observed to make right turns and then make a U-turn at 
Larrecou Lane to continue westbound. A sight distance analysis was performed on this 
intersection.   
 
The Larrecou Lane / Lakeport Boulevard intersection is the recommended main access 
driveway and is located approximately 30 feet below the proposed site. This intersection 
was also evaluated for sight distance (refer to Appendix H, for results of the sight 
distance analysis). 
 
The sight distance analysis shows that left turning vehicles on the northbound approach at 
the Bevins Street / Lakeport Boulevard intersection do not have sufficient sight distance 
to safely proceed onto westbound Lakeport Boulevard under the existing configuration. It 
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is recommended that earthwork be performed on the south eastern side of the intersection 
to regrade the area in order to increase the sight distance.  
 
Proposed project traffic would be added to this intersection.  Increasing the traffic at an 
intersection with a pre-existing sight distance safety hazard would result in the proposed 
project having an impact on safety. Therefore, fairshare contributions for the intersection 
improvements would be required.  Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 would reduce 
potential impacts to less than significant levels. 

Mitigation Measure TRANS-2:  Prior to occupancy and the operation of the courthouse, 
the AOC would be required to pay the City of Lakeport the proposed project’s fair share 
contribution towards improving the sight distance at the Bevins Street / Lakeport 
Boulevard intersection.   
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

_________________________ 

e) Would the proposed project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less than Significant Impact.  The proposed project site is located approximately 30 
feet above Lakeport Boulevard. A site plan was not available to indicate the driveway 
access points to the proposed courthouse; therefore, four locations were evaluated for the 
proposed site (refer to Figure 3) and are discussed below. 
 
Location 1: Off of Lakeport Boulevard positioned in center of project site:  Location 1 is 
located off of Lakeport Boulevard at the center of the proposed site and would provide a 
central access point the courthouse. In order to accommodate the driveway at this 
location, significant grading would need to be performed to provide adequate sight 
distance and to construct the driveway up the grades to the elevation the proposed project 
site. In addition, the driveway would be located in between Larrecou Lane and a 
shopping center driveway. This would provide limited intersection spacing. It was 
determined that, due to the amount of earthwork needed and intersection spacing, this 
location is not feasible for site access. 
 
Location 2: Off of Lakeport Boulevard across from Larrecou Lane:  Location 2 is located 
at the Larrecou Lane intersection off of Lakeport Boulevard. This location would take 
advantage of an existing pathway and grading adjacent to the proposed project site. This 
location would provide adequate sight distance and would not limit intersection spacing. 
Grading would need to be performed but not to the degree of Location 1. It was 
determined that this location is feasible for site access and is recommended for the main 
access. 
 
Location 3: Off of Bevins Street through the Lake County Chamber of Commerce parking 
lot:  Location 3 takes advantage of the Lake County Chamber of Commerce parking lot, 
located above the proposed project site, to provide an access driveway. To accommodate 
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this driveway location, grading and construction of retaining walls would need to be 
performed and the elimination of parking spaces would occur.  It was determined that this 
location is not feasible for site access. 
 
Location 4: Off of Bevins Street behind the Lake County Chamber of Commerce:  
Location 4 is located behind the Lake County Chamber of Commerce and would take 
advantage of an existing pathway and grading adjacent to the proposed project site. 
Limited grading would need to be performed. It was determined that this location is a 
feasible site access and is recommended for secondary access for prisoner pick-up and 
drop-off. 
 
The proposed project would conform to recommendations of the Superior Court of 
California, the Lake County Sheriff’s Department, and the Lakeport Fire Department to 
ensure adequate emergency access considerations.  The driveways would be required to 
be designed to accommodate emergency vehicles.  There would be no blockage of access 
or traffic pattern disturbance that would significantly affect emergency access. Red curbs 
would be required along driveways and entrances to the courthouse to provide 
sufficient access response time for emergency vehicles. A fire lane would be required and 
on average should be approximately 20 feet in width at minimum and must be kept 
clear at all times. The proposed project would conform to design requirement for the 
Superior Court of California and the City of Lakeport.  Therefore, the AOC concludes 
that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

f) Would the proposed project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding 
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or 
safety of such facilities? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  Lake Transit provides mass transit for Lake 
County and provides local and regional bus service for the City of Lakeport along four 
routes (Route 4, 4A, 7, and 8). Route 8 (Lakeport City) provides exclusive service for the 
City of Lakeport from Peckham Court in the south to Sutter Lakeside Hospital in the 
north. Routes 4 (South Shore) and 4A (Soda Bay) provide regional service to Clearlake 
and Kit’s Corner, respectively, with limited city service. Route 7 (Lakeport – Ukiah) 
provides regional service from Lakeport to the Ukiah Municipal Airport, Greyhound, and 
Amtrak stations. The transfer point in the City of Lakeport is located on Main Street at 
the Third Street intersection. Currently, Routes 4, 4A, and 8 travel along Lakeport 
Boulevard in the vicinity of the proposed project. Route 4 does not stop in the vicinity of 
the proposed project, and Route 4A stops at Mendocino College on Parallel Drive, 
approximately ½ mile west of the proposed project site. Route 8 stops at Mendocino 
College and the Bevins Court Health Center on Bevins Street. There are currently no bus 
stops at the proposed project site. 
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It is recommended that bus stops be constructed immediately east and west of the 
Larrecou Lane / Lakeport Boulevard intersection per Lake Transit standards.  The 
addition of the bus stops would provide direct access from the local bus system and 
indirect access from the regional bus system to and from the proposed project. 
 
According to the 2006 Lake County Regional Bikeway Plan, the county has five 
bikeways.  None of the bikeways are in the vicinity of the proposed project site. The 
nearest bikeway facility is a Class II Bike Lane located on North High Street 
approximately 1.5 miles away. The Transportation Element of the City of Lakeport 
General Plan 2025 identifies Parallel Drive, Lakeport Boulevard, Bevins Street, and Main 
Street as future bikeway locations.  Mitigation Measures TRANS-3 and TRANS-4 
would reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels. 
 
Mitigation Measure TRANS-3: Prior to occupancy and operation of the courthouse, bus 
stops shall be constructed immediately east and west of the Larrecou Lane / Lakeport 
Boulevard intersection per Lake Transit standards, in order to provide direct access from 
the local bus system and indirect access from the regional bus system to and from the 
proposed project. 
 
Mitigation Measure TRANS-4: Prior to occupancy and operation of the courthouse, 
high visibility crosswalks shall be installed to provide safe access for pedestrians to and 
from the bus stops.  In addition, pedestrian access should be provided throughout the 
proposed project with links to the existing pedestrian pathways and sidewalks.  
 
Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
 

_________________________ 

References 
City of Lakeport, General Plan 2025, adopted August, 2009. 

City of Lakeport, General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, November 2008. 
 
Dow & Associates, Lake County Regional Bikeway Plan.  Adopted by the Lake County Area 
 Planning Council on: August 9, 2006.  Accessed: July 6, 2010.  Available at: 
 www.lakeapc.org/docs/2006%20Lake%20Regional%20Bikeway-Final.pdf 
 
RBF Consulting, New Lakeport Courthouse Traffic Impact Analysis, June 29, 2010, Revised 

October 4, 2010. 
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3.17 Utilities and Service Systems 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS — Would the 
project: 

    

a) Conflict with wastewater treatment requirements of 
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

    

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

    

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm 
water drainage facilities, or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

    

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project from existing entitlements and resources, or 
are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

    

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider that would serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

    

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 

    

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

    

Discussion 

a)  Would the proposed project conflict with wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

Less than Significant Impact.  The proposed project would be served by the City of 
Lakeport Municipal Sewer District (CLMSD).  Pursuant to City of Lakeport Ordinance 
No. 872 (2008), any residence or facility within the boundaries of CLMSD must connect 
to the municipal sanitary sewer system with limited exception.  The boundaries of the 
CLMSD include areas within the City of Lakeport, in addition to a few unincorporated 
areas to the south and west.  The CLMSD collection and treatment system spans 
approximately 135,400 feet of collector sewer mains and 13,500 feet of interceptor 
sewers.22  The wastewater treatment facility is located at 795 Linda Lane, just southeast 
of the city limits. The treatment facility was constructed in the early 1990s for an average 
dry weather flow of one million gallons per day (mgd). 
 
Wastewater produced by the proposed project would be limited to restroom facilities for 
the courthouse and is considered negligible.  In addition, courthouse activities would not 

                                                       
22  City of Lakeport Municipal Sewer District, Sewer System Management Plan, 2010.  Available at: 
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result in containment emissions that would require a higher wastewater treatment level 
since sanitary wastewater would only be generated during courthouse operations.  
Therefore, the existing wastewater system would be capable of handling the wastewater 
generated from the new facility.   
 
The proposed project would primarily shift employees from existing facilities to the new 
courthouse location.  Any increase in the number of employees attributable to the 
proposed project would be minimal. Thus, the amount of wastewater generated by the 
proposed project would be similar to that generated in existing facilities and would not 
require a higher level of treatment.  The proposed project would not conflict with 
requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 
 

_________________________ 

b) Would the proposed project require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental effects?  

Less than Significant Impact. The City of Lakeport would provide water and wastewater 
treatment services to the proposed project.  The proposed project would construct one 
courthouse that replaces the existing facilities currently located in three separate locations.  
The amount of water used and wastewater generated daily would likely be the same as the 
existing amount of water used and wastewater generated. 
 
As noted above, the proposed project is not anticipated to result in a substantial increase 
in employees. Therefore, the amount of water consumed by the proposed project would not 
result in the need to expand water facilities. The proposed project would connect to the 
existing water system and would not include the development of new water lines. 
Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. 
 
As noted above, the proposed project is not anticipated to result in a substantial increase 
in employees. Therefore, the amount of wastewater generated by the proposed project 
would not result in the need to expand wastewater treatment facilities. The proposed 
project would connect to the existing wastewater system and would not include the 
development of new sewer lines.  Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts 
would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 
 

_________________________ 
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c) Would the project require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage 
facilities, or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects?  

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project site is currently undeveloped; 
therefore, development of the new courthouse facility would include impervious surfaces. 
While it is anticipated that the proposed project may result in storm water runoff from 
non-storm and storm water discharges, as discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, the proposed project would be required to comply with NPDES regulations, 
ensuring that impacts to storm water drainage systems are minimized. Under the NPDES 
program, the construction contractor would be required to prepare a SWPPP and Erosion 
Control Plan. In addition, the city has adopted a Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP) 
which is designed to reduce the discharge of pollutants into Clear Lake and to enhance 
the water quality. The city has also adopted an ordinance that would prohibit non-storm 
water discharge into the city’s storm drainage system.  The design of the proposed project 
will meet all city and state requirements. 
 
Implementation of the SWPPP, the Erosion Control Plan, and SWMP would minimize 
the potential for construction-related surface water pollution as well as the water quality 
during operation due to new storm water drainage facilities.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

d) Would the proposed project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project 
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?  

Less than Significant Impact. According to the City of Lakeport 2008 Water Master 
Plan, the city obtains water from two sources: groundwater sources from four wells in 
Scotts Valley and water from Clear Lake treated at the city’s water treatment plant.  The 
city currently has an agreement with Yolo County Flood Control, who has the water 
rights to Clear Lake to draw up to 2,000 acre-feet per year.  The city also has water 
conservation programs in place. Any increase in the number of employees attributable to 
the proposed project would be minimal.  Thus, the amount of water needed by the 
proposed project would be similar to that used by existing courthouse facilities.  The 
proposed project is not expected to require additional water supplies above what has 
already been anticipated in the City of Lakeport General Plan 2025.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 
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e) Would the proposed project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider that would serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?  

Less than Significant Impact.  Wastewater generated by the City of Lakeport is 
collected and transported to the City of Lakeport wastewater treatment plant (WWTP), 
located southwest of the city limits.  The WWTP (which is owned and operated by the 
CLMSD) had an original design treatment capacity of 1.05 million gallons per day 
(MGD) of dry weather flow and a maximum daily discharge not to exceed 3.8 million 
gallons (MG).  In 2007, the City of Lakeport received a Cease and Desist Order from the 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board Central Valley Region which reduced 
capacity to 0.42 MGD dry weather flow.  Currently, the CLMSD has adequate capacity 
for approximately 100 residential unit equivalents under the Cease and Desist Order 
restrictions.  In addition, the SSMP acknowledges that the CLSMD intends to expand the 
sewer system over the next 10 years to accommodate the potential commercial and 
residential growth within the city.  
 
Any increase in the number of employees attributable to the proposed project would be 
minimal.  Thus, the amount of wastewater generated by the proposed project would be 
similar to that generated in existing facilities.  The project would not exceed the capacity of 
the City’s WWTP. Therefore, the AOC concludes that project impacts would be less-
than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 

f) Would the proposed project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?  

Less than Significant Impact. Lakeport has a contract with the Lakeport Disposal 
Company for its solid waste disposal. Most solid waste refuse from Lakeport is 
transported first to a transfer station on on Soda Bay Road outside of the Lakeport city 
limits, and then on to the East Lake Landfill, located just outside the City of Clearlake.  
The Eastlake Landfill is located on a 32 acre parcel outside the city limits of Clearlake.  
The landfill has a total permitted capacity of six million cubic yards and the estimated 
remaining capacity is 2,859,962 cubic yards (or 47.3 percent).23  The estimated closure 
date for the landfill is December 2027.  This landfill has enough capacity to 
accommodate solid waste generated by the proposed project.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
Mitigation required: None. 
 

_________________________ 
                                                       
23  California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery, 2010.  Available at: 

http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/profiles/Facility/Landfill/LFProfile1.asp?COID=17&FACID=17-AA-0001, 
Accessed: July 13, 2010. 
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g) Would the project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste?  

Less than Significant Impact. The AOC shall ensure that the best method of solid waste 
disposal and reduction of the solid waste stream is implemented at the proposed project 
site. The proposed project would result in the transfer of all solid waste to permitted facilities 
(including hazardous waste). The proposed project is expected to comply with all federal, 
state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.  Therefore, the AOC 
concludes that project impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 

Mitigation required: None. 

_________________________ 
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3.18 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE — Would 
the project: 

    

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish 
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population 
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history or prehistory? 

    

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

    

c) Have environmental effects that would cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 

    

Discussion 

a) Would the proposed project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation. The proposed project may have potentially 
significant impacts on biological resources (Section 4.3) and cultural resources 
(Section 4.4).  However, implementation of mitigation measures in those sections would 
reduce these potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

_________________________ 

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation. The proposed project may have potentially 
significant impacts on air quality (Section 3.3), biological resources (Section 3.4), 
cultural resources (Section 3.54), noise and vibration (Section 3.12), and transportation 
and traffic (Section 3.16), which would include cumulative impacts.  However, 
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implementation of mitigation measures in those sections would reduce these potential 
impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

The probability of construction of other proposed projects in the area and their construction 
timetables are uncertain due to current economic issues, and construction of the proposed 
project is expected to be completed in 2014.  Since potential impacts from the proposed 
project and future projects would be mitigated in accordance with local and state 
regulations and the construction of other projects would likely occur after completion of 
the proposed courthouse, the AOC concludes that the cumulative impacts from the 
proposed project would be less than significant. 

The proposed project would consolidate existing courthouse staff at one location; no 
additional staff would be added with this project.  Therefore, the proposed project is not 
growth-inducing in and of itself.  

_________________________ 

c) Would the proposed project have environmental effects that would cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  The proposed project may have potentially 
significant impacts on air quality (Section 3.3), biological resources (Section 3.4), 
cultural resources (Section 3.54), noise and vibration (Section 3.12), and transportation 
and traffic (Section 3.16).  However, implementation of mitigation measures in those 
sections would reduce these potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

_________________________ 
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Appendix M 
Mitigation Monitoring Plan 



Mitigation Monitoring Plan 
Introduction 

Section 15097 of CEQA requires all state and local agencies to establish monitoring or reporting 
programs for projects approved by a public agency, whenever approval involves the adoption of 
either a “mitigated negative declaration” or specified environmental findings related to 
environmental impact reports. 

As stated in Chapter 2 of the Final Initial Study, the AOC will implement the project in 
compliance with standard conditions and requirements for state or federal regulations or laws that 
are independent of CEQA compliance. The standard conditions and requirements serve to prevent 
specific impacts.  Typical standard conditions and requirements include compliance with the 
provisions of the California Building Code, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit system, Public Resources Code Section 5097 for discovery of unexpectedly 
encountered human remains, and Lake County Air Quality Management District (LCAQMD) 
Rules. 

The AOC’s plans for the project also include project design features - specific design elements 
that the AOC has incorporated into the project’s construction and operation to prevent the 
occurrence of potential environmental effects or reduce the significance of potential 
environmental effects. The project design features are actions that conform to the California Trial 
Court Facilities Standards’ specifications. For example, the parties implementing the proposed 
project will use best management practices and technologies aimed to limit the use of natural 
resources as well as the project’s operating cost over the life of the building. Because the AOC is 
incorporating the project design features into the project, the design features do not constitute 
mitigation measures as defined by CEQA. 

The AOC’s proposed courthouse design will conform to the specifications of the California Trial 
Court Facilities Standards, including the standard that the AOC shall design and construct court 
buildings using proven best practices and technology with careful use of natural resources. To 
implement this standard, the project’s project manager will include specifications that design 
efforts and construction operations implement best management practices and other measures 
throughout the construction phase to avoid or minimize potential impacts. These project design 
features, best management practices, and other measures will include: 

 General measures: 

- Designate a contact person for public interaction. 
- Inform the Lakeport community through the use of a website that identifies the 

upcoming work and potential impacts to the surrounding communities. 

 Storm water, water quality, and soil erosion management measures: 

- The AOC’s construction contract will include provisions that require the construction 
contractor to obtain the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board’s 
(RWQCB) approval of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Prior to 



the start of construction, the AOC will ensure that the construction contractor 
prepared a SWPPP and secured the RWQCB’s approval of the plan.  

- The construction contractor will incorporate BMPs consistent with the guidelines 
provided in the California Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbooks: 
Construction (California Stormwater Quality Association, 2003). 

- For construction during the rainy season, the construction contractor will implement 
erosion measures that may include mulching, geotextiles and mats, earth dikes and 
drainage swales, temporary drains, silt fence, straw bale barriers, sandbag barriers, 
brush or rock filters, sediment traps, velocity dissipation devices, and/or other 
measures. 

- Wherever possible, the construction contractor will perform grading activities outside 
the normal rainy season to minimize the potential for increased surface runoff and the 
associated potential for soil erosion. 

 Air quality management measures. The construction contractor will: 

- Provide an asbestos-dust-hazard mitigation plan (also referred to a serpentine dust 
control plan) prior to any construction activities on-site.  The Plan should include 
provisions for dust control measures to achieve no visible emissions, prevent material 
track-out onto the public road, provide for worker notification of the plan 
requirements and asbestos hazards, the posting of an asbestos warning notice at the 
site, and the covering of all disturbed serpentine surfaces subject to traffic wear or 
wind erosion with non-asbestos containing materials.  Exposed serpentine surfaces 
that may be subject to vehicular traffic should have restricted access (fencing or other 
effective barriers) until such time as the surface is adequately covered with non-
asbestos material. 

- When necessary, apply water or a stabilizing agent to exposed surfaces in sufficient 
quantity at least two times a day to prevent generation of dust plumes. 

- Moisten or cover excavated soil piles to avoid fugitive dust emissions. 

- Discontinue construction activities that generate substantial dust blowing on unpaved 
surfaces during windy conditions, trackout, or nuisance conditions.  The construction 
contractor will be required to stop work until corrective measures are in place. 

- Install and use a wheel-washing system to remove bulk material from tires and 
vehicle undercarriages before vehicles exit the proposed project site. 

- Cover dump trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials with tarps or other 
enclosures that will reduce fugitive dust emissions. 

- Ensure that all construction and grading equipment is properly maintained. 

- Ensure that construction personnel turn off equipment when equipment is not in use. 

- Ensure that all vehicles and compressors utilize exhaust mufflers and engine 
enclosure covers (as designed by the manufacturer) at all times. 



- When feasible, use electric construction power for construction operations, in lieu of 
diesel-powered generators to provide adequate power for man/material hoisting, 
crane, and general construction operations. 

- Suspend heavy-equipment operations during first-stage and second-stage smog alerts. 

 Noise and vibration measures. The construction contractor will: 

- Equip construction equipment with the best available noise attenuation device such as 
mufflers or noise attenuation shields. 

- When feasible, for construction operations use electric construction power in lieu of 
diesel-powered generators to provide adequate power for man/material hoisting, 
crane, and general construction operations. 

The intent of this Mitigation Monitoring Plan is to prescribe and enforce a means for properly and 
successfully implementing the mitigation measures to reduce or avoid significant environmental 
impacts. Mitigation measures identified in this Mitigation Monitoring Plan are in the Initial Study 
prepared for the proposed project. AOC representatives will use this Mitigation Monitoring Plan 
to ensure compliance with mitigation measures during project implementation. 

The following table provides a summary of all mitigation and monitoring that will be conducted 
for the project. It also identifies the responsible monitoring agency and implementation phase. 
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AIR QUALITY 
Incorporate air quality 
measures into project’s 
contract specifications 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 

Would the proposed project 
violate any air quality standard 
or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

AQ- 1:  During construction 
operations, excessive fugitive dust 
emissions shall be controlled by 
regular water or other dust preventive 
measures using the following best 
management practices: 

 

 Limit on-site vehicle speed to 15 
miles per hour.  

 Water material excavated or 
graded sufficiently to prevent 
excessive amounts of dust.  Water 
three times daily with complete 
coverage, preferably in the late 
morning and after work is done for 
the day.  

 Water or securely cover material 
transported on-site or off-site 
sufficiently to prevent generating 
excessive amounts of dust.  

 Minimize area disturbed by 
clearing, grading, earth moving, or 
excavation operations so as to 
prevent generating excessive 
amounts of dust.  

 Indicate these control techniques in 
project specifications.  Compliance 
with the measure shall be subject 
to periodic site inspections by the 
city. 

Ensure that applicable 
measures are 
implemented / enforced 
during construction 

AOC construction 
inspector 

During construction 
activities / operations 
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 Prevent visible dust from the 
project from emanating beyond the 
property line, to the maximum 
extent feasible. 

 Apply nontoxic chemical soil 
stabilizers according to 
manufacturers' specifications to all 
inactive construction areas 
(previously graded areas inactive 
for ten days or more). 

 Trucks transporting soil, sand, cut 
or fill materials, and/or 
construction debris to or from the 
site must be tarped from the point 
of origin. 

Incorporate air quality 
measures into project’s 
contract specifications 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 

Would the proposed project 
violate any air quality standard 
or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

AQ-2: The project applicant shall 
notify the Lake County Air Quality 
Management District of intended 
operations 30 days prior to 
construction activity.  The project 
applicant shall file and receive 
approval of an asbestos-dust-hazard 
mitigation plan (also referred to as a 
serpentine dust control plan) prior to 
any construction activity at the 
project site.  The plan shall address 
and include mitigation for: 
excavation, roads, yards, driveways, 
parking areas, hauling and tracking of 
material onto adjacent roadways.  All 

Ensure that the Lake 
County Air Quality 
Management District is 
notified of intended 
operations.  Ensure that 
an asbestos-dust-hazard 
mitigation plan / 
serpentine dust control 
plan is filed and 
approved prior to any 
construction activity. 
 

AOC project manager 30 days prior to 
commencement of 
construction activity 
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material shall be transported in a 
manner minimizing dust emissions.  
In no instance shall the dust from 
such operations exceed five percent 
opacity 20-feet from the traveled 
surface.  The applicant shall inform 
employees working at the project site 
of the potential health risk of airborne 
asbestos and the requirements of the 
asbestos-dust-hazard mitigation plan.  
The plan shall be consistent with the 
California Air Resources Board 
Section 93105, Final Regulation 
Order – Asbestos Air Toxic Control 
Measure for Construction, Grading, 
Quarrying, and Surface Mining 
Operations.  

Ensure that applicable 
air quality measures are 
implemented / enforced 
during construction 

AOC construction 
inspector 

During construction 
activities / operations 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Incorporate biological 
resource measures into 
project’s contract 
specifications 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 

Would the project have a 
substantial adverse effect on 
any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species? 

BIO-1:  Following the development 
of a site plan and prior to the 
commencement of construction 
activities, the AOC shall prepare a 
Mitigation Plan to offset impacts to 
the on-site serpentine herb 
community and the following three 
special-status plants species: 1) 
Colusa layia; 2) serpentine 
cryptantha; and 3) bent-flowered 
fiddleneck.  Tracy’s clarkia shall also 
be avoided/protected where possible.   

Prepare a Mitigation 
Plan to offset impacts 
to the on-site serpentine 
herb community and 
the following three 
special-status plants 
species: 1) Colusa 
layia; 2) serpentine 

AOC CEQA project 
manager 

After development of a 
site plan and prior to the 
commencement of 
construction activities 
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cryptantha; and 3) bent-
flowered fiddleneck.  
Tracy’s clarkia shall 
also be avoided/ 
protected where 
possible.   
Ensure that the 
Mitigation Plan is 
submitted to the 
California Department 
of Fish and Game for 
review, and approved 
in writing by the 
California Department 
of Fish and Game 

AOC CEQA project 
manager 

Prior to commencement 
of construction activities 

As discussed with California 
Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG) staff, the highest priority for 
mitigation shall be to avoid and 
protect the existing on-site 
populations of the special-status 
plants to the extent feasible.  
Secondly, if suitable habitat will be 
temporarily disturbed but will remain 
viable in the long term, an effort shall 
be made to re-establish special-status 
plant populations in these areas upon 
completion of construction.  If CDFG 
determines that the available on-site 
options for plant protection and re-
establishment do not fully 
compensate for the project impacts, 
off-site mitigation shall be provided.  
This can be accomplished through 
preservation or enhancement of off-
site serpentine habitats and special-
status plant populations, restoration of 
degraded habitats on other local sites 
capable of supporting the sensitive 
resources, creation of new habitats 
capable of supporting the sensitive 
resources, and/or purchase of 
appropriate credits at a qualifying 
mitigation bank (if available). 

 

Ensure that applicable 
biological resource 
measures are enforced 
during construction 

AOC construction 
inspector 

During construction 
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The Mitigation Plan shall be 
submitted to CDFG for review, and 
shall be approved in writing by 
CDFG prior to initiation of 
construction activities.  The Plan shall 
identify the mitigation site(s); 
methods to be employed to protect, 
restore, enhance, and/or create 
serpentine-herb habitat and the 
associated special-status plant 
populations; an implementation 
schedule; success criteria; monitoring 
and reporting requirements; long-term 
maintenance provisions; remedial 
measures to be undertaken if the 
success criteria are not fully met; 
and/or other pertinent data to ensure 
successful mitigation.   

Incorporate biological 
resource measures into 
project’s contract 
specifications 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 

Would the project have a 
substantial adverse effect on 
any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species? 

BIO-2:  Vegetation removal shall be 
conducted between August 1 and 
February 28, if feasible.  If vegetation 
removal must be conducted between 
March 1 and July 31, a nesting bird 
survey shall be conducted within two 
weeks prior to initiation of work.  If 
active nests are present, work within 
500 feet of the nest(s) shall be 
postponed until the young have 
fledged, unless a smaller next buffer 
zone is authorized by the California 

Ensure that applicable 
biological resource 
measures are enforced 
during construction 

AOC construction 
inspector 

During construction 
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Department of Fish and Game. 
CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Incorporate cultural 
resource measures into 
project’s contract 
specifications 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 

Document 
incorporation of 
cultural resource 
measures into project’s 
contract specifications 
to AOC’s 
environmental analyst 

AOC project manager 
and environmental 
analyst 

Prior to completion of 
contract specifications 

Document the identity 
and professional 
qualifications of 
qualified archaeological 
monitor(s) to AOC’s 
environmental analyst 

AOC project manager 
and environmental 
analyst 

Prior to start of 
construction 

Would the proposed project 
cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a 
unique archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? 

CUL-1: If previously unevaluated 
cultural resources are encountered, all 
earth-disturbing work shall stop 
within 50 feet of the find until a 
qualified archaeologist and a Native 
American representative can make an 
assessment of the discovery and 
recommend/implement mitigation 
measures as necessary.  Prehistoric 
archaeological materials might 
include obsidian and chert flaked-
stone tools (e.g., projectile points, 
knives, scrapers) or tool making 
debris; culturally darkened soil 
(“midden”) containing heat-affected 
rocks, artifacts, or shellfish remains; 
and stone milling equipment (e.g., 
mortars, pestles, handstones, or 
milling slabs); and battered stone 
tools, such as hammerstones and 
pitted stones. Historic-period 
materials might include stone, 
concrete, or adobe footings and walls; 
filled wells or privies; and deposits of 
metal, glass, and/or ceramic refuse. If 
the archaeologist and Native 
American representative determine 
that the resources may be significant, 

If an archaeological 
monitor prepares 
management 
recommendations for a 
discovered resource, 
the monitor shall 
document completion 
of the management 
recommendations as 
soon as practical to the 
AOC’s project 

AOC project manager, 
construction inspector, 
and environmental 
analyst 

During construction 
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manager, construction 
inspector, and 
environmental analyst 

they will notify the AOC. An 
appropriate treatment plan for the 
resources should be developed. The 
archaeologist shall consult with 
Native American representatives in 
determining appropriate treatment for 
prehistoric or Native American 
cultural resources.  In considering any 
suggested mitigation proposed by the 
archaeologist and Native American 
representative, the AOC will 
determine whether avoidance is 
necessary and feasible in light of 
factors such as the nature of the find, 
project design, costs, and other 
considerations. If avoidance is 
infeasible, other appropriate measures 
(e.g., data recovery) shall be 
instituted. Work may proceed in other 
parts of the project area while 
mitigation for cultural resources is 
being carried out. 

Ensure that applicable 
cultural resource 
measures are enforced 
during construction 

AOC construction 
inspector 

During construction 

Incorporate 
paleontological 
resource measures into 
project’s contract 
specifications 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 

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

CUL-2: In the event that 
paleontological resources are 
discovered during ground disturbing 
activities, grading and construction 
work within 100 feet of the find shall 
be suspended until the significance of 
the features can be determined by a 
qualified professional paleontologist 

Document 
incorporation of 
paleontological 

AOC project manager 
and environmental 
analyst 

Prior to completion of 
contract specifications 
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resource measures into 
project’s contract 
specifications to AOC’s 
environmental analyst 
Document the identity 
and professional 
qualifications of 
qualified 
paleontological 
monitor(s) to AOC’s 
environmental analyst 

AOC project manager 
and environmental 
analyst 

Prior to start of 
construction 

If a paleontological 
monitor prepares 
management 
recommendations for a 
discovered resource, 
the monitor shall 
document completion 
of the management 
recommendations as 
soon as practical to the 
AOC’s project 
manager, construction 
inspector, and 
environmental analyst 

AOC project manager, 
construction inspector, 
and environmental 
analyst 

During construction 

as appropriate.  A qualified 
professional paleontologist shall then 
make recommendations for measures 
necessary to protect the find, or to 
undertake data recovery, excavation, 
analysis, and curation of 
paleontological materials as 
appropriate. 

Ensure that applicable 
measures are enforced 
during construction 

AOC construction 
inspector 

During construction 

Would the proposed project 
disturb any human remains, 

CUL-3: If human remains are 
encountered unexpectedly during 

Incorporate cultural 
resource measures into 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 
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project’s contract 
specifications 
Document 
incorporation of 
cultural resource 
measures into project’s 
contract specifications 
to AOC’s 
environmental analyst 

AOC project manager 
and environmental 
analyst 

Prior to completion of 
contract specifications 

If human remains are 
discovered, the Lake 
County Coroner shall 
be contacted 
immediately, and no 
further disturbance 
shall take place 

AOC project manager 
and construction 
inspector, and 
environmental analyst 

During construction 

including those interred outside 
of formal cemeteries? 

construction excavation and grading 
activities, State Health and Safety 
Code Section 7050.5 requires that no 
further disturbance shall occur until 
the Lake County Coroner has made 
the necessary findings as to origin and 
disposition pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.98. If 
the remains are determined to be of 
Native American descent, the coroner 
has 24 hours to notify the Native 
American Heritage Commission. The 
Native American Heritage 
Commission will then identify the 
person(s) thought to be the Most 
Likely Descendent, who will help 
determine what course of action 
should be taken in dealing with the 
remains. 

Ensure that applicable 
cultural resource 
measures are enforced 
during construction 

AOC construction 
inspector 

During construction 

NOISE 
Incorporate noise 
measures into project’s 
contract specifications 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 

Would the project result in 
exposure of persons to, or 
generation of, noise levels in 
excess of standards established 
in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

NOI-1:  Construction shall 
commence no earlier than 7:00 a.m. 
and cease no later than 6:00 p.m. on 
weekdays. Construction work might 
occur on Saturdays; if so, it shall 
commence no earlier than 9:00 a.m. 
and cease no later than 6:00 p.m. 

Ensure that applicable 
measures are 
implemented 

AOC construction 
inspector 

During construction 

Would the project result in 
exposure of persons to, or 

NOI-2: To reduce noise impacts due 
to construction, the project applicant 

Incorporate noise 
measures into project’s 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 
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contract specification generation of, noise levels in 
excess of standards established 
in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

shall require construction contractors 
to implement the following measures 
which shall be ongoing through 
grading and construction: 

 Equipment and trucks used for 
project construction shall utilize 
the best available noise control 
techniques (e.g., improved 
mufflers, equipment redesign, use 
of intake silencers, ducts, engine 
enclosures, and acoustically-
attenuating shields or shrouds, 
wherever feasible). 

 Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, 
pavement breakers, and rock drills) 
used for project construction shall 
be hydraulically or electronically 
powered wherever possible to 
avoid noise associated with 
compressed air exhaust from 
pneumatically powered tools.  
However, where use of pneumatic 
tools is unavoidable, an exhaust 
muffler shall be used; this muffler 
can lower noise levels from the 
exhaust by up to about 10 dBA.  
External jackets on the tools 
themselves shall be used where 
feasible, and this could achieve a 

Ensure that applicable 
noise measures are 
implemented 

AOC construction 
inspector 

During construction 
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reduction of 5 dBA.  Quieter 
procedures shall be used, such as 
drills rather than impact 
equipment, whenever feasible. 

Stationary noise sources shall be 
located as far from adjacent 
receptors as possible, and they 
shall be muffled and enclosed 
within temporary sheds, 
incorporated insulation barriers, or 
other measures to the extent 
feasible. 

Incorporate noise 
measures into project’s 
contract specifications 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 

Would the project result in 
exposure of persons to, or 
generation of, noise levels in 
excess of standards established 
in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

NOI-3:  Prior to any ground 
disturbance activities, the AOC shall 
develop a list of measures to respond 
to and track complaints pertaining to 
construction noise, ongoing 
throughout demolition, grading, 
and/or construction.  These measures 
shall include the following: 

 A procedure and phone numbers 
for notifying the AOC project 
manager and the construction 
contractor (during regular 
construction hours and off-hours); 

 A sign posted on-site pertaining 
the permitted construction days 
and hours and complaint 

Ensure that applicable 
measures are 
implemented 

AOC construction 
inspector 

During construction 
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procedures and who to notify in the 
event of a problem.  The sign shall 
also include a listing of the 
construction contractor’s telephone 
numbers (during regular 
construction hours and off-hours); 

 The designation of an on-site 
construction complaint and 
enforcement manager for the 
project.  The manager shall act as a 
liaison between the project and its 
neighbors.  The manager’s 
responsibilities and authority shall 
include the following: 

o An active role in monitoring 
project compliance with 
respect to noise; 

o Ability to reschedule noisy 
construction activities to 
reduce effects on surrounding 
noise sensitive receivers; 

o Site supervision of all potential 
sources of noise (e.g., material 
delivery, shouting, debris box 
pick-up and delivery) for all 
trades; and 

o Intervening or discussing 
mitigation options with 
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contractors. 
 Notification of adjacent property 

owners and occupants at least 30 
days in advance of extreme noise 
generating activities about the 
estimated duration of the activity; 
and 

 A preconstruction meeting shall be 
held with the job inspectors and the 
general contractor/on-site project 
manager to confirm that noise 
measures and practices (including 
construction hours, neighborhood 
notification, posted signs, etc.) are 
completed. 

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 
Incorporate 
transportation and 
traffic measures into 
project’s contract 
specifications 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 

Would the proposed project 
conflict with an applicable 
plan, ordinance or policy, or 
congestion management policy 
establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation 
system, taking into account all 
modes of transportation 
including mass transit and non-
motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation 
system, including but not 

TRANS-1: Prior to occupancy and 
the operation of the courthouse, the 
AOC would be required to pay the 
City of Lakeport the proposed 
project’s fair share contribution 
towards improving the following 
intersections: Highway 29 SB Ramps/ 
Lakeport Boulevard; Highway 29 NB 
Ramps / Lakeport Boulevard; Bevins 
Street / Lakeport Boulevard; and 
Main Street / Lakeport Boulevard. 

Ensure that the City of 
Lakeport receives the 
proposed project’s fair 
share contribution 

AOC project manager 
and AOC CEQA project 
manager 

Prior to occupancy and 
the operation of the 
courthouse 



New Lakeport Courthouse 
Mitigation Monitoring Plan 

 

Impact Statement Mitigation Measure Monitoring Action Monitoring Party Implementation Phase 

limited to intersections, streets, 
highways and freeways, 
pedestrian and bicycle paths, 
and mass transit? 

Incorporate 
transportation and 
traffic measures into 
project’s contract 
specifications 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 

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

TRANS-2:  Prior to occupancy and 
the operation of the courthouse, the 
AOC would be required to pay the 
City of Lakeport the proposed 
project’s fair share contribution 
towards improving the sight distance 
at the Bevins Street / Lakeport 
Boulevard intersection.   

Ensure that the City of 
Lakeport receives the 
proposed project’s fair 
share contribution 

AOC project manager 
and AOC CEQA project 
manager 

Prior to occupancy and 
the operation of the 
courthouse 

Incorporate 
transportation and 
traffic measures into 
project’s contract 
specifications 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 

Would the proposed project 
conflict with adopted policies, 
plans, or programs regarding 
public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, or 
otherwise decrease the 
performance or safety of such 
facilities? 

TRANS-3: Prior to occupancy and 
operation of the courthouse, bus stops 
shall be constructed immediately east 
and west of the Larrecou Lane / 
Lakeport Boulevard intersection per 
Lake Transit standards, in order to 
provide direct access from the local 
bus system and indirect access from 
the regional bus system to and from 
the proposed project. 

Ensure that bus stops 
are constructed 
immediately east and 
west of the Larrecou 
Lane / Lakeport 
Boulevard intersection 
per Lake Transit 
standards 

AOC project manager 
and construction 
inspector 

Prior to occupancy and 
the operation of the 
courthouse 

Would the proposed project 
conflict with adopted policies, 
plans, or programs regarding 

TRANS-4: Prior to occupancy and 
operation of the courthouse, high 
visibility crosswalks shall be installed 

Incorporate 
transportation and 
traffic measures into 

AOC project manager During preparation of 
contract specifications 
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project’s contract 
specifications 

public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, or 
otherwise decrease the 
performance or safety of such 
facilities? 

to provide safe access for pedestrians 
to and from the bus stops.  In 
addition, pedestrian access should be 
provided throughout the proposed 
project with links to the existing 
pedestrian pathways and sidewalks. 

Ensure that high 
visibility crosswalks 
are installed for 
pedestrians to and from 
the bus stops.  Ensure 
pedestrian access is 
provided throughout 
the proposed project 
with links to existing 
pathways and 
sidewalks. 

AOC project manager 
and construction 
inspector 

Prior to occupancy and 
the operation of the 
courthouse 
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