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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

OVERVIEW

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) evaluates the proposal by the Montecito Fire
Protection District (MFPD) to acquire a 2.55-acre site and to construct the new MFPD
Fire Station 3 in the unincorporated community of Montecito in the County of Santa
Barbara, California. The proposed project would include development of a main fire
station building and two support structures on a newly created 2.55-acre parcel.
Supporting infrastructure would include construction of paved driveways, parking and
circulation space, and connections to potable water and sewer. The project also includes
landscape buffers, a habitat restoration area, and an offer for dedication of an easement to

the County to reserve land for a proposed on-road trail.

In 2003, the MFPD Board of Directors identified the need to establish a new fire station
to address areas in eastern Montecito that are not adequately covered by existing
emergency response services. A Site Identification Study was completed in August 2008
which recommended further review of the proposed project site for the fire station. This
EIR considers the potential impacts of the proposed project on environmental resource
areas and suggests mitigation and alternatives to avoid or reduce these impacts to a less

than significant level.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Location

The project site is located at 2500 East Valley Road, on the north side of East Valley
Road, east of Sheffield Drive and Romero Canyon Road, and west of Ortega Ridge Road
(Figure 2-1). The project site is located on a portion of Assessor Parcel Number (APN)
155-070-008 (76.87 acres), which is owned by the Petan Company.

Project Objectives

The proposed project includes the following major objectives:
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

(1) Improve overall emergency services and response times to fires and emergencies
in Montecito, especially in the community’s east end.

(2) Construct a high-quality fire station with modern equipment and facilities, staffed
24 hours per day, 7 days per week by trained personnel, that is architecturally
compatible with the neighborhood and consistent with the Montecito
Architectural Guidelines.

(3) Coordinate throughout the design and environmental review process with
concerned neighbors and interested organizations to ensure that the station
location and design meet community concerns and standards.

(4) Site the station to minimize and avoid, as possible, adverse environmental
impacts.

(5) Provide an Essential Public Services Building for the community to provide for
resources such as shelter, food, and support of emergency equipment during
disasters.

Project Characteristics

The applicant (MFPD) proposes acquisition of property and development of a District
fire station (Station 3) on a site of approximately 2.55 acres located near 2500 East
Valley Road in Montecito, California. Structures would include a main building
containing the apparatus bay, offices and living quarters, and two supporting structures.
Infrastructure would include approximately 0.78 acres of non-structural paved surfaces,
including two entry/exit driveways to East Valley Road. The western driveway would
typically be used only for visitors and staff vehicle ingress and egress, while the eastern
driveway would typically be used for staff vehicle and emergency vehicle ingress and
egress. Grading would include approximately 16,500 cubic yards (cy) of cut, with 8,000
cy of the cut exported via haul truck to a site determined to be acceptable at the time of
construction The remaining 8,500 cy would be balanced onsite. The project would
require approval of a Major Conditional Use Permit and a Parcel Map Waiver, and

issuance of a Certificate of Compliance by the County of Santa Barbara.

ALTERNATIVES

Four alternatives, in addition to the standard “No-Project” Alternative, were selected for
evaluation. Each of these considers the ability of a particular alternative to substantially
reduce or eliminate the project’s environmental impacts while still meeting basic project

objectives. In particular, this EIR includes the following alternatives:
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e Alternative 1 — Location at Kimball-Griffith #1 Site: Under this alternative,
Station 3 would be constructed on a 2 or more-acre portion of this 20-acre parcel
located on the south side of East Valley Road, east of Ortega Ridge Road. This
site slopes relatively steeply upwards from East Valley Road with overall slopes
averaging 15 to 25 percent. This parcel is currently undeveloped and is
characterized by oak woodland vegetation intermixed with areas of chaparral
containing mature coast live oak trees and coastal sage scrub. Construction of
Station 3 at this site would require substantial grading and vegetation clearing
with associated impacts to erosion, downstream sedimentation and onsite native
habitats, and aesthetics. Although this site would provide direct access to an
arterial, its location at the eastern end of the community would result in longer
response times as compared to the proposed project. Overall, developing Station
3 at this site would result in substantially more severe impacts related to
geological hazards and biological and aesthetic resources as compared to the
proposed project. In addition, response times would incrementally increase when
compared to the proposed project site.

e Alternative 2 — Location at Birnam Wood Site: This 2.22-acre site is located
within the Birnam Wood Golf Club at the corner of Sheffield Drive and East
Valley Road. The site slopes gently to the south to an intermittent drainage in the
site’s southeast corner. Many large trees, including native oaks and sycamores
are located on site. A floodwall along East Valley Road acts as a barrier to sheet
flow and sediment transport during extreme rain events. Site acquisition would be
costly due to required demolition and relocation of more than 10,000 sf of Birnam
Wood Golf Club’s existing maintenance facilities. In addition, this relocation
could create unknown potential impacts at the selected new site for these
facilities. Access to East Valley Road would require potentially expensive
engineering to protect the South Coast Conduit, and address potential flooding
issues as reported by the site owner. Project construction would create potentially
significant impacts to biological resources through removal of specimen oak trees
and damage to onsite and adjacent riparian areas. Mitigation measures required
to protect these resources may limit developable area on this site.

o Alternative 3 — Location at Palmer Jackson West Site: This 17.58-acre site is
located on the north (mountain) side of East Valley Road east of Sheffield Drive
and west of Ortega Ridge Road. The site borders to the east a shared driveway
that leads to residences. The site where Station 3 might be constructed is mostly
level and slopes gently to the south, surrounded by agricultural or undeveloped
land. The parcel has extensive frontage along East Valley Road (approximately
400 feet) and is part of Rancho San Carlos. Romero Creek runs north-south
immediately adjacent to the western edge of the property. Impacts associated
with development of Station 3 on this site are very similar to those identified for
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the proposed project. Greater proximity to residences would result in greater
impacts from nuisance noise; however, impacts would be still be less than
significant and concentrated along the East Valley Road arterial. Inferior line-of-
sight to the west as compared to the proposed project could result in greater
impacts to transportation; however, this may not be a major issue due to the
height of the fire trucks and their resultant vantage point. The lack of screening
from trees along the project frontage would increase impacts to aesthetics, but
these impacts could be reduced to less than significant. In summary, some
impacts would be incrementally greater than for the proposed project.

Alternative 4 — Location at Pines Trust Site: This site is located on East Valley
Road east of Romero Canyon Road and Sheffield Drive and west of Ortega Ridge
Road. Romero Creek runs along the western edge and Picay Creek runs along the
southern boundary of the property. The site currently contains one single-family
residence and equestrian facilities. The most significant issues with potential
development of Station 3 on this site would be its close proximity to the existing
residences on and adjacent to the property, potential line-of-sight safety concerns,
and disruption of the site’s existing equestrian uses and facilities. Generally,
constraints are similar to those encountered on the proposed project site.

No-Project Alternative: as required by CEQA, this alternative assumes that
existing conditions on the subject parcels would continue. Continuation of the
existing site conditions (e.g., light agriculture) would generate no impacts to
aesthetics and visual resources, agricultural resources, air quality, biological
resources, cultural resources, geologic processes, hazardous materials, land use,
noise, recreation, transportation and traffic, or water and flooding. However, not
constructing a fire station would result in continued exceedance of the 5-minute
response time standard in eastern Montecito, resulting in impacts to fire
protection.

Alternatives which were considered and discarded included alternative uses, alternative

site configurations, and other sites in eastern Montecito.

Environmentally Superior Alternative

The Proposed Project was selected as the environmentally superior alternative because it

would have no significant unavoidable long-term impacts, and would meet all project

objectives.

ES-4
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Tables ES-1 through ES-4 summarize the environmental impacts associated with the
proposed project, proposed mitigation measures, and residual impacts. The impacts are
organized by the level of impact (i.e., Class I, Class II, Class III, or Class IV impacts).
Class I impacts are defined as significant, unavoidable adverse impacts that require a
statement of overriding considerations to be issued per Section 15093 of the Guidelines
for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA Guidelines) if
the project is approved. Class II impacts are significant adverse impacts that can be
feasibly mitigated to less-than-significant levels and that require findings to be made
under Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines. Class III impacts are considered less than
significant and do not require mitigation. Class IV impacts are beneficial and do not

require mitigation.
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Table ES-1.  Class I Impacts - Significant, Unavoidable Impacts That May Not Be Fully Mitigated to Less Than Significant
Level
Impacts Mitigation Measures Residual Impacts

No Class I Impacts would occur as a result of the proposed project.

ES-6 Montecito Fire Protection District Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction
Final EIR



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Table ES-2.  Class Il Impacts - Significant Impacts That Can Be Mitigated to Less Than Significant Levels

Impacts Mitigation Measures Residual Impacts
BIO-2 The proposed project would result in MM BIO-2 The applicant shall After implementation of the identified
potentially significant (but mitigable) adverse implement a Tree Protection and Replacement | mitigation measures, impacts would be
affects to coast live oaks as a result of project Plan, including the following tree protection reduced to less than significant.
grading, detention basin development, and other measures to address potential adverse effects
construction activities causing damage to existing on oak trees:
oaks, the removal of three mature oaks, as well as * A pre-construction meeting should be held
routine trimming of oaks fronting East Valley Road with contractors, prior to commencement
(Class II). of work, to discuss tree protection

measures.

*  Chain link or other acceptable fencing
shall be installed, to establish tree
protection zones (TPZs) at the outside
edge of the drip lines or work areas (if drip
lines are encroached upon). Fences must
be maintained in upright positions
throughout the duration of the project.
Tree protection fencing shall also remain
upright during landscape installation. Oaks
in the drainage channel shall be protected
with fencing at the buffer zone and at the
edge of the road where it bisects the row
of trees.

e The TPZs shall be void of all activities,
including parking vehicles, operation of
equipment, storage of materials and
dumping (including temporary spoils from
excavation).

*  All excavation and grading near trees shall
be monitored by the project arborist with
particular attention to construction of the
drainage swale in the site’s northwestern
corner and of the vegetated swale and
detention basin on the southern portion of

Montecito Fire Protection District Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction ES-7
Final EIR



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Table ES-2.  Class II Impacts - Significant Impacts That Can Be Mitigated to Less Than Significant Levels

Mitigation Measures
the site.
Excavation within the drip lines but
outside of the TPZs shall be done by hand
where reasonable. Any roots encountered
that are 6 inches and greater shall be
cleanly cut.
Tree pruning, where limbs may conflict
with equipment and proposed structures,
shall be done prior to excavation and
grading.
Pruning shall be performed or supervised
by a qualified Certified Arborist. The
project arborist shall review the goals with
workers prior to commencement of any
tree pruning. Tree workers shall be
knowledgeable of American National
Standards Institute (ANSI) A-300 Pruning
Standards and ISA Best Management
Practices for Tree Pruning.
Results of the soil analysis shall be
reviewed and soil shall be treated if
necessary, or additional diagnostic
protocol shall be performed on stressed
trees and treated accordingly.
Trees that are impacted from root damage
(even minimally) shall be sprayed in the
early spring and late summer with
permethrin (Astro) to help resist attack of
oak bark beetles. The application of the
chemical shall be applied to the lower 6
inches of trunk. Treatments shall be
repeated for at least two years after
completion of the project or if drought
prevails for longer periods._All application

Residual Impacts

ES-8
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Table ES-2.  Class II Impacts - Significant Impacts That Can Be Mitigated to Less Than Significant Levels

Mitigation Measures Residual Impacts
of permethrin shall be approved by the

County Agricultural Commissioner’s
Office and, if applicable, by the state

Department of Pesticide Regulation to
avoid secondary impacts to aquatic
species; spraying of oaks along the bank of
the drainage shall not be permitted unless
it includes best management practices or
mitigation measures specifically pre-
approved by the County Agricultural
Commissioner’s Office.

» If determined necessary by the project
arborist, supplemental irrigation shall be
used to aid trees that incur root loss and/or
during hot and dry periods.

* Removal of oaks shall be mitigated by
planting at a ratio of 10 to 1 with 1-gallon
saplings along the drainage channel, or at a
ratio of 3 to 1 with 15-gallon oaks in
landscaped areas.

»  The project arborist shall monitor activities
on the site throughout the duration of the
project. This shall be more frequent during
fencing installation, excavation and
grading, and less frequent as the project
progresses, provided fences remain upright
and TPZs are not violated.

*  All in-channel energy dissipaters shall
minimize or void the use of grouting.

* Final engineering design of and
landscaping within the proposed detention
basin and vegetated swale on the southern
portion of the site shall account for the
location of these two facilities partially

Montecito Fire Protection District Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction ES-9
Final EIR




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Table ES-2.

Class I1 Impacts - Significant Impacts That Can Be Mitigated to Less Than Significant Levels

Mitigation Measures
within the drip lines of oak trees. Final
design of these drainage features shall be
subject to review by the project arborist to
ensure that that their construction
minimizes oak tree root damage and
changes in soil moisture and drainage
which may damage these oaks over the
long-term.

Residual Impacts

3.7 GEOLOGIC PROCESSES

GEO-2 The proposed project would expose people
or structures to potentially significant (but
mitigable) adverse effects as a result of project
development on soil that is unstable or that could
become unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in expansion, differential
settlement, or collapse (Class II).

MM GEO-2 Soils engineering design
recommendations addressing expansive soils
and differential settlement in the site-specific
geotechnical evaluation report shall be
incorporated into the project design in
accordance with applicable sections of the
California Building Code and County of Santa
Barbara Building Code.

After implementation of the identified
mitigation measures, impacts would be
reduced to less than significant.

3.11 WATER RESOURCES, SUPPLY, AND
SERVICE

WAT-3 The proposed project would result in
potentially significant (but mitigable) long-term
increases in runoff to site drainages and watersheds
due to increase in impervious surfaces, including
buildings, aprons, and driveways (Class II).

MM WAT-3 The on-site detention basin
shall be designed such that the post-developed
peak discharge rate to off-site drainages shall
not exceed the pre-developed peak discharge
rate for the 2-year through 100-year storm
events.

After implementation of the identified
mitigation measures, impacts would be
reduced to less than significant.

ES-10
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Table ES-3. Class III Impacts — Impacts That Are Adverse But Less Than Significant

Impacts Mitigation Measures Residual Impacts
3.1 AESTHETICS AND VISUAL
RESOURCES
VIS-1  The proposed project would result in No mitigation measures would be required. Impacts would be less than significant.

adverse, but less than significant impacts to views
from East Valley Road (Class III).

VIS-2 The proposed project would result in an No mitigation measures would be required. Impacts would be less than significant.
adverse, but less than significant impact on views
from elevated vistas, including Ortega Ridge Road
and nearby foothills (Class III).

3.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES
AG-1  Construction of the proposed project No mitigation measures would be required. Impacts would be less than significant.
would result in a less than significant increase in
urban-rural agricultural land conflicts (Class III).
3.3 AIR QUALITY

AQ-1  The proposed project would result in No mitigation measures would be required. Impacts would be less than significant.
generation of adverse, but less than significant
long-term operational emissions or air quality
impacts to the inhabitants of the proposed fire
station (Class III).

AQ-2  The proposed project would result in No mitigation measures would be required; With incorporation of standard regulatory
adverse, but less than significant short-term however, the following standard regulatory conditions, impacts would be reduced to less
construction-related air quality impacts, such as conditions would apply: than significant.

dust from grading and air pollution emissions from
construction vehicles and stationary construction
equipment (Class III).

MM AQ-2a The measures listed should
be implemented to minimize fugitive dust
emissions. These measures represent standard
County conditions of approval for a project
and would likely be required by the County as
part of permit approval process.
* During construction, use water trucks or
sprinkler systems to keep all areas of
vehicle movement damp enough to prevent
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Table ES-3. Class II1 Impacts — Impacts That Are Adverse But Less Than Significant

Mitigation Measures
dust from leaving the site. At a minimum,
this should include wetting down such
areas in the late morning and after work is
completed for the day. Increased watering
frequency should be required whenever
the wind speed exceeds 15 mph.
Reclaimed water should be used whenever
possible. However, reclaimed water should
not be used in or around crops for human
consumption.
Minimize amount of disturbed area and
reduce on site vehicle speeds to 15 miles
per hour or less.
If importation, exportation and stockpiling
of fill material is involved, soil stockpiled
for more than two days should be covered,
kept moist, or treated with soil binders to
prevent dust  generation. Trucks
transporting fill material to and from the
site should be tarped from the point of
origin.
Gravel pads must be installed at all access
points to prevent tracking of mud on to
public roads.
After clearing, grading, earth moving or
excavation is completed, treat the
disturbed area by  watering, or
revegetating, or by spreading soil binders
until the area is paved or otherwise
developed so that dust generation will not
occur.
The contractor or builder should designate
a person or persons to monitor the dust
control program and to order increased

Residual Impacts

ES-12
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Table ES-3.  Class III Impacts — Impacts That Are Adverse But Less Than Significant
Mitigation Measures
watering, as necessary, to prevent transport
of dust offsite. Their duties should include
holiday and weekend periods when work
may not be in progress. The name and
telephone number of such persons should
be provided to the Air Pollution Control

District prior to land use clearance for map

Residual Impacts

recordation and land use clearance for
finish grading for the structure.

AQ-3  The proposed project would be consistent
with the 2010 Clean Air Plan (Class III).

No mitigation measures would be required.

Impacts would be less than significant.

34 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

BIO-1 The proposed project would result in
adverse, but less than significant impacts from the
removal of approximately 2.5 acres of lemon
orchard and associated loss of habitat (Class III).

No mitigation measures would be required.

Impacts would be less than significant.

3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

CR-1  Construction of fire station, pavements,
buffers, and associated infrastructure would result
in less than significant impacts to cultural resources
(Class III).

No mitigation measures would be required.

Impacts would be less than significant.

3.7 GEOLOGIC PROCESSES

GEO-1 The proposed project would expose people
or structures to adverse, but less than significant
effects from seismicity or seismically induced
hazards including earthquakes, seismic shaking,
surface rupture landslides, or liquefaction (Class
1II).

No mitigation measures would be required.

After incorporation of proper engineering
measures in accordance with existing
regulations, some risk of personal injury or
structural damage will remain (GEO-1).
These are consistent with the risks seen
throughout California and other seismically
active areas and are unavoidable.

GEO-3 The proposed project would result in
adverse, but less than significant impacts from soil
erosion or the loss of topsoil during construction
and excavation activities (Class III).

No mitigation measures would be required;
however, the following standard regulatory
conditions would apply:

MM GEO-3 Grading and erosion and

With incorporation of standard regulatory
conditions, impacts would be reduced to less
than significant.
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Table ES-3.

Class II1 Impacts — Impacts That Are Adverse But Less Than Significant

1.

Mitigation Measures

sediment control plans, including the measures
listed below, would be required to be designed
to minimize erosion. These measures represent
standard County conditions of approval for a
project and would likely be required by the
County as part of permit approval process.

Except for approved access roads, drives
and trails, grading would be prohibited
within 50 feet of the top of bank of the
intermittent drainage along the western
boundary of the project site. The protected
areas would be required to be designated
with orange construction fencing or other
barrier to prevent entry by equipment or
personnel.

The applicant would be required to limit
excavation and grading to the dry season
of the year (i.e., April 15 to November 1)
unless a Building and Safety-approved
erosion and sediment control plan is in
place and all measures therein are in effect.
All exposed graded surfaces would be
required to be reseeded with ground cover
vegetation to minimize erosion.

Methods such as geotextile fabrics, erosion
control blankets, retention basins, drainage
diversion structures, siltation basins and
spot grading would be required to reduce
erosion and siltation into adjacent water
bodies or storm drains during grading and
construction activities.

Any sediment or other materials tracked
offsite would be required to be removed
the same day as they are tracked using dry

Residual Impacts

ES-14

Montecito Fire Protection District Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction

Final EIR



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Table ES-3. Class II1 Impacts — Impacts That Are Adverse But Less Than Significant

Mitigation Measures Residual Impacts
cleaning methods.

5. Storm drain inlets would be required to be
protected from sediment-laden waters by
the use of inlet protection devices such as
gravel bag barriers, filter fabric fences,
block and gravel filters, and excavated
inlet sediment traps.

6. Grading on slopes steeper than 5:1 would
be required to be designed to minimize
surface water runoff.

7. Temporary storage of construction
equipment would be limited to a 50 by 50-
foot area located along existing paved or
dirt road on the property; equipment
storage sites shall be located at least 100
feet from any water bodies.

3.8 LAND USE
LU-1  The proposed project would introduce a No mitigation measures would be required. Impacts would be less than significant.
conditionally permitted fire station providing
emergency-related services into a semi-rural,
residential zone district with predominantly low
density estate residential and agricultural land uses

(Class III).
3.9 NOISE
NO-1  Short-term construction activities would No mitigation measures would be required. Impacts would be less than significant.

generate adverse, but less than significant noise
levels for noise-sensitive receptors (Class III).
NO-2 Long-term noise impacts associated with No mitigation measures would be required. Impacts would be less than significant.
the project would incrementally increase the
frequency of very short duration peak nuisance
noise occurrences for area residents, but would not
result in the exceedance of established County
noise thresholds (Class III).
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Table ES-3.

Class II1 Impacts — Impacts That Are Adverse But Less Than Significant

3.10 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impacts

TT-1  The proposed project would result in
adverse, but less than significant impacts associated
with short-term construction-related increases in
traffic volumes (Class III).

No mitigation measures would be required.

Impacts would be less than significant.

TT-2  The proposed project would result in
adverse, but less than significant impacts associated
with long-term increases in traffic volumes (Class
111).

No mitigation measures would be required.

Impacts would be less than significant.

TT-3  The proposed project would create
adverse, but less than significant access impacts at
the new East Valley Road/project driveway
intersections (Class I1I).

No mitigation measures would be required.

Impacts would be less than significant.

TT-4  The proposed project would result in less
than significant impacts to a Congestion
Management Program (CMP) roadway (Class III).

No mitigation measures would be required.

Impacts would be less than significant.

3.11 WATER RESOURCES, SUPPLY, AND
SERVICE

WAT-1 The proposed project would result in
adverse, but less than significant, short-term
impacts to surface water quality due to potential
erosion, runoff, and sedimentation during
construction activities (Class III).

No mitigation measures would be required;
however, the following standard regulatory
conditions would apply:

MM WAT-1 Prior to issuance of any
construction/grading permit and/or the
commencement of any clearing, grading, or
excavation, a Notice of Intent (NOI) would be
required to be submitted to the State Water
Resources Control Board Storm Water Permit
Unit. Compliance with the General Permit
includes the preparation of a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which is
required to identify potential pollutant sources
that may affect the quality of discharges to

With incorporation of standard regulatory
conditions, impacts would be reduced to less
than significant.

ES-16
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Table ES-3. Class II1 Impacts — Impacts That Are Adverse But Less Than Significant

Mitigation Measures Residual Impacts
storm water, and includes design and
placement of Best Management Practices
(BMPs) to effectively prohibit the entry of
pollutants from the project site into area water
bodies during construction. This measure
represents a standard County condition of
approval for a project and would likely be
required by the County as part of permit
approval process.

WAT-2 The proposed project would result in No mitigation measures would be required; With incorporation of standard regulatory
adverse, but less than significant long-term impacts | however, the following standard regulatory conditions, impacts would be reduced to less
to surface water quality due to polluted runoff conditions would apply: than significant.

during long-term operational activities (Class III). MM WAT-2 The applicant would be

required to apply for and be consistent
withpreeure-a all National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permits that
apply, which could include Construction and
Municipal General Permits. These permits
would be -that-adheres- consistent with all
requirements of the federal Clean Water Act.
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Table ES-4.  Class IV Impacts — Beneficial and Do Not Require Mitigation

Impacts Mitigation Measures Residual Impacts
34 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
BIO-3 The proposed project would result in the No mitigation measures would be required. Impacts would be beneficial.

protection and improvement of habitats associated
with the adjacent intermittent drainage channel

(Class IV).
3.6 FIRE PROTECTION
FP-1  The proposed project would result in a No mitigation measures would be required. Impacts would be beneficial.

beneficial impact to fire protection service in the
eastern Montecito area (Class IV).

3.11 WATER RESOURCES, SUPPLY, AND
SERVICE

WAT-4 The proposed project would result in a No mitigation measures would be required. Impacts would be beneficial.
reduction of long-term water demand for this 2.55-
acre site which may result in beneficial impacts to
water supplies as a result of replacing water-
intensive agricultural use with low water uses
including a fire station and drought-tolerant
landscaping (Class IV).
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 PROJECT OVERVIEW

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) evaluates the proposal by the Montecito Fire
Protection District (MFPD) to acquire a 2.55-acre site and to construct the new MFPD
Fire Station 3 in the unincorporated community of Montecito in the County of Santa
Barbara, California. The proposed project would include development of a main fire
station building and two support structures on a newly created 2.55-acre parcel.
Supporting infrastructure would include construction of paved driveways, parking and
circulation space, and connections to potable water and sewer. The project also includes

landscape buffers and a habitat restoration area.

The project site is located in eastern Montecito at approximately 2500 East Valley Road,
on the north side of East Valley Road, east of Sheffield Drive and Romero Canyon Road,
and west of Ortega Ridge Road (Figure 1-1). The project site is a portion of Assessor
Parcel Number (APN) 155-070-008 (76.87 acres), which is owned by the Petan
Company, represented by Mr. Palmer Jackson. The site is surrounded by agricultural,

equestrian, and rural residential uses.

1.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES
The proposed project includes the following major objectives:

(1) Improve overall emergency services and response times to fires and emergencies
in Montecito, especially in the community’s east end.

(2) Construct a high-quality fire station with modern equipment and facilities, staffed
24 hours per day, 7 days per week by trained personnel, that is architecturally
compatible with the neighborhood and consistent with the Montecito
Architectural Guidelines.

(3) Coordinate throughout the design and environmental review process with
concerned neighbors and interested organizations to ensure that the station
location and design meet community concerns and standards.

(4) Site the station to minimize and avoid, as possible, adverse environmental
impacts.

(5) Provide an Essential Public Services Building for the community to provide for
resources such as shelter, food, and support of emergency equipment during
disasters.

Montecito Fire Protection District Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction 1-1
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.3 PURPOSE AND LEGAL AUTHORITY

This EIR was prepared in accordance with the Guidelines for Implementation of the
California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA Guidelines) (Title 14, California
Code of Regulations 15000 et. seq.), as amended (July 27, 2007). Per Section 21067 of
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Sections 15367 and 15050
through 15053 of the CEQA Guidelines, the MFPD is the Lead Agency under whose
authority this document has been prepared. This EIR is intended to provide information
to public agencies, decision-makers, and the public regarding the environmental impacts
that would result from implementation of the proposed project. Under the provisions of
CEQA, “The purpose of an environmental impact report is to identify the significant
effects on the environment of a project, to identify alternatives to the project, and to
indicate the manner in which those significant effects can be mitigated or avoided”
(Public Resources Code 21002.1(a)).

Consistent with the direction provided under Section 15152 (d) of the State CEQA
Guidelines (Tiering), this EIR also tiers off of and builds upon the findings of the County
of Santa Barbara’s 1992 Montecito Community Plan EIR and 2010 Montecito Growth
Management Plan EIR. In addition, consistent with the direction of Section 15150 of the
State CEQA Guidelines (Incorporation by Reference), the Station 3 Site Identification
Study is hereby Incorporated by Reference. This study is available for review at the
MFPD Station 2 located at 595 San Ysidro Road in Montecito. It is also available on the
MFPD website at http://www.montecitofire.com/Station_3_Site Study.htm.

The environmental review process was established to enable public agencies to evaluate a
project in terms of its environmental consequences, to examine and implement methods
of eliminating or reducing any potentially adverse impacts, and to consider alternatives to
the project. While Section 150201(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that major
consideration be given to avoiding environmental damage, the Lead Agency and other
responsible public agencies must balance adverse environmental effects against other
public objectives, including social and economic goals, in determining whether and in

what manner a project should be approved.

Montecito Fire Protection District Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction 1-3
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1.4 PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENTS

To define the scope of the EIR, the MFPD provided the public an opportunity to
comment on the Initial Study (MFPD 2011) at a meeting on April, 21 2011. Six
members of the public attended the scoping meeting, of which five testified. This Initial
Study was distributed with the Notice of Preparation (NOP) to Federal, State, County,
and City agencies, and local libraries with a comment period that ran from March 29 to
April 27, 2011. Notice of the EIR scoping meeting and availability of the Initial Study
was published in local newspapers (Santa Barbara News-Press and Montecito Journal),
sent to various local agencies, special interest groups, and owners of properties in the
vicinity (within approximately 1,000 feet) of the project site. The purpose of the meeting
and notifications was to identify public and agency concerns regarding potential impacts
of the proposed project. The MFPD received five letters of comment on the NOP (see
Appendix C). The Initial Study and the resulting comments helped form the scope of this
EIR and initial responses to those comments are included in Appendix C and the issues

raised are addressed as appropriate throughout this EIR.

After the circulation of the NOP, the MFPD met several times with the Montecito Land
Use Committee to discuss ways in which the project could be made most compatible with
the surrounding land uses. The conceptual design for Station 3 was changed in response
to these meetings to restrict normal usage of the western driveway to non-emergency

vehicles, and change the site layout and building design.

The Draft EIR public comment period ran from December 20, 2011 to February 6, 2012
and a public hearing was held before the MFPD Board of Directors on January 17, 2012

to receive public comments on the Draft EIR. The Recirculated Draft EIR was noticed

and made available for public review from February 7 through March 9, 2012, in
accordance with CEQA §15087. Notice of the public hearings was published in local

newspapers and sent to various local agencies, special interest groups, and owners of

properties in the vicinity of the project site. Comments received at the public hearings, as

well as written comments received during the public review period, are addressed in

Section 7 of the Final EIR and text edits made where applicable.

14 Montecito Fire Protection District Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction
Final EIR



D B W N

S O 0 (o)

11

13
14
15

32

33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

44
45
46
47
48
49

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.5 PROJECT APPLICANT AND PROJECT DESIGNERS

Applicant: 16 Engineer:

Montecito Fire Protection District 17 Penfield and Smith

c/o Chief Kevin Wallace 18 c/o Steve Wang

595 San Ysidro Road 19 111 East Victoria Avenue

Santa Barbara, CA 93108 20 Santa Barbara, CA 93101
21

Applicant’s Agent: 22 Architects:

. 23 Leach Mounce Architects
Price, Postel & Parma LLP 24 c¢/o Howard Leach, AIA, CSI
¢/o Mark Manion ;

. . 25 1885 Knoll Drive
200 East Carrillo Street, Suite 400 26 Ventura. CA 93003
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 ’

27

28 Thompson Naylor Architects, Inc.
29 c/o Susette Naylor

AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc. 30 900 Philinda Ave.

¢/o Dan Gira 31 Santa Barbara, CA 93103

104 W. Anapamu Street, Suite 204A

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Environmental Consultant:

1.6 ScoPE OF THE EIR

This EIR assesses the potential impact of development of a fire station consisting of three
structures on a 2.55-acre parcel, including associated infrastructure, paving, and creation
of landscape and habitat restoration buffers. The proposed project’s potential impacts
were determined through a process mandated by CEQA in which existing conditions are
compared and contrasted with conditions that will exist once the project is implemented.
The significance of each identified impact was determined using the Santa Barbara
County Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual (Santa Barbara County 2008)
and other thresholds assigned to certain resources by local, State, and federal resource
agencies (e.g., California Department of Fish and Game [CDFG], U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers [USACE], and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS]). The following

categories are used for classifying proposed project-related impacts:

e Class I: Significant adverse impacts that cannot be feasibly mitigated or avoided.
If the project is approved, decision-makers are required to adopt a statement of
overriding considerations, pursuant to CEQA Section 21081 and CEQA
Guideline section 15093, which set forth specific economic, legal, social,
technological, or other benefits of the project that outweigh the unavoidable
adverse environmental effects.

Montecito Fire Protection District Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction 1-5
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

e Class II: Significant adverse impacts that can be feasibly mitigated or avoided. If
the project is approved, decision-makers are required to make findings pursuant to
CEQA section 21081 and CEQA Guideline section 15091 that changes or
alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect, or that such changes or
alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency
and not the MFPD and that such changes have or can and should be adopted by
such other agency, or that specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other
considerations make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives
identified in the Final EIR.

e C(Class III: Adverse impacts that are less than significant. These impacts do not
require that CEQA findings be made.

e C(Class IV: Beneficial impacts. A beneficial impact would result in the
improvement of an existing physical condition in the environment (no mitigation
required).

For each adverse impact identified, mitigation measures are presented where feasible to
reduce the impacts to acceptable levels. In those instances where mitigation measures
cannot reduce adverse impacts to insignificant levels, the impacts are categorized as
Class I Impacts. The EIR also presents alternatives to the project, including “No
Action,” and a qualitative assessment of the impacts that are associated with these
alternatives. Finally, cumulative projects are discussed in Section 2.6 of the EIR, with
cumulative impacts analyzed in each resource section. Cumulative project analyses
represent a comprehensive assessment of potential impacts on resources using a list of

past, present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts.

1.7 AREAS OF KNOWN PUBLIC CONTROVERSY

Based on results of public meetings and responses to the NOP and proposed EIR Scoping
Document, the following issues are thought to be of potential concern and may be

controversial (each issue is further discussed in the EIR) and include potential:

e increased traffic and potential traffic hazards on East Valley Road,
e nuisance noise for vicinity residents;

e growth-inducing impacts associated with improving public facilities in the area;
and

e economic concerns regarding potential effects on property values.

1-6 Montecito Fire Protection District Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction
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1.8 ORGANIZATION OF THE EIR

This EIR is organized into ten sections. Section 1.0, Introduction, summarizes the
background of the proposed project and explains the environmental review process. A
detailed description of the proposed project is provided in Section 2.0, Project Overview.
In addition, Cumulative Projects, describing the impact of the project as it relates to other
pending and proposed development in Montecito and area resources are also included at
the end of Section 2.0. Existing environmental conditions, specific project impacts,
mitigation measures, and residual impacts are detailed in Section 3.0, Environmental
Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures. Section 4.0, Consistency with Plans and
Policies, summarizes any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable
County adopted plans and policies. Section 5.0, Other CEQA Sections, identifies
significant and irreversible, growth-inducing, and unavoidable effects. Section 6.0,
Alternatives, describes alternatives to the proposed project site and design, and identifies
the Environmentally Superior Alternative. Comments and responses to comments on the
Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR are provided in Section 7.0. The Mitigation and

Monitoring Program is presented in Section 8.0. Section 9.0, List of Preparers, identifies

the EIR project team. Documents and interviews used as a basis of information for
preparing the EIR are identified in Section 10.0, References and Persons or
Organizations Contacted. The appendices to the EIR include the NOP, responses to the
NOP, and supporting technical studies.

Montecito Fire Protection District Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction 1-7
Final EIR



This page intentionally left blank



2.0 PROJECT OVERVIEW

2.0 PROJECT OVERVIEW

2.1 INTRODUCTION

The applicant (Montecito Fire Protection District [MFPD]) proposes acquisition of
property and development of a District fire station (Station 3) on a site of approximately
2.55 acres located near 2500 East Valley Road in Montecito, California. Structures
would include a main building containing the apparatus bay, offices and living quarters,
and two supporting structures. Infrastructure would include construction of
approximately 0.78 acres of non-structural paved surfaces, including two entry/exit
driveways to East Valley Road. Because the site slopes to the southwest at
approximately a 7 percent grade, the site would require grading to establish level areas
for building pads and paved surfaces. This would include approximately 16,500 cubic
yards (cy) of cut, with up to 8,000 cy exported via dump truck to a site determined to be
acceptable at the time of construction. The project would require approval of a Major
Conditional Use Permit and a Parcel Map Waiver, and issuance of a Certificate of

Compliance by the County of Santa Barbara.

2.2 PROJECT LOCATION AND OWNERSHIP

The project site is located at 2500 East Valley Road, on the north side of East Valley
Road, east of Sheffield Drive and Romero Canyon Road, and west of Ortega Ridge Road
(Figure 2-1). The project site is located on a portion of Assessor Parcel Number (APN)
155-070-008 (76.87 acres), which is owned by the Petan Company.

2.3 EXISTING SETTING

2.3.1 Regional and Project Vicinity

The project site is located in the semi-rural eastern end of the community of Montecito,
an area generally characterized by some of the larger tracts of undeveloped land
remaining in the community. Larger parcels, existing orchards, and extensive tracts of
oak woodland and chaparral contribute to the area’s semi-rural character, along with the
wooded riparian corridors of Romero Creek to the west and Picay Creek to the south and

east. Although the site and immediately surrounding parcels are gently sloping, the steep

Montecito Fire Protection District Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction 2-1
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2.0 PROJECT OVERVIEW

wooded slopes of Ortega Ridge are located south and southeast of the site and the
foothills of the Santa Ynez Mountains begin to rise steeply within approximately 2-mile
to the north. The area’s semi-rural character is also reflected in the area’s land use and

zoning designations, which generally allow for parcels ranging from 2 to 20 acres in size.

Surrounding the site to the north, west, and east are parcels currently used for lemon and
avocado orchards on the 235-acre Rancho San Carlos. Several residences are located
within 1,000 feet to the north of the site on Rancho San Carlos, as well as on the adjacent
Featherhill Ranch. South of the site, across East Valley Road are three existing estate
residences and a large equestrian facility, including stables, barns and paddocks and an
apartment, with one of these residences directly across East Valley Road opposite the
site. The Valley Club of Montecito golf course is located approximately 500 feet
southwest of the site. Approximately 100 feet west of the site is an undeveloped parcel
owned by the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. The nearest residential neighborhood
proximate to the site consists of eight estate homes off Stonehouse Lane, approximately
600 feet west of the site. Farther west are homes on smaller lots along Romero Canyon
Road and off Orchard Avenue and Tabor Lane.

Romero Creek

(S

s

Proposed Station 3 would be located along East Valey Road on the southern end of the Rancho San
Carlos in a semi-rural area of eastern Montecito.

Montecito Fire Protection District Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction 2-3
Final EIR



2.0 PROJECT OVERVIEW

The 2.55-acre project site is currently a part of the 76.87-
acre APN 155-070-008, a portion of the larger 235-acre
Rancho San Carlos. The majority of this 76.87-acre parcel
i1s cultivated in lemon orchards. However, areas of oak
forest or woodlands occur along an intermittent drainage
which traverses this parcel from north to south, as well as on
the parcel’s southeastern corners along the main driveway
entrance to Rancho San Carlos. This parcel also supports

four or more scattered smaller homes. The Land Use and

Zoning Designations for most of this parcel are 2-E-1 (Estate | 4, oak-lined intermitient

Residential, minimum 2 acre parcel size), while the northern drainage abuts the site’s
western boundary.

end is designated as 3-E-1 (Estate Residential, minimum 3

acre parcel size).

The Montecito Community Plan (MCP) identifies State Highway 192, or East Valley
Road, as a Circulation Element Primary Road through most of the planning area, but as a
Secondary Road west of Sheffield Drive and along the site frontage. This road
classification typically fronts residences at medium to lower densities. Traffic volumes
on East Valley Road, at approximately 2,600 average daily trips (ADT), are well below
the acceptable roadway capacity of 5,530 ADT. East Valley Road is not a designated
Scenic Highway, and there is no view corridor overlay associated with the section of the

highway fronted by the proposed project.

2.3.2 Project Site

The proposed 2.55-acre site is relatively
level, is at an elevation of approximately
325 feet above mean sea level, and slopes
gently to the south at approximately 7%
(Campbell ‘Geo, Inc. 2011). The proposed
new parcel’s approximate dimensions
would be 420 feet east-west along East
Valley Road, 280 feet north-south from
East Valley Road to the northern : S
boundary, and 350 feet east-west along The project site is located along a straight and

) ] level stretch of East Valley Road, which affords
the northern boundary. An intermittent | excellent visibility in both directions.

drainage forms the site’s western
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boundary. This drainage ranges from 4 to 8 feet wide and 2 to 4 feet deep, and generally

flows only during and immediately after rainfall events (Rancho San Carlos 2010).

Vegetation on the proposed project site
consists primarily of lemon trees (Citrus : }
limon), with limited understory as vegetation
growth within the orchard is controlled. In
addition to lemons, the site contains a total of
46 mature coast live oaks (Quercus agrifolia)

confined to the site’s southern and western

boundaries, with oak trees ranging in size .
from 3 to 44 inches in diameter at breast | Lemon trees curently cover most of the
height (DBH) and up to 35 feet tall (Spiewak | P"%/ectstte.

2010). Twelve mature oak trees also line the western side of the drainage which extends

for approximately 280 feet along the site’s western boundary as well as the site’s 420-

foot East Valley Road frontage. No existing structures are located on the site.

2.4 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project would include the purchase of privately owned property,
development of approximately 2.55 acres to accommodate a fire station, and the
acquisition of required permits and parcel map changes to allow the development.
Approximately 1.07 acres of the 2.55-acre project site would be developed with paved
surfaces (buildings or pavements, portions of which would be composed of permeable
material). The remaining area would be used as landscape buffer (north and east sides of
the parcel) and habitat restoration area (west side of parcel) (Figure 2-2). Structures
would include the main station building, a training and hose tower building, and a
maintenance building. There are no existing structures on the site, so no building
demolition would occur. Two driveways would be constructed off East Valley Road.
Site leveling and improvements for building, driveway and parking, and grading outside
these areas for drainage/swales and hydro modification retention basins will require
approximately 16,500 cy cut and 15,500 cy fill, with this cut and fill balanced on site.
Recompaction of the excavated soils would result in the 1,000 cy difference in volume
between cut and fill. Proposed project site summaries are provided in Tables 2-1 and 2-
2.
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Figure 2-2. Proposed Site Plan
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Table 2-1. Summary of Site Information

Site Information

Site Location

o Nearest Major Intersection: Sheffield Drive and East Valley Road,
approximately 2,000 feet west of the site

e Assessor’s Parcel Number: 155-070-008
o Supervisorial District: First District

Community Plan Designation

e Montecito Community Plan (MCP), Urban Area, Semi-Rural
Residential (SRR-0.5)

Zoning District, Ordinance

o 2-E-1 (Estate Residential), 2 acre minimum lot size, Montecito
Land Use Development Code

Site Size

e +/-2.55 acres

Present Use & Development

o Agriculture (lemon orchard)

Surrounding Uses/Zoning

e North: Agriculture (lemon orchard); Residential 2-E-1
o South (across East Valley Road): Residential, 5-E-1

e East: Agriculture (lemon orchard); Residential, 2-E-1
e West: Agriculture (lemon orchard); Residential, 2-E-1

Access

e East Valley Road/ State Highway 192

Public Services

e Water Supply: Montecito Water District
e Sewage: Montecito Sanitary District
o Fire: Montecito Fire Protection District

e School District: Montecito Union School District (Primary); Santa
Barbara School District (Secondary)

Table 2-2. Summary of Proposed Project Features

Structures

o Fire Station — 1-story (27°), 7,377 sf

o Training and Hose Tower Building — 2-story (27°), 2,301 sf,
including attached 3-story (35’) Hose Tower

o Maintenance Building — 1-story (27°), 2,882 sf, including fuel
storage/emergency generator

Total Structural Square Footage (Gross): 12,560 sf

Paved Surfaces

e Visitor Parking - 3 spaces (1 handicap accessible), 782 sf composed
of permeable material

o Firefighter and Other District Personnel Parking — 16 spaces, 3,200
sf composed of permeable material

® 30,790 sf of other paved area composed of impervious material
Total Paved Surfaces: 33,990 sf (0.78 acres)

Landscaping and Open
Space

o Habitat Restoration Area — 15,330 sf on western portion of site

o Landscape Buffer Area — 26,110 sf on northern and eastern portions
of site

e Landscaped area at street frontage — 13,959 sf
e Miscellaneous landscaped area within site — 4,929 sf

Total Landscaped or Restored Area: 60,328 sf (1.38 acres)

Site Access

e Two driveways off East Valley Road: west side 16’ wide, east side
26’ wide.
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24.1 Proposed Facilities

Three main structures would be constructed under the proposed project, with the fire
station located in the south-central portion of the site and two support buildings located at
the northeastern and northwestern parts of the site. The project would be constructed to
United States Green Building Council (USGBC) LEED Silver certification to incorporate
energy efficient building design and construction such as passive heating, solar energy
use of recycled building materials and water conserving design and water quality

protection measures.

2.4.1.1 Fire Station Building

The proposed fire station building would total 7,377-square feet (sf) and include two 27-
foot-high drive-through Apparatus Bays to permit sufficient room for fire trucks to safely
enter and exit the structure and to permit maneuverability for crews working on the
engines. The Apparatus Bays would divide the fire station building into two parts, a
northern portion that would include a fitness room, multi-purpose room, and storage, and

a southern portion that would include most of the fire station building functions.

Fire suppression support functions would be located immediately south of the Apparatus
Bays, and would include dedicated areas for a turn out gear room, an engineering alcove,
a support room, storage, a janitor’s closet, and a mechanical room. An Administration
Area/Public Lobby including a unisex restroom would be located at the public entry of
the building. This area would include the lobby, station office, Captain’s office, and a
fire prevention office. The fire station building would also provide a Firefighter Living
Area for four firefighters. The living area would include a dayroom, combined dining
room and kitchen, pantry, and laundry room, as well as four firefighter dormitories and
restrooms. In emergency situations (e.g., wildfire, earthquake) this building would also
be used to shelter evacuees, with the emergency vehicles moved to the site pavements.
Other enclosed areas in the fires station building such as the fitness area, meeting rooms,

or hallways could also be used to shelter evacuees during emergencies.
2.4.1.2 Training and Hose Tower Building
The 2,301-sf Training and Hose Tower Building located in the site’s northwest corner

would house a training house, a hose storage/maintenance shop, and other support and

storage functions, as well as a three-story hose drying tower. This tower would be used

2-8 Montecito Fire Protection District Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction
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to hang station hoses to dry as well as occasionally for training purposes. Hoses would
be hung on the tower’s interior and would not be visible from surrounding properties. An
approximately 3-foot-tall, 100-foot-long hose rack would also be located at the northern

extent of the developed area.

2.4.1.3 Maintenance Building

The proposed 2,882-sf Maintenance Building would be located in the northeastern corner
of the site and would house two apparatus bays for maintaining equipment, an office for
the Fire District Mechanic, a partially enclosed area for fuel storage and the emergency
generator, and an enclosed maintenance storage space. The emergency generator would
be 80 kilowatts (kW) and would be run on diesel fuel stored on-site. The generator
would be utilized by the MFPD during emergency situations such as earthquakes or
wildfires where power supplies were interrupted to Station 3. Station 3 staff would also
test this generator for periods of 15 minutes once a week and 2 hours once a year to
ensure operational reliability during emergency events. Diesel fuel would be stored in
aboveground storage tanks of up to 1,000 gallons to serve ongoing station fueling needs.
This building would house a maximum of 300 gallons of oil, solvent, and hydraulic fluids
contained in field packs (i.e., small containers) rather than drums. Waste oil and
lubricants would be stored in 55-gallon drums. In the future, pending funding

availability, a paramedic rescue vehicle could also be based at Station 3.

The architectural style would be consistent with the majority of other structures in the
contiguous Montecito community, with thick plaster walls, deep inset windows and
doors, and clay and mortar tile roofs. Project architectural details and building design
would be subject to review and approval by the County’s Montecito Board of

Architectural Review.

24.2 Building Heights

The mean ridge height permissible within the 2-E-1 zoning district is 35 feet. The
highest ridge of the proposed structures is 35 feet at the peak of the Hose Tower (Figure
2-3). The 2-E-1 zoning district also permits architectural projections and features, such
as the fireplace chimney, up to 50 feet in height. The 35-foot tall Hose Tower would be

the tallest structure on the site.
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243 Site Access, Circulation and Parking

Vehicular access to the fire station from East Valley Road would be via two newly
constructed driveways which would connect to the internal site circulation systems and
the front and rear aprons of the main Apparatus Bays as well as to visitor and firefighter
parking areas (refer to Figure 2-2). The west driveway would serve visitors and private
staff vehicles, and would measure 16 feet across. The east driveway would serve
emergency vehicles and MFPD vehicles, and would include entry and exit lanes totaling
26 feet across. Each driveway would have clear sight lines in both directions along East
Valley Road. Additional level, paved areas would be provided north of the fire station
between the Training and Hose Tower Building and the Maintenance Building. This area
would be utilized for training, equipment maintenance, and staging and overflow parking

during emergencies.

Three visitor parking spaces would be located immediately adjacent to the western
driveway, one of which would meet requirements under the Americans with Disabilities
Act. Parking for firefighters and other MFPD personnel would be located along the
western and eastern edge of the developed area as well as immediately east of the main
fire station, and would include a total of 16 spaces. Other paved spaces within the

development area would be used during emergencies for staging and overflow parking.

A narrow unpaved access road serving the existing agricultural operations currently passes
through the northern portion of the proposed site, and would be shifted northward by

approximately 50 feet to accommodate development.

Development of portions of the project driveways would occur in the Caltrans right-of-way.,

and construction would require installation of a concrete spandrel or driveway apron

supported by arches and cross gutter, and a 12 high by 48” wide reinforced concrete box

culvert at each driveway to accommodate drainage under the driveways.

A 10-foot wide easement would be offered for dedication along the entire project’s site
frontage with East Valley Road to reserve land for the Comprehensive Plan designated
Proposed On-Road Trail (Parks, Recreation and Trails Map, PRT-2, Carpinteria-

Montecito-Summerland).
244 Utilities

Utility service to the site would be provided by extension of services such as water,

electricity, sewer, natural gas, telephone, and cable from existing nearby connections.
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Electricity, cable, and telephone infrastructure is located on poles immediately across
from the site along the south side of East Valley Road. Water and sewer lines currently
exist in East Valley Road fronting the project site. A fire hydrant would be installed on
the site and connected to those water lines. An enclosed area for four 64-gallon solid
waste and recycling containers would be provided off of the western access driveway to

permit waste hauling truck access away from the planned emergency vehicle driveway.
2.4.5 Grading and Drainage

Total grading to prepare the site for development would include 16,500 cy of cut, with up
to 8,000 cy exported via dump truck to a site determined to be acceptable at the time of

construction. The remainder would be balanced onsite. Topography along the site’s East

Valley Road frontage would remain largely unchanged. Grading would typically range

from 2-3 feet over the central section of the site, with cuts of generally 3-5 feet deep near

the northern site boundary: the most substantial cut would be near the site’s northeast

corner where approximately 14 feet of soil would be removed to accommodate the

maintenance building, which would be backed by a 12-foot-high retaining wall.

The finish floor elevation for the main fire station is proposed at 317 feet, which
generally matches the existing ground elevation through the middle of the building. The
proposed finish floor elevation for the training and hose tower building is at 318 feet,
while the maintenance building would be at 316.8 feet. A 3:1 side slope is proposed on
the northern part of the site to transition the proposed grade to existing ground elevation.
An approximately 4-foot-high retaining wall and planter box is also proposed along the
northern part of the site to sustain the grade difference between the proposed and existing

grade.

The drainage design concept for the proposed project would maintain the sheet flow
drainage that is prevalent on level areas of the site, collect storm water runoff into a
graded vegetated swale for cleaning and treatment, and discharge into the existing
drainage courses to the west and south of the site (Figure 2-4). Vegetated swales are also
proposed along the eastern and northern perimeter of the site to intercept and transport
offsite runoff to the existing asphalt concrete ditch along the north side of East Valley
Road and the westerly earth ditch. A drainage swale is proposed south of the fire station
building to transport and clean storm runoff from the eastern portion of the developed
site. An appropriately sized vegetated storm water detention basin is also proposed on

the southwestern portion of the site to detain storm runoff from the western part of the

site and to treat that storm runoff prior to discharge into the offsite storm drain system.
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The vegetated swale on the western part of the site would be approximately 6 feet wide

and 6 inches deep, and include a vegetated filter strip planted according to the approved

landscape plans. The project structures and pavement would comprise a total of

approximately 1.07 acres of impermeable surfaces. Vehicle parking spaces would utilize

permeable pavers to increase infiltration and reduce runoff.

2.4.6 Landscaping, Habitat Restoration and Walls

Approximately 1.38 acre or 54% of the 2.55-acre project site would be landscaped or
undergo habitat restoration (refer to Figure 2-2 and 2-5). In addition to landscaping
immediately surrounding the structures and driveways, the proposed project would
include a minimum 50-foot structural setback from the paved edge of East Valley Road
and associated road frontage landscaping; a 30 to 50-foot-wide landscape buffer would
also be established at the northern and eastern sides of the new parcel. All landscaping
would consist of a blend of drought-tolerant and fire-resistive landscaping, and a detailed
landscaping and maintenance plan would be developed through consultation with
adjacent property owners to maximize visual compatibility. Along the northern portion
of the site, a retaining wall and raised planter bed of 4 feet in height would be installed at
the base of the cut slope. A low wall of 3 to 5 feet in height would front the firefighter

living quarters to shield a patio and increase privacy from East Valley Road.

On the western side of the site, a habitat restoration area would be established within a
50-foot setback from the top of the bank of the ephemeral drainage channel. Habitat
restoration would entail planting of typical native vegetation that would be found along
such an ephemeral drainage. Trees would consist of the planting of 15-gallon coast live
oak trees to mitigate loss of the one mature oak tree to be removed as part of the project,
potentially along with native California sycamores (Plantanus racemosa). In addition,
shrubs would likely include toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), lemonadeberry (Rhus
integrifolia), as well as understory species such as hummingbird sage (Salvia spathacea),
blackberry (Rubis ursinus) and California wild rose (Rosa californica). The area would

also be hydro-seeded with a mix of native herbs and wildflowers.

2.4.7 Station Operation

The proposed fire station building would be occupied and operating 24 hours per day.

While a primary goal of construction of Station 3 is to improve service to underserved
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Platanus racemosa / California Sycamore
Sambucus mexicana / Western Elderberry

LARGE SCREEN SHRUBS 10 - 25 FT
Cercocarpus betuloides / Mountain Mahogany
Heteromeles arbutifolia / Toyon

Prunu: ia lyonii / Catalina Cherry
Prunus ilicifolia ilicifolia / Hollyleaf Cherry
Rhamnus californica / Coffeeberry

Rhus integrifolia / Lemonade Berry

Rhus ovata / Sugar Bush

MEDIUM SHRUBS 5 - 8 FT

Arctostaphylos densiflora “Howard McMinn® /
Howard McMinn Manzanita

Carpenteria californica / Bush Anemone
Calycanthus occidentalis / Spice Bush

Ceanothus x "Ray Hartman' / California Lilac
Rhamnus californica ‘Mound San Bruno' / Coffeeberry
Rhamnus californica 'Eve Case'/ Coffeeberry

Ribes speciosum / Fuchsia Flowering Gooseberry
Rosa californica / California Wild Rose

LOWSHRUBS 3-5FT_

Arctostaphylos x *John Dourley" / John Dourley Manzanita
Bacchari laris / Dwarf Coyote Brush

Ribes viburnifolium / Evergreen Currant

Rubus ursinus / Blackberry

Salvia clevelandii ‘Winifred Gillman' / Cleveland Sage
Salvia greggii / Autumn Sage

Salvia x "Allen Chickering’ / Sage

PERENNIALS / GRASSES |

Heuchera maxima "Santa Ana Cardinal’ / Island Alum Root
Heuchera x "Santa Ana Cardinal" / Coral Bells

Leymus condensatus "Canyon Prince’ / Native Blue Rye
Muhlenbergia rigens / Deer Grass

Penstemon heterophyllus ‘Blue Bedder' / Foothill Penstemon
Penstemon heterophyllus “Margarita BOP" / Beard Tongue
Penstemon x "Midnight' / Midnight Beardtongue

Salvia spathacea / Hummingbird Sage

Sisyrinchium bellum / Blue-eyed Grass

GROUNDCOVERS

Arctostaphylos x *Emerald Carpet’ /

Emerald Carpet Manzanita

Baccharis pilularis *Pigeon Point’ / Coyote Brush
Symphoricarpos mollis / Creeping Snowberry

LEGEND
Proposed Building

0

Proposed Paved
Surfaces

]

Landscaped Areas

N
SCALE IN FEET

Figure 2-5 Proposed Landscape Plan
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2.0 PROJECT OVERVIEW

areas of eastern Montecito, construction would enhance the overall capabilities of the
MFPD to respond to emergencies throughout the community as well as regionally, such
as for major wildfire events. Based on existing demands and records for MFPD services,
Station 3 personnel and equipment could respond to approximately 400 calls per year,
with medical emergencies projected to constitute more than 50% of these calls, and fire
and hazardous conditions emergencies involving an estimated 10 to 12% of these calls
(AMEC 2008). The remaining calls would be for service (e.g., fire inspections) or result
from “good intention” or false alarms where service is requested but not needed (AMEC
2008).

Initial station staffing would consist of a total nine firefighters on a 24-hour/7 day a week
basis in rotating shifts of three firefighters each. In addition, one fire prevention officer
would work a weekday 8-hour shift at the station. However, as demand for service
increases and funding becomes available, an additional firefighter/ paramedic would be

added to station staff along with a support paramedic rescue vehicle.

Station personnel would perform ongoing vehicle maintenance at the proposed Support
Building. This would consist of oil, lube, and replacement of parts or installation of
some equipment. Major maintenance activities, such as an engine, transmission, or pump
overhaul would be completed at an off-site, factory-approved shop. A maximum of 300
gallons of oil, solvent, and hydraulics fluids contained in field packs (i.e., small
containers) would be stored on-site. Periodic removal of waste oil and lubricants stored
in 55-gallon drums would be managed by waste management vendor such as Safety
Kleen. Fuel storage would consist of up to 1,000 gallons of diesel in aboveground
storage tanks to serve ongoing fueling needs. Ongoing demand for fuel is anticipated to
require up to two fuel deliveries (maximum of 400 gallons) to the station each month. In
addition, periodic removal of waste oil and lubricants would be managed by Safety Kleen

or another waste management vendor.

2.4.8 Construction Equipment and Scheduling

2.4.8.1 Construction Equipment

Construction equipment for the proposed project is expected to include one grader, one
tractor/loader/backhoe, and one forklift at the beginning of the project for a period of 2 to
3 months during site and building grading and building foundation preparation. Two

cement trucks are expected during the construction of the building foundations and

Montecito Fire Protection District Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction 2-17
Final EIR



2.0 PROJECT OVERVIEW

concrete slabs for a period of 3 to 5 days after the site and building preparation work.
One grader, one tractor/loader/backhoe, one forklift, one paver, one roller, and two
cement trucks are anticipated for the final site work anticipated near the end of
construction for about 1 month. Two construction material loading and hauling trucks,
one watering truck, and two compressors will be present on-site throughout the project.
This is the maximum number and type of construction equipment expected to be on-site

at any given time.
2.4.8.2 Workforce and Schedule

The workforce for construction of the proposed project is anticipated to average
approximately 15 to 20 workers on-site at any given time over an approximate 12-month

construction timeframe.

2.4.8.3 Construction Traffic Estimates

Regular construction-related traffic would consist of construction workers and delivery
truck trips. Approximately 15 delivery/hauling truck trips would occur on any given
day. In addition to these trips, during the 3-month site grading process, export of grading
cut material would require up to 800 dump truck trips to and from the site, assuming a

typical capacity of 10 cy per truck, which is the typical capacity of a single “dump box”

likely to be employed for hauling on Montecito’s relatively narrow roads. Export

activities would peak over a one-month period with up to 30 additional haul truck trips
per construction day over this time span. Hauling of construction waste would occur
once a week on average. Based on the estimated average construction workforce of 15 to
20 workers, an additional 20 average daily construction trips (round-trip) would also be

generated by the proposed project over the construction period.

2.4.8.4 Construction Staging Areas

All staging areas for construction would occur within project site boundaries.

2.5 PROJECT APPROVALS AND PERMITTING

The proposed project would require consideration by the MFPD Board of Directors for
final approval authorizing property acquisition and allocation of funding to construct,
equip and staff proposed Station 3. Subsequent to this action, the County of Santa
Barbara would act as a Responsible Agency. The project design would also be reviewed
by the Montecito Board of Architectural Review (MBAR) and be subject to review and
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consideration by the Montecito Planning Commission. In additional, provision of water
and sewer service would require issuance of can and will serve letters by the Montecito

Water and Sanitary Districts.

The proposed project would entail development of approximately 2.55 acres to

accommodate a fire station in the 2-E-1, Estate Residential zone district (Figure 2-6).

Although the Montecito Fire Protection District would be the lead agency for this project,
project construction would require several actions by the County and the State to permit
project construction and recognize creation of a new parcel to accommodate the proposed
Fire Station as follows: Approval of a Conditional Use Permit to allow the development
of a fire station in the E-1 zone district in accordance with the MLUDC (refer to Section
35.423.030, Table 2-7).

e a Parcel Map Waiver to separate the approximately 2.55 acre project site from an
existing 20.69 legal lot (03-CC-037) that is located within 76.87 acre Assessor
Parcel Number 155-070-008 (Figure 2-4; refer to Subdivision Map Act Section
66428 and County Subdivision Regulations, Chapter 21, Section 21-4(h));

e a Certificate of Compliance (CC) to maintain the legal status of the remainder
parcel (03-CC-037);

¢ a Government Code Consistency Determination finding that the project is

consistent with Comprehensive Plan policies in accordance with GC Section
65402(c);

e a Section 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California Department
of Fish & Game for installation of the energy dissipater and any other necessary
drainage features within the drainage along the western side boundary:

e an Encroachment Permit from CalTrans to allow driveway, drainage, and
landscape improvements in the State right-of-way as well as short-term
construction vehicle access; and,

e review and approval of architectural details and building design by the County’s
Montecito Board of Architectural Review.

Although the project site would consist of 2.55 acres, the proposed parcel would include

approximately 0.20 acres of Caltrans right-of-way, bringing total parcel area to 2.75

gross acres. Additional permits may require an cncroachment perm om-Caltrans—te

State Highway192(East-Valley Read)—The proposed fire station parcel property lines
would extend to the centerline of East Valley Road. Land Use and Building Permits
would also be required from the County of Santa Barbara Planning and Development

Department.
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2.6 MITIGATION MEASURES INCLUDED IN THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The applicant has proposed a series of mitigation measures to reduce potential adverse

project effects, which have been incorporated into the project design. Where the

mitigation measure would have more than one beneficial effect, the description of the

measure is followed by a listing of the measure’s benefits. As part of the County of

Santa Barbara’s review and consideration of the proposed Conditional Use Permit,

mitigation measures included this EIR, including those listed below as part of the Project

Description, will be incorporated by the County as appropriate as conditions of project

approval with provisions for monitoring and enforcement.

2.6.1

Buffers and Setbacks

A densely landscaped buffer area of generally 50 feet in width on the northern
and eastern sides of the site, separating support buildings and structures from
agricultural operations.

o Would reduce risk to site inhabitants from pesticide drift and other
hazards related to vicinity agricultural use
o Would provide aesthetic screening of structures from surrounding parcels
A 100-foot buffer (which includes the 30- to 50-foot landscape buffer described
above) between agricultural operations and the primary use areas on the site

(main fire station and apron areas).

o Would reduce risk to site inhabitants from pesticide drift and other
hazards related to vicinity agricultural use

A 50-foot habitat restoration buffer from the top of the bank of the drainage along

the western side of the site. Restoration would include planting of native oaks

and riparian species, and would adhere to a detailed Habitat Restoration Plan to

be approved by the County.
o Would provide aesthetic screening, enhance biological resources, and
improve water quality

o Would reduce risk to site inhabitants from pesticide drift and other
hazards related to vicinity agricultural use

A 50-foot setback of all structures from the edge of East Valley Road.

o Would provide aesthetic screening of structures from surrounding parcels
and from observers on East Valley Road

Montecito Fire Protection District Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction 2-21
Final EIR



2.0 PROJECT OVERVIEW

2.6.2

2.6.3

2.64

A minimum 50-foot setback from the nearest potential location of the Arroyo
Parida and Fernald Point Faults and any evidence of fault surface rupture hazard

as demonstrated by past onsite geologic testing.

Aesthetics

Partial undergrounding of the hose tower, in order to maintain a maximum height

above ground of 35 feet.

Exterior building and site lighting will use hooded fixtures to shield and reduce

the spread of light.

Emergency floodlights will be strategically placed in locations on the site that
minimize glare and lighting impacts to the adjacent neighbors. Lighting to be

used in an emergency situation only.

Noise

Construction activities for site preparation shall be limited to the hours between
8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. No construction shall occur on
State holidays (e.g., Thanksgiving, Labor Day). Construction equipment
maintenance shall be limited to the same hours. Non-noise generating
construction activities such as interior painting are not subject to these

restrictions.
Volume controls shall be installed with the exterior address system.

Intermittent noise generating activities such as emergency generator testing will
be limited to daytime hours on the weekdays for 15-minute durations once a week

and for a 1-hour full load test once a year.

Air Quality

Dust generated by construction activities shall be kept to a minimum with a goal of

preventing dust generation and retaining any generated dust on the site, by following the

dust control measures listed below:

During clearing, grading, earth moving, excavation, or transportation of cut or fill
materials, water trucks or sprinkler systems are to be used to minimize dust
generation and to create a crust after each day's activities cease.

During construction, water trucks or sprinkler systems shall be used to keep all
areas of vehicle movement damp enough to minimize dust generation. At a
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minimum, this would include wetting down such areas in the later morning and
after work is completed for the day and whenever wind exceeds 15 miles per
hour.

e Soil stockpiled for more than two days shall be covered, kept moist, or treated
with soil binders to prevent dust generation.

e The proposed emergency generator will be powered by diesel fuel and in order to
minimize emissions, the specifications shall be reviewed by the APCD prior to
the issuance of a building permit.

2.6.5 Water Quality

¢ During construction, washing of concrete, paint, or equipment shall occur only in
areas where polluted water and materials can be contained for subsequent removal
from the site. Washing shall not be allowed near sensitive biological resources.
A designated area for washing functions shall be identified.

e Inclusion of water quality protection measures will be incorporated into site
design, including use of porous paving in parking areas to minimize runoff and
increase infiltration, and treatment of runoff in graded vegetated swales prior to
offsite discharge.

e The maintenance bay drainage system shall be designed and maintained to
capture all wastewater, leaks, and spills. Drains shall be tied to a sand and oil
separator prior to discharging to the sanitary sewer.

e The vehicle/equipment wash area shall be self-contained and designed with a
‘rain switch’ valve system, allowing storm water to regularly collect/discharge to
the storm drain, but switch over to the sanitary sewer during vehicle/equipment
washing activities.

2.6.6 Other Mitigations

e Preparation of a construction traffic management plan including:
e Acquisition of a Caltrans encroachment permit for construction traffic.

e Preparation of haul truck access and routing plan with designated haul truck
route when the receiver site is designated.

e Acquisition of a County haul permit to the selected receiver site.

e All trucks hauling export fill would be prohibited from operating during the
peak hours (i.e., 7 to 9 am; 4 to 6 pm).

e All haul trucks transporting excess fill offsite would be required to be tarped
or covered.

e Location of driveways will ensure maximum line-of-sight along East Valley
Road.

e Retention of all but three of the mature oaks along East Valley Road, and all

mature oaks elsewhere within the project site. Trees would only be removed to
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accommodate the location of the eastern driveway, and to provide adequate line-
of-sight for vehicles entering from and exiting to East Valley Road.

Thirty days prior to the initiation of project activities, a qualified biologist with

experience in conducting breeding bird surveys would conduct weekly bird
surveys to detect protected native birds occurring in suitable nesting habitat that is
to be disturbed and (as access to adjacent areas allows) any other such habitat
within 300 feet of the disturbance area (within 500 feet for raptors). The surveys
would continue on a weekly basis with the last survey being conducted no more
than three days prior to the initiation of project activities. If a protected native
bird is found, MFPD would delay all project activities within 300 feet of on and
off-site suitable nesting habitat (within 500 feet for suitable raptor nesting habitat)
until August 31.

Alternatively, the qualified biologist could continue the surveys in order to locate
any nests, If an active nest is located, project activities within 300 feet of the nest
(within 500 feet for raptor nests) or as determined by a qualified biological
monitor, would be postponed until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged
and there is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting. The biological monitor
would be present on site during all grubbing and clearing of vegetation to ensure
that these activities remain within the project footprint (i.e., outside the
demarcated buffer), and to minimize the likelithood that active nests are
abandoned or fail due to project activities. The biological monitor should send
weekly monitoring reports to MFPD during the grubbing and clearing of
vegetation, and shall notify MFPD immediately if project activities damage active
avian nests.

A detailed landscaping and maintenance plan would be developed through
consultation with adjacent property owners to maximize visual compatibility.
The landscaping and maintenance plan shall be designed to maintain line-of sight
on East Valley Road.

Preliminary grading and foundation plans would be subject to review and
approval by a registered Geologist (e.g., Campbell Geo, Inc.) to ensure
consistency with recommendations of the project Geologic Study and to address
any potential seismic safety issues.

During project construction, a local geotechnical lab (e.g., Pacific Materials) will
be retained to perform field observation and testing during grading and
foundation work.

There are no known cultural resources on the project site; however, in the event
archeological remains are encountered during grading, work shall be stopped
immediately or redirected until a County qualified archeologist and Native
American representative are retained by the applicants to evaluate the significance
of the find pursuant to Phase 2 investigations of the County Archaeological
Guidelines. If remains are found to be significant, they shall be subject to a Phase
3 mitigation program consistent with County Archaeological Guidelines and
funded by the applicant.
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e Placement of the energy dissipaters in the drainage channel on the property’s
western side will be set back from the existing culvert under East Valley Road.

e If visual contamination or chemical odors are detected during construction, work
would be stopped immediately and the County Fire Department, Hazardous
Materials Unit would be contacted prior to resumption of work.

e The MFPD will coordinate with the Agricultural Commissioner’s Office and the
Ranch Manager for Rancho San Carlos regarding notification of agricultural
spraying activities.

e Proposed building design will meet United States Green Building Council
(USGBC) LEED Silver Certification Standards to reduce long-term energy use
and associated electrical power demand and use of natural gas.

e Montecito Water District and Montecito Sanitary District will be contacted to
confirm service availability and adequacy.

e A 10-foot wide easement will be offered for dedication along the entire project’s
site frontage with East Valley Road to reserve land for the Comprehensive Plan
designated Proposed On-Road Trail (Parks, Recreation and Trails Map, PRT-2,
Carpinteria-Montecito-Summerland).

2.7 CUMULATIVE PROJECTS

The CEQA Guidelines define cumulative impacts as “two or more individual effects that,
when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other
environmental impacts.” The Guidelines further state that the individual effects can be
various changes related to a single project or the change involved in a number of other
closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects (Section 15355).
This EIR examines cumulative effects using a list of past, present, and probable future
projects producing related or cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects
outside the control of the agency (Section 15130). In addition, where appropriate, this
analysis accounts for additional source documents that address regional and local trends
and projections (e.g., growth of through traffic on East Valley Road). The combined
references provide for a more comprehensive analysis of cumulative effects than what

would be captured using only a cumulative projects list.

The analysis of cumulative impacts contained in this EIR includes the impacts of the
proposed project plus all other pending or approved projects within the affected area for
each resource. The affected environment for most of the resource areas analyzed in this
EIR was determined to be limited to the eastern Montecito and western Summerland
areas. Table 2-3 contains a list of pending and approved projects within the project

vicinity in Montecito. The approximate locations of the projects listed in Table 2-3 are
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shown in Figure 2-7. The findings of the proposed project’s contribution to potential

cumulative impacts are summarized in each resource section.

Table 2-3. Pending and Approved Projects in Eastern Montecito

Map
Key Project Name/ Address Description Status
Miramar Hotel Demolition of existing vacant hotel and
1 construction of a 263,111-gross sf resort (170,575 | Approved
1555 Jameson Lane
net sf)
Caltra.n s US. Highway New lane along U.S. Highway 101, Santa Phase 1 O.f 4
2 101 High Occupancy construction
. Barbara-Ventura
Vehicle Lanes phases
3 SB Cemetery Mausoleum | 1,926-sf mausoleum addition with 161 crypts In prooress
901 Channel Drive and 291 niches prog
Crane School Updated Demolition of 5,645 sf and addition of 39,985 sf
4 Master Plan with a total campus of 66,060 sf In progress
1795 San Leandro Lane P ’
Danielson Group QSVI;EE‘;ECL
5 (TPM 14,686 sf) Lot split of 2 parcels into 4 parcels &
: Map
1393 Danielson Lane
Clearance
. . Approved.
Crail Lot Split s ps
6 (TPM 14,758 sf) 10.-atc're parfttel split into two 5-acre parcels, 1 1\A/Iw::utmg
175 Tiburon Bay Lane existing um ap
Clearance
Loiacono Lot Split 8.31-acre parcel split into 2 parcels of 5.30 and
! 1050 Coyote Road 3.01 acres Approved
Tolles Lot Line Lot Line Adjustment of 1 parcel
8 Adjustment with 7 lots to create 2 parcels of In progress
602 Para Grande Lane 0.77 and 1.35 acres
. Approved.
Garner Lot Split o . 0
9 75 Olive Mill Road Subdivision of a 20,977-sf (gross and net) lot into | Awaiting
2 lots Map
Clearance
10 gllllirllgggCommeraal 18,014-gross sf (14,194-net sf) commercial retail | Under
505 San Ysidro Road and office construction
Bohlinger New SFD/
Accessory . . . Approved
i Building 311 Ennisbrook Single family dwelling (not issued)
Drive
Decker New SFD/ On appeal
12 | Guesthouse Single family dwelling atB gsp
680 Stonehouse Lane
Goerner New SFD . . .
13 1017 Hot Springs Road Single family dwelling In progress
Bissell New SFD/ Approved
14 | Garage/Cabana Single family dwelling (nI())Eissue d)
1119 Alston Road
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Map
Key Project Name/ Address Description Status
Valle New SFD/Pool/
15 Cabana/ Accessory Single family dwelling In progress
403 Woodley Road
Newman Attached RSU
16 & SFD Addition Residential second unit In progress
758 Via Manana
Larson New SFD/
Guesthouse/Pool . . . Approved
17 1355 Oak Creek Canyon Single family dwelling (not issued)
Road
Lombard New SFD . . . Approved
18 819 Ashley Road Single family dwelling (not issued)
Deansgrange Trust New
SFD/Garage/Pond/ . . .
19 Grading Single family dwelling In progress
588 Picacho Lane
Tolles Residential
20 Development Conversion of an existing 3-unit residential In Drogress
602 Parra Grande Lane, | structure to a single family dwelling Prost
Santa Barbara
Carsev Commercial Demolish existing structures and build new
ey mixed use building including 2,772 sf of retail
Mixed Use .
21 commercial space; 3,164 sf of subterranean Approved
2345 Varley Street, . . .
parking; 675 sf of residential space; and separate
Summerland . :
residential garage
Carpinteria Valley Farms
Agricultural
Development Plan Development plan for more than 20,000 sf of
22 | 120 Montecito Ranch veop P ’ Approved
building and structures
Lane, Summerland
and 2800 Via Real,
Carpinteria
O'neil Coastal Plan
23 Amendment Coastal Plan Amendment to allow residential In Process
2552 Wallace Avenue, zoning
Summerland
Summerland Community . . .
) 8545 sf of construction for new fire station,
Public Safety Center . . .
24 1. meeting room, offices, kitchen, bathrooms, In Process
2450 Lillie Avenue, cleeping Fooms
Summerland ping
Pacifica Institute
25 249 Lambert Road, 5,635 sf of new campus facilities Approved
Carpinteria
. 5,000 sf for commercial horse training, breeding,
Estancia La Serena . T .
. and boarding facility for up to 45 horses with
Equestrian Center o . .
26 . site improvements as well as a residential In Process
3215 Foothill Road,
. . remodel, new guesthouse, pool cabana,
Carpinteria . . .
swimming pool, and a new private driveway
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Map

Key Project Name/ Address Description Status
Holani Farms Horse
Boarding Facilit 20,805-sf horse boarding Conditional Use

27 1331 Lambert RoZd, Permit i Approved
Carpinteria
Valley Club of Montecito |41,298 sf golf course and related facilities. 2,149

28 1901 East Valley Road sf club manager residence and 3,600 sf employee | Approved

Montecito

duplex

Source: County of Santa Barbara 2011. RSU — residential second unit; Sf — square foot/feet; SFD — single family
dwelling; TPM — tentative parcel map
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

To define the scope of the EIR, MFPD provided the public an opportunity to comment on
the Initial Study (MFPD 2011) at a scoping meeting on April 21, 2011. Six members of
the public attended the scoping meeting, of which five testified. The Initial Study was
distributed with the Notice of Preparation (NOP) to Federal, State, County, and City
agencies, and local libraries with a comment period that ran from March 29 to April 27,
2011. Notice of the EIR scoping meeting and availability of the Initial Study was
published in local newspapers (Santa Barbara News-Press and Montecito Journal), sent to
various local agencies, special interest groups, and owners of properties in the vicinity
(within approximately 1,000 feet) of the project site. The purpose of the meeting and
notifications was to identify public and agency concerns regarding potential impacts of
the proposed project. MFPD received five letters of comment on the NOP (see Appendix
O).

Through this process, MFPD has determined that the EIR analysis should focus on the

following resource areas:

e Aesthetics and Visual Resources e Geologic Processes

e Agricultural Resources o Land Use

e Air Quality e Noise

o Biological Resources o Transportation and Traffic

e Cultural Resources e Water Resources, Supply and Service

o Fire Protection

This section of the EIR (Section 3.0) addresses the potentially significant environmental
impacts of the proposed project for the resource areas listed above. Each environmental
resource area is discussed under the following subsections: Existing Conditions,
Regulatory Framework, Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures, Cumulative Impacts,

and Residual Impacts.

For each impact identified in this EIR, a statement of the level of significance of the

impact is provided. Impacts are assigned to one of the following categories:

e No impact would result when no adverse change in the environment is expected;
no mitigation would be required.
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A beneficial impact would result when the proposed project would have a positive
effect on the natural or human environment and no mitigation would be required
(Class 1V).

A less-than-significant impact would not cause a substantial change in the
environment, although an adverse change in the environment may occur; only
compliance with standard regulatory conditions would be required (Class III).

A significant (but mitigable) impact would have a substantial adverse impact on
the environment but could be reduced to a less-than-significant level through
successful implementation of identified mitigation measures (Class II).

A significant unavoidable impact would cause a substantial adverse effect on the
environment, and no feasible mitigation measures would be available to reduce
the impact to a less-than-significant level (Class I).
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3.1 AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES

This section provides an overview of the visual resources in the project vicinity and the
eastern Montecito area, with particular attention to those resources present on the project
site. In a rural or semi-rural context, the visual resources of an area are often related to
the natural character of the area, as well as the developed character of buildings,
architectural design, and setbacks from public roads and landscaping. Visual continuity
within a region is often desired or anticipated by viewers, and development that is
incompatible or inconsistent with the agricultural and/or open character of a rural area
can be considered disruptive to the aesthetic character of such regions. This section also
addresses the potential for the proposed project to create visual impacts as defined by the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and by applicable Santa Barbara County
visual resources policies, guidelines, and Montecito Board of Architectural Review
(MBAR) architectural compatibility standards. Visual resource issues identified in the
Initial Study (MFPD 2011) were a particular emphasis in the aesthetic and visual

resources impact analysis.

3.1.1 Existing Setting

3.1.1.1 Regional Setting

Montecito is a semi-rural community that generally lies between the Pacific Ocean and
foothills of the Santa Ynez Mountains. The city of Santa Barbara lies to the west and the
unincorporated communities of Summerland and Toro Canyon to the east. Montecito’s
unique community character encompasses a mix of lower density and larger lot semi-
rural development with areas of open space, woodlands, beaches, and steeper foothills
regions. The topography of the area varies greatly; however, the majority of Montecito is
on gently to moderately sloping hills that rise towards the Sana Ynez Mountain Range
(County of Santa Barbara 1992). Numerous open spaces, creek corridors, recreation
areas (i.e., equestrian facilities, golf courses), pastures, and orchards are scattered
throughout the community, interspersed with lower density and semi-rural development,

often consisting of larger, single-family residences and estates.

Development in Montecito primarily consists of typically larger residences and estates
located on lots of 1 acre or greater, generally with extensive landscaping. Scattered

neighborhoods of smaller lots with older houses add to the residential mix. Residences
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tend to be shielded from often narrow winding roadways, by walls and trees and other
vegetation that create a forested character in much of the community. The majority of
roadways lack sidewalks and traffic and street lights, which contributes to the

community’s semi-rural character and maintains views of the nighttime sky.

There are no “State Scenic Highways” located in Montecito and none have been

identified as eligible for this designation (County of Santa Barbara 1992).

3.1.1.2  Visual Character of the Project Vicinity

The proposed project is located in
the inland portion of eastern
Montecito along State Highway
192/ East Valley Road between
Sheffield Drive on the west and
Ortega Ridge Road on the east. To
the west of this area lies dozens of
residences within the Birnam
Wood Golf Club and medium
density neighborhoods off Romero

e .“ '. = | =
The area immediately south of the project site is
developed with two residences of two stories and a large
The immediate project vicinity is | equestrian complex.

Canyon Road. To the west are

more rural areas of Toro Canyon.

characterized by larger lots, is
generally less developed than other areas in the community, and retains substantial areas
of orchards and open space. In addition, large recreational facilities, including Birnam
Wood Golf Club and Valley Club Golf Course, provide substantial open space in the
area. East Valley Road through Montecito is identified as a Scenic View Corridor by the
County (County of Santa Barbara 1992).

Natural Character

Large orchards and undeveloped lands on Rancho San Carlos and Featherhill Ranch
contribute to the semi-rural visual character of the project vicinity and provide views

through to the Santa Ynez Mountains for travelers on East Valley Road.
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East Valley Road in the project
vicinity extends from Sheffield Drive
east to Ortega Ridge Road and is
relatively wooded along much of this
reach, with large oaks and other
specimen trees and shrubs lining the
roadway and property frontages.

Residences are generally well setback

from the road edge and frequently i e :
Residences at the western end of the project vicinity
maintain extensive, mature landscaping that obscure
hedges, walls, and trees. The | structures from the roadway and create a heavily
forested feel.

partially screened from view by

western reach of this segment from

Sheffield Drive to Romero Creek is lined with dense vegetation associated with
residential development to the north that obscure nearly all distant mountain views, and

the Valley Club landscaping to the south .

East of Romero Creek and its corridor of riparian trees, views for the roadway become
somewhat more expansive due to more widely spaced trees, fewer walls and hedges, and
the orchards north of the road on Featherhill and San Carlos Ranches. Although East
Valley Road in the vicinity of the project site is generally lined with coast live oaks,
views of the Santa Ynez Mountains to the north remain available. These relatively open
views to the north are obstructed by the densely vegetated riparian corridor of Picay
Creek as East Valley Road approaches near Ortega Ridge Road. To the south of East
Valley Road in this reach, scattered estate residences and equestrian uses allow some

views through to Ortega Ridge.

Developed Character

There are six residences immediately bordering East Valley Road in the project vicinity:
two across from the project site south of East Valley Road and four north of East Valley
Road across Romero Creek to the west. These residences consist of four two-story
homes and two one-story structures (Table 3.1-1). Views of these structures from East
Valley Road are often partially screened by mature vegetation and perimeter walls or
fences. Typical residential parcel frontages for these homes average approximately 200

feet, and residences are typically setback approximately 45 feet from East Valley Road.
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Table 3.1-1.

Scale and Relation to East Valley Road of Residences in the Project

Vicinity
Address Stories Approx. Setback (ft)" Approx. Frontage (ft)’
2220 East Valley Road 2 45 190
2222 East Valley Road 1 40 190
West of Stonehouse Drive 1 55 200
East of Stonehouse Drive 2 55 220
2347 East Valley Road 2 40 180
2351 East Valley Road 2 35 300

! The approximate setback is from the edge of East Valley Road to primary structures, and does not include

perimeter fences, patios, etc.

2 The approximate frontage includes the distance that each property fronts East Valley Road, including the
residence, and associated perimeter fence, lawns, patios, and landscaped areas.

The two-story residence associated with the
equestrian facility located south of the project site has
minimal setbacks off East Valley Road.

The two-story residence and equestrian facility
located south of the project site on East Valley Road
is visible from Ortega Ridge Road.

A two-story residence located west of the project site
is setback approximately 50 feet and largely obscured
by landscaping from East Valley Road.

A two-story residence located southwest of the project
site is visible from the driveway off East Valley Road.

3.14
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The two residences across East Valley
Road south of the project site both
support  elements of  two-story
development. Each structure extends
for approximately 160 feet along East
Valley Road and is partially visible
from the roadway. The residence

directly across from the proposed

project site is particularly visible from

A two-story residence associated with the equestrian
the public road due to limited roadside | facility is located south of the project site.

landscaping and the structures white exterior and red tile roof. In addition to these two
residences, a large equestrian facility is located south of the site that supports open
paddocks bordered by white split rail fences, as well as a one-story stable complex of
approximately 370 feet in length which is located 320 feet south of East Valley Road.
Coast live oaks spaced along the frontage of these properties provide partial screening of

views of existing residences from the road.

Nighttime Conditions

The semi-rural land uses and few residences that comprise the project vicinity generate
very little night lighting. There is only minimal exterior lighting from residences, and

views of the nighttime sky are well preserved.

3.1.1.3  Visual Character of the Proposed Project Site

Primary existing public views of the proposed project site are available to travelers along
East Valley Road and consist of regularly spaced oaks in the foreground with a backdrop
of ordered rows of lemon trees extending north toward the Santa Ynez Mountains. Areas
of dense stands of oaks exist along the intermittent drainage channel on the site’s western
boundary. Mature coast live oaks and clusters of younger oaks are spaced approximately
20 feet apart along the roadway with denser oak canopies beginning at approximately 15
feet or higher above the ground. This permits some degree of openness for views

available to travelers on East Valley Road.
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3.1.1.4 Existing Views of the Proposed Project Site

Primary views of the proposed project site would be available from travelers using East
Valley Road, although intermittent views of the site would also be available from Ortega
Ridge Road and distant views from area hiking trails. In the project vicinity, East Valley
Road carries approximately 3,900 vehicle trips per day and is an important east-west
route for motorists traveling through eastern Montecito. Ortega Ridge Road carries an
estimated 1,100 trips per day, is removed from the site and offers only intermitted

glimpses of the project vicinity.

Views of the site for eastbound travelers approaching the project site are obscured due to
dense stands of oak trees on the Archdiocese property to the west and along the drainage
channel on the site’s western boundary. Eastbound travelers in vehicles moving along
East Valley Road at 35 miles per hour (mph) could view the project site through the
existing line of oak trees for approximately 4.5 seconds by looking directly north as they
transit the 300-foot length of the site.

For westbound travelers in vehicles proceeding downhill toward the site from Toro
Canyon, views are largely obscured by oaks that line the roadway for the majority of this
approach. Distant views of the Santa Ynez Mountains are available north across the
lemon orchards of Rancho San Carlos; however, views to the northwest (towards the
project site) are largely obstructed by tree trunks and foliage. Westbound on East Valley
Road at 35 mph, views across the project site occur for approximately 6.5 seconds. It
should be noted that while the posted speed is 35 mph, actual speeds of 45 mph or more

are typical along this road and would reduce the time of viewer exposure to the site.

East Valley Road is a popular route for cyclists and is used by a limited number of
pedestrians. Views across the project site for these users would occur for a greater
amount of time than for travelers viewing the site by vehicle. Viewer exposure for
cyclists would be moderate due to the relatively limited number of daily viewers.
However, these viewers would be in close proximity to the natural landscape and have a
greater exposure to existing views. Although the number of pedestrians is limited, they

would experience views of the greatest duration. Offsite, Romero Canyon Trail is the

! Views across the project site are available from a greater distance to westbound travelers, as compared to
eastbound, due to the spacing between oaks that afford views starting from approximately 250 feet prior to
reaching the project site.
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most heavily used public hiking trail with potential views of the site; however, viewing
locations from this trail are generally 1 to 2 miles away and over 1,000 feet in elevation
above the site.

3.1.2 Regulatory Setting

3.1.2.1 Applicable County Policies

County Land Use Element Hillside and Watershed Protection Policies: Policy 1 requires

minimization of cut and fill operations. Policy 2 requires all development to fit the site
topography, be oriented so that grading and other site preparation is kept to an absolute
minimum, and that natural features, landforms, and native vegetation be preserved to the

maximum extent feasible.

County Land Use Element Visual Resources: Policy 3 requires new structures to be in

conformance with the scale and character of the existing community in urban areas.

Montecito Community Plan (MCP): The MCP reinforces the importance of preserving

the community’s scenic qualities. The MCP contains several policies pertaining to the
protection of visual and open space resources, particularly the protection of views of the

Santa Ynez Mountain Range and Pacific Ocean. Relevant policies include:

Goal VIS-M-1: Protect the visual importance of the Santa Ynez Mountain Range and
Ocean View as having both local and regional significance and protect from development

which could adversely affect this quality.

Policy VIS-M-1.1: Development shall be subordinate to the natural open space

characteristics of the mountains.

Policy VIS-M-1.2: Grading required for access roads and site development shall be

limited in scope so as to protect the viewshed.

Policy VIS-M-1.3: Development of property should minimize impacts to open space

views as seen from public roads and viewpoints.
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Visual Resource Policy 3: In areas designated as urban on the land use plan maps and in
designated rural neighborhoods, new structures shall be in conformance with the scale
and character of the existing community. Development, varied circulation patterns, and

diverse housing types shall be encouraged.

Visual Resource Policy 4: Signs shall be of size, location, and appearance so as not to

detract from scenic areas or views from public roads and other viewing points.

Visual Resource Policy 5: Utilities, including television, shall be placed underground in
new developments in accordance with the rules and regulations of the California Public
Utilities Commission, except where cost of undergrounding would be so high as to deny

service.

Montecito Community Plan EIR: The MCP EIR identified significant and unavoidable

adverse impacts to visual resources resulting from buildout of the community. Key

issues were identified as impacts to scenic travel corridors from obstruction of views,
incompatibility with surrounding uses, intensity of development, removal of vegetation,
loss of open space, alteration of natural character, lack of landscaping, or extensive

grading.

Montecito Architectural Guidelines and Development Standards: Montecito

Architectural Guidelines were developed as mitigation under the MCP EIR, and through
these guidelines, the MBAR addresses the visual character of the plan area and visually
incompatible structures on a project specific basis. Extensive site preparation and
landscaping guidelines are included, as well as residential development Floor Area Ratios
(FARs) for interpretation of neighborhood compatibility. Guidelines state that all
Educational, Institutional, and Other Public and Quasi-Public Uses should be developed

in a manner compatible with the community’s residential character.
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3.1.3 Environmental Impacts

3.1.3.1 Thresholds for Determining Significance

CEQA Guidelines

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines identifies the following four circumstances that can

lead to a determination of significant visual impact:

(1) The project has a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.

(2) The project substantially damages scenic resources, including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State Scenic highway.

(3) The project substantially degrades the existing visual character or quality of the
site and its surroundings. (This may include loss of major onsite landscape
features, or degradation by change of character when placed in the context of the
existing surroundings.)

(4) The project creates a new source of substantial light or glare, which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.

A fifth criterion that potentially identifies significant visual impacts would be:

(5) The project results in an inconsistency with laws, ordinances, regulations, and
standards applicable to the protection of visual resources.

County of Santa Barbara Thresholds of Significance

The County’s Thresholds of Significance acknowledge the subjective nature of aesthetic
impacts and includes five questions to guide visual impacts analysis, rather than a defined
threshold. Affirmative answers to the following guiding questions indicate potentially

significant impacts to visual resources.

la. Does the project site have significant visual resources by virtue of surface waters,
vegetation, elevation, slope, or other natural or manmade features which are
publicly visible?

1b. If so, does the proposed project have the potential to degrade or significantly
interfere with the public’s enjoyment of the site’s existing visual resources?

2a. Does the project have the potential to impact visual resources of the Coastal Zone
or other visually important area (i.e. mountainous area, public park, urban fringe or
scenic travel corridor)?
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2b. If so, does the project have the potential to conflict with the policies set forth in the
County’s CLUP, the Comprehensive Plan or any applicable community plan to
protect the identified views?

3. Does the project have the potential to create significant adverse aesthetic impact
through obstruction of public views, incompatibility with surrounding uses,
structures, or intensity of development, removal of significant amounts of
vegetation, loss of important open space, substantial alteration of natural character,
lack of adequate landscaping, or extensive grading visible from public areas?

3.1.3.2 Impact Assessment Methodology

Baseline data collection was initiated with a review of existing project documents and
relevant County visual resource protection policies and standards (i.e., MCP, Montecito
Land Use and Development Code (MLUDC), Montecito Architectural Guidelines and
Development Standards). Following review of available documentation, a field
reconnaissance was conducted to identify public views available of the site. Particular
attention was paid to areas with public views of the site that would constitute public “Key
Viewing Locations” (KVLs). These are primarily located along East Valley Road.
During the field study conducted in April 2011 by AMEC, detailed analyses were
conducted at five KVLs (Figure 3.1-1). Timed drive-bys were taken to assess the
duration of view exposure for vehicle travelers to determine the level of exposure for
potential viewers. Views from nearby public trails were also considered to ascertain if
changes in views from popular recreation locations could occur. Private views are briefly
discussed; however, changes to private views are typically not considered impacts under
CEQA.

To evaluate potential visual impacts, this analysis considers both visual impact
susceptibility and visual impact severity. Visual impact susceptibility is the degree to
which existing visual resources could be impacted by development of a project. This
accounts for visual quality, viewer exposure, and viewer senmsitivity. Visual quality
relates to the overall impression or appeal of an area. Viewer exposure describes the
degree to which viewers are exposed to views of the landscape. Viewer sensitivity

considers the level of interest or concern of viewers regarding an area’s visual resources.
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3.1 AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES

Visual impact severity considers potential negative effect of a proposed project on an
area. Key factors considered in determining visual impact severity include the proposed
project’s visual contrast with the natural and developed characteristics of an area, its
potential for visual dominance over the existing landscape and view impairment through
either the blocking or substantial alteration of existing views. While assessment of
aesthetic and visual impacts is by nature somewhat subjective, use of these criteria

provides a context by which to consider such potential impacts.

To support this analysis, a description of the existing landscape was compiled, including
consideration of visual quality, potential viewer sensitivity, and site visibility and
potential viewer exposure. The evaluation of viewer exposure also included
consideration of the potential numbers of viewers and distance and duration of views.
These factors helped support both visual impact susceptibility determinations and
potential visual impact severity at each KVL. Potentially affected landscapes were
photographed using the same focal length as the human eye, and the analysis then
considered potential project visual contrast, visual dominance and potential for view

impairment.

3.1.3.3 Mitigation Measures Contained in the Proposed Project

The applicant has proposed a series of design measures to reduce potential project visual

impacts including:

e Partial undergrounding of the hose tower, in order to maintain a maximum height
above ground of 35 feet.

e Exterior building and site lighting will use hooded fixtures to shield and reduce
the spread of light.

e Emergency floodlights will be strategically placed in locations on the site that
minimize glare and lighting impacts to the adjacent neighbors. Lighting to be
used in an emergency situation only.

e A detailed landscaping and maintenance plan would be developed through
consultation with adjacent property owners to maximize visual compatibility,
including:

o A densely landscaped buffer of generally 50 feet in width on the northern
and eastern sides of the site, providing aesthetic screening of structures from
surrounding parcels (refer to Figure 2-2).
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o A 50-foot habitat restoration buffer from the top of the bank of the drainage
along the western side of the site. Restoration would include planting of
native oaks and riparian species, and would adhere to a detailed Habitat
Restoration Plan to be approved by the County.

e A 50-foot setback of all structures from the edge of East Valley Road.

3.1.3.4 Impact Analysis

Proposed Project Characteristics

The proposed project would consist of development of three structures that would total
12,560-square feet (sf) all surrounded by landscape buffer areas (refer to Figure 2-2,
Section 2.4, Project Description). The closest structure to East Valley Road would be the
main fire station building which would be set back at least 60 feet from East Valley Road
and fronted by a line of existing oak trees along East Valley Road and a newly installed
landscape buffer along this road frontage. A proposed Training and Hose Tower
Building on the project site’s west end would include a 35-foot high tower used for hose
drying and training purposes (Figure 3.1-2). This structure would be set back
approximately 205 feet from East Valley Road. A proposed maintenance structure on the

project site’s east would be located approximately 180 feet from East Valley Road.

The project would consist of primarily single-story structures. However, given the
institutional use and needs of a fire station for storage of fire engines and training
exercises, some taller elements would be necessary. The roof ridgeline of the proposed
structures would be 27 feet located above the two apparatus bays in the main fire station
building, 25 feet above the two apparatus bays in the Maintenance Building, and 26 feet
above the two-story training house. A 35-foot tall three-story hose drying tower would
be attached to the Training and Hose Tower Building located at the rear of the site behind
the main fire station building. Two proposed driveways off East Valley Road would
provide the most open views into the site through gaps in the line of oaks along East
Valley Road. Parking and paving would cover approximately 0.8 acre of the 2.55-acre

site.

The architectural style would be consistent with other structures in the Montecito
community, with thick plaster walls, deep inset windows and doors, and clay and mortar

tile roofs. Although the project includes three separate buildings, the orientation and
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View of Main Station from Southwest

View of Maintenance Building from Southwest

View of Main Station from Northeast

View of Main Station from Southeast

Figure 3.1-2.

Conceptual Station Renderings
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3.1 AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES

massing of the buildings combined with extensive landscaping would minimize the visual
bulk of structures from the roadway. Landscaping would consist of an approximately 60-
foot-deep buffer along East Valley Road, vegetated with a mix of trees and shrubs. The
north, west, and east project boundaries would all have landscape buffers of 30 to 50 feet
in width.

Short-Term Construction Impacts

Evaluation of construction impacts focuses on the short-term visual impacts resulting
from project construction, the presence of equipment and material storage, as well as
alteration of the existing landscape by excavation and earthmoving. In a visual sense,
short-duration construction impacts from the proposed project would be obtrusive and
out of character with the surrounding natural landscape. The visual changes created by
the presence of construction equipment, disruption of site landscape, and unfinished
structures would alter the visual character of the site for a 12-month period of time.
While this impact would be adverse, it would be short-term, and is thus determined to be

less than significant. Further, existing oaks would partially screen construction activities

and project landscaping would begin to break up and eventually largely screen the

structures from public viewing areas. Should site landscaping and existing oaks be

subject to fire-related disturbance, impacts would be short-term and similar to those for

construction.

Long-Term Visual Impacts

Long-term project impacts focus on the visual impacts resulting from project operation
and the permanent presence of new structures and development. It should be noted that
existing views can change over time. For example, trees which currently screen a project
site can be burned during wildfire events or die from old age or disease. However, for
this proposed project, oak trees typically live for 100 to 200 years or more and, as noted
in the arborist report, onsite oaks are generally in good health. Further, oaks are noted
for their post-fire regenerative capabilities and are therefore assumed to be part of the

long-term landscape character of the area.

Evaluation of Visual Impact Susceptibility

As previously discussed, the visual impact susceptibility analysis accounts for the project

site’s visual quality, as well as viewer exposure and viewer sensitivity. The visual quality
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of views from this location is high because of the mature oaks and largely unobstructed
orchards, and views of the Santa Ynez Mountains to the north. The combination of
scenic mature oaks in the foreground, lemon orchards, and Santa Ynez Mountains create
a scenic semi-rural or natural ambiance. The MCP reinforces the importance of
preserving the community’s scenic qualities. Although not a State Scenic Highway, East
Valley Road in this area is indentified by the County as a scenic corridor. Because of
this, viewer sensitivity is considered high as well. However, viewer exposure is low to
moderate due to very short-duration, limited public views through to the site (e.g., brief
glimpses 4.5 seconds or less through vegetation) and the relatively low number of

viewers.

Evaluation of Visual Impact Severity by Key Viewing Location

As discussed above, the visual impact severity analysis accounts for the project’s visual
contrast, potential dominance, and possible impairment of important views. The

following analysis discusses potential visual impacts based on KLVs.

KVL A: Eastbound East Valley Road Looking Northeast Toward the Project Site

From KVL A, the site is largely obscured to eastbound travelers approaching the site on

al
/

KVL A: Looking northeast from East Valley Road toward the project site, existing oak trees and
proposed landscaping would largely obscure views of the project site.
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East Valley Road. This KVL represents the easternmost view of the proposed project
available while looking northeast and traveling eastbound on East Valley Road. This
KVL was selected because it represents the first view of the project site for eastbound

travelers not completely obstructed by dense stands of the oaks in the area.

Because the proposed project structures would have very limited visibility, the visual
contrast of the project would be almost indiscernible, no views would be blocked or
substantially altered, and the project would not dominate this view. Therefore, the visual

impact severity from this KVA would be /ow.

KVL B: 2347/2351 East Valley Road Driveway Looking Northeast Towards Project Site

This KVL represents a view of the project site looking northeast from the public road at
the driveway of 2347 and 2351 East Valley Road, which is a shared entrance for the
equestrian facility and residence across from the proposed project site and the residence
to the southwest. It was selected to illustrate direct views of the proposed project site that
would be experienced briefly by travelers on East Valley Road, residents, and users of

the equestrian facility.

KVL B: Looking northeast towards the project site from 2347/2351 East Valley Road, project site is
partially visible through existing oak;, however, views would be limited by new landscaping.
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The proposed project structures would be partially visible from this KVL through the line
of existing oaks; however, the structures would be set back 60 feet or more from the
roadway and screened with additional landscaping. The proposed structures would not
block any existing mountain views from this KVL; however, the new development would
disrupt existing views of the orchards, creating moderate visual contrast and dominance
of the proposed project with the surrounding landscape. The proposed project would
introduce a new partially visible fire station and support structures into this view that
would contrast with surrounding orchards. Therefore, visual impact severity would be

moderate.

KVL C: East Valley Road Immediately South of the Project Site Looking North

This KVL represents a view of the project site looking north from East Valley Road,
immediately south of the proposed project site. This KVL was selected because it is the
closest view of the project site briefly available to travelers and cyclists along East
Valley Road.

=

S : ‘h:**"":a
KVL C: Looking north from East Valley Road directly south of the project site; brief views would be
available to passersby, proposed setbacks and landscaping would soften views of new structures.
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The proposed project would contrast with and break up the nearly contiguous orchard
and woodlands on the north side of East Valley Road in this area, one of the least
developed stretches of East Valley Road in Montecito. However, due to mature oaks in
the foreground, the new structures would not substantially block any existing mountain
views from this KVL. Construction of project driveways would entail removal of one
mature oak, opening up some views of the new structures; however, while contrasting
with the immediately surrounding orchards, the proposed project would be visually
similar in design, bulk, and character to other area residences and would be setback
farther from the road edge than existing residences in the vicinity. In addition, while the
proposed structures include taller elements, they would include few of the two-story
elements found in four of the six residences visible along this reach of East Valley Road.

Therefore, visual impact severity would be moderate.

KVL D: Westbound East Valley Road Looking Northwest Towards Project Site

Distant views of the project site are limited for westbound travelers on East Valley Road
due to visual screening provided by a line of oaks along the roadway. KVL D was
selected because it represents a view of the proposed project site available to westbound

travelers on East Valley Road through a short gap in the oaks that line the north side of

KVL D: Looking northwest towards the project site; brief views are available to passersby through a
100-foot gap in oak trees, new landscaping would limit views of proposed structures.
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the road. The proposed project would contrast with and somewhat dominate surrounding
orchards; however, the proposed 50-foot landscape buffer along the site’s east end
combined with the backdrop of the oak-lined drainage would lessen this effect. The
proposed project would not block any existing mountain views from KVL D due to

proposed setbacks. Therefore, visual impact severity would be moderate.

KVL E: Ortega Ridge Road Looking North Towards the Project Site

This KVL was selected to provide a view of the project site and general vicinity looking
north from Ortega Ridge Road. This elevated vantage would provide brief views of the
proposed project through a gap in the oaks which line this road and obstruct views of

project site.

a = o

KVL E: Ortega Ridge Road looking north towards the project site; distance and proposed landscapin
would soften views of new structures

The proposed project would alter views of the existing lemon orchard and oak groves.
However, potential visual dominance would be limited in context of views of the large
equestrian facilities south of the project site, the distance of the site from KVL E, and

proposed landscaping that will surround the structures. While the view would be
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changed to include additional structures on the perimeter of an extensive orchard,
existing views would not be substantially altered as no scenic elements would be blocked
and the visual continuity of the larger rural area would remain. Therefore visual impact

severity from this location would be moderate.

Additional Visual Considerations

Additional visual concerns include the architectural compatibility of the proposed project
with other development in eastern Montecito and potential effects of scenic resources
such as trees, particularly if the project would have the potential to “substantially degrade
the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings” (CEQA

Guidelines Appendix G).

Architectural Compatibility

The proposed fire station would consist of 12,560 st of mostly one-story buildings which
would exceed the size of most residences in the vicinity, but would be consistent with the
size of structures on the equestrian estate to the south. The overall potential visual
effects of this larger facility would be reduced due to existing dense vegetation, greater
setbacks from public roads than typical for the area, and proposed substantial
landscaping. In addition, total site grading would consist of an estimated 16,500 cubic
yards of cut, with up to 8,000 cy of export. This export of soil would lead to slight
changes in overall site topography with much of the site being lowered 1 to 2 feet below
existing grade, and more limited areas being lowered from 3 to 5 feet below existing

grade. Installation of dense project landscaping would help mask these changes in

topography.

The proposed project’s single-story construction with taller elements such as the 27-foot-
high ridgeline over the main fire station apparatus bays and the 35-foot-high hose tower
would be consistent with or lower than the two-story elements of many surrounding
structures, including residences adjacent to the site south of East Valley Road and the
four tower projections on the large barn south of East Valley Road. Proposed structures
would also not exceed the height of existing oaks that border the site. Horizontally, the
107-foot length of the main fire station structure frontage viewed from East Valley Road
and the 46-foot length of the Training and Hose Tower Building frontage, set back
approximately 205 feet from East Valley Road, would be generally consistent with the
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160-foot length of the residences across East Valley Road to the south and substantially
less than that the 370-foot length of the large barn. The proposed project would also be
architecturally consistent with the Spanish Colonial style of the design of structures in
vicinity, including features such as a low perimeter wall facing East Valley Road, tile
roof, deep recessed windows and colors consistent with the architectural theme and
surrounding residences. Therefore, project design would be generally compatible with

surrounding uses and would be subject to further refinement by the MBAR.

Loss of Trees

Project construction would result in removal of three mature oak trees and trimming of a
number of oaks along East Valley Road. The loss of mature trees due to project
construction requirements would incrementally reduce the number of oaks along East
Valley Road and reduce screening of the site. However the large majority of existing
oaks along East Valley Road would remain intact and additional oaks and other trees
would be planted in project landscape buffers that would more than offset this loss of
trees and would provide substantial new visual screening of the proposed structures.

Therefore, visual impacts associated with the loss of trees are considered insignificant.

3.1.3.5 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact
VIS-1 The proposed project would result in adverse, but less than significant

impacts to views from East Valley Road (Class III).

As detailed in the KVL analysis, the proposed project would result in new development
in a semi-rural area that would change existing visual continuity and agricultural uses of
the site. However, the proposed fire station would be only moderately visible from East
Valley Road, with no significant distant views of the project site afforded to either
westbound or eastbound travelers on East Valley Road. Views for eastbound travelers
would be almost entirely obstructed by oak trees until nearly directly south of the site.
Views for westbound travelers would be intermittent, partially obscured by existing trees,
and limited by proposed landscaping (refer to KVLs A, C, and D). In general, viewer
exposure to the structures would be intermittent and of short duration, occurring for
approximately 5 seconds for travelers driving at 35 mph, though slightly longer for

cyclists. The proposed structures’ limited visibility, location at the margin of agricultural
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operations, and screening provided by surrounding oaks and proposed landscaping would
substantially reduce potential visual disruption of the area. In addition, proposed changes
in site topography of generally 1 to 2 feet lower than existing grades would also be
masked by proposed landscaping. This lowering of the site would also have the effect of
incrementally reducing building profiles to passers-by on East Valley Road. Although
the project would contrast with immediately surrounding orchards it would be visually
consistent with regard to size, bulk, height, and design of residences and other structures

in the vicinity.

Construction of the proposed project would not obstruct mountain or other scenic views.
The project would not result in adverse affects related to glare, as none of the project
buildings contain large glass or mirrored facades. In terms of lighting, an increase to
nighttime lighting would result from limited exterior lighting; however, such lighting
would be consistent with Montecito standards (e.g., hooded) and would not result in a
substantial increase in outdoor ambient light. Therefore, changes in views from East

Valley Road would be an adverse, but less than significant impact (Class III).

Impact
VIS-2 The proposed project would result in an adverse, but less than

significant impact on views from elevated vistas, including Ortega
Ridge Road and nearby foothills (Class III).

Views from the elevated vantages would not be significantly impacted by the proposed
project due to the relative lack of viewpoints of the project site from surrounding public
viewing areas such as Ortega Ridge Road and local trails, as well as the relatively small
project footprint in relation to the larger setting. Although located within a contiguous
semi-rural landscape, the project’s proximity to East Valley Road, residences, large
equestrian facilities, and the oak-lined drainage channel would lessen the visual
disruption of the larger rural landscape character from elevated vantages. In particular,
considering the site’s proximity to East Valley Road and the visually dominant
residences and equestrian facilities that are adjacent to the south of the project site, the
visual contrast with and project dominance over the existing landscape would be less
than significant. The visual contrast and dominance would be further reduced with the
additional landscaping and vegetative screening that would be included with the project.
Therefore, changes in views from the elevated vantages would be an adverse, but less

than significant impact (Class I1I).
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3.1.3.6  Cumulative Impacts

The proposed project would result in the conversion of approximately 2.55 acres of

orchard. It should be noted that there are no currently pending major development

projects along the East Valley Road or Ortega Ridge corridors and no development is

currently proposed for the open spaces on the Rancho San Carlos. Therefore, although

Rancho San Carlos is designated for large lot residential uses, no development is pending

on the site. Therefore, no substantial cumulative aesthetic impacts would occur related to

individual developments along the two major public roads in the immediate project

vicinity.

However, at the planning level, as identified in the MCP EIR. future development of

open spaces in Montecito, Summerland, and Santa Barbara would result in cumulatively

significant changes to the visual character of the region. Wildfires may also continue to

affect surrounding views. However, the implementation of the proposed project would

not substantially contribute to this potential cumulative impact, as the site would be well-

shielded by oak trees and landscaping and would be designed to be visually consistent

with existing residential development in the area.

Further, Ggiven that the project would be consistent with MCP and MGMO development

guidelines and zoning, the project’s contribution to the reduction of farmland and

associated rural aesthetics in Santa Barbara County is considered insignificant.

3.1.3.7 Residual Impacts

As no significant impacts to visual resources would occur as a result of the proposed
project, no residual impacts would remain after project implementation. Incorporation of
proposed mitigation measures such as landscaped buffers and setbacks would further

decrease potential for adverse visual changes.
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3.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

The following section evaluates the potential impacts of the MFPD Station 3 Site
Acquisition and Construction Project on agricultural resources, including potential loss of
prime soils or farmland, increases in urban-rural or agricultural conflicts, and consistency
with existing site zoning. It also evaluates the proposed project’s consistency with
relevant State and County policies and regulations, including agricultural and land use
goals, programs, and policies in the Montecito Community Plan (MCP) and the County’s

Comprehensive Plan, including the County Land Use and Agricultural Elements.

Agricultural resources consist of land with existing or potential agricultural productivity.
Important agricultural resources are identified by the State of California’s Important
Farmland Map as Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide or Local Importance, or
Unique Farmlands, with soil or other important agricultural production properties such as
unique climate zones (California Department of Conservation 2009). The U.S.
Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Soi/
Survey for Santa Barbara County, South Coastal Part, identifies soil types in the coastal
portions of Santa Barbara County, including those which contain superior properties for
agricultural production. The NRCS designates such soils with a Soil Capability Class of
I or IT and such soils are considered “prime” for purposes of agricultural production. The
NRCS defines Class I as soils that have slight limitations that restrict their use, and Class
IT as soils that have moderate limitations that reduce the choice of plants or require
moderate conservation practices. Many soils are given a Capability Class of I or II only

when irrigated, but otherwise receive a lower rating without irrigation.
3.2.1 Existing Conditions
3.2.1.1 Regional Setting

Agriculture is a key production industry in Santa Barbara County. The County ranks as
the 15™ largest agricultural producer in the State of California (County of Santa Barbara
2007a). Agriculture continues to be Santa Barbara County’s major producing industry
with a gross production value of over $1.24 billion (County of Santa Barbara 2009). Top
crops, by value, were comprised of strawberries ($313 million), broccoli ($131 million),
wine grapes ($100 million), head lettuce ($88 million), and cauliflower ($46 million).

Along the County’s South Coast, orchard crops are among the most valuable crop types,
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particularly lemons and avocados. Through a multiplier effect, County agriculture has an
estimated local economic impact in excess of $2.2 billion (County of Santa Barbara
2007a). A total of approximately 750,000 acres of County land are zoned as agriculture,
555,000 acres of which are in agricultural preserves (County of Santa Barbara 2007b).

3.2.1.2 Local Setting

Montecito is not considered a substantial agricultural region and the majority of historic
farmland within the community has been converted to residential and other urban uses;
however, areas of active agricultural operations remain, particularly in eastern Montecito.
Within Montecito, only 35.3 acres are zoned for agricultural use, although 146.1 acres
are currently under agricultural cultivation. The remaining acreage under cultivation
consists of parcels that are zoned for residential uses (County of Santa Barbara 2010a).
The nearest land outside of Montecito zoned for agriculture and under cultivation is
approximately 1.5 miles to the east in the Summerland area, with additional agriculture
further east in Toro Canyon and Carpinteria. There are no parcels under Williamson Act

contracts in Montecito. The project site and immediately surrounding parcels support

historic and ongoing agricultural operations. However, the nearest parcels zoned for

agriculture are located approximately 500 feet to the southeast of the project site and are

not currently developed in agricultural use.

3.2.1.3 Project Site

The proposed project site currently
supports a lemon orchard of

approximately 2.5 acres, which is

part of a larger 76.87-acre existing
parcel (APN 155-070-008). Both
this larger parcel and the proposed

project site are;—eperated-as part of : S

the larger 237-acre Rancho San | The project site is currently cultivated with lemon trees,
Carlos 1 ! ! part of the larger Rancho San Carlos.

agricultural operation. _Based on

review of aerial photographs, Rancho San Carlos currently supports approximately 87
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acres of existing developed orchards, primarily lemons and avocados; a one-acre olive

orchard is also under cultivation (Figure 3.2-1). In addition to orchards, Rancho San

Carlos supports approximately 34 acres of facilities historically occupied by equestrian

uses in the southeastern portion of the Ranch, which have been inactive in recent years.

Several acres of what appear to be paddocks are also located in the northwestern portion

of the Ranch between the main residence and Romero Creek.

Onsite soils are Ballard fine sandy loam occurring on 2 to 9 percent slopes, a moderately
well drained soil identified as prime for agricultural purposes (Class II) (United States
Department of Agriculture, Natural Resource Conservation Service [NRCS] 1981, 2011;
California Department of Conservation 2009). The estimated yield for these soils s 800

field boxes of lemons or 325 boxes of avocados per acre per year -; a-is near the high end

for yields compared to other area soils (NRCS 1981); however, this soil type has

moderate potential for root rot to occur and is subject to erosion hazards (NRCS 1981).

Active agricultural operations on the site include water use for irrigation, the intermittent
application of fertilizers, pesticides and herbicides, routine cultivation and tree
maintenance, harvest of lemons, and the occasional tree replacement. According to Santa
Barbara County Agricultural Commissioner’s Permit and Use Data, six types of
pesticides were applied to the agricultural operation that includes the project site in 2010
(County of Santa Barbara 2010b). Pesticides most commonly used for lemon operations
include unclassified petroleum oils, mineral oils, isopropylamine salt glyphosate and
potassium salt glyphosate (Round-Up), and chlorpyrifos (Department of Pesticide
Regulation [DPR] 2009). High levels of exposure to petroleum and mineral oils have
been known to cause rapid respiration, cyanosis, tachycardia, and low-grade fever usually
indicative of frank hydrocarbon pneumonitis; however, these symptoms are considered
rare.  [sopropylamine salt glyphosate, potassium salt plyphesate—glyphosate are
considered Class III by the EPA, indicating a low level of toxicity and risk to human
health. Chlorpyrifos is a neurotoxin, suspected endocrine disruptor, and has been
associated with asthma, reproductive and developmental toxicity and acute toxicity, and
is classified as Class II by the EPA, indicating it is moderately toxic. Pesticide
application and storage on Rancho San Carlos are consistent with the State and County
policies and adhere to County Agricultural Commissioner’s guidelines for pesticide

reporting and use.
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Loss of Prime Soils and Conversion of Prime Farmland

The eventual development of the subject 2.55-acre site in urban uses and the associated

loss of existing agricultural land has long been anticipated and previously approved under

local land use plans and regulations. In 1992. the Santa Barbara County Board of

Supervisors approved residential zoning for Rancho San Carlos, acknowledging the

associated conversion of agricultural areas in Montecito to urban uses as part of adoption
of the Montecito Community Plan (MCP). The MCP EIR (92-EIR-03) found that the

zoning and subsequent development of agricultural land for residential use in Montecito

would result in significant and unavoidable impacts with no feasible mitigation available.

As part of approval of the MCP. the Board of Supervisors adopted accompanying

findings and a Statement of Overriding Considerations regarding the loss of prime

agricultural land (Appendix K).

Subsequent to the approval of the MCP in 1992, prejeet-site’s-Comprehensive-PlanLand

Board of Supervisors in 1995;—under—amendments—to—the MCP—which—speeifieally
addressed amended the MCP to thetand-use change the land use and zoning and-rezene

of the nine parcels that comprise Rancho San Carlos and Featherhill Ranches, including

the property on which the project site is located.™- The project site’s Comprehensive Plan
Land Use Designation was changed to Semi-Rural Residential (SRR-0.5), with

residential zoning of 2 acre minimum parcel size (2-E-1). Overall, these County actions

increased the development potential of the Rancho San Carlos from approximately 78 to

up to 93 units. The County prepared staff reports and- findings. as well as an addendum
to the 1992 MCP EIR under Section 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines to address

issues and impacts associated with the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments and

Rezone: these documents again acknowledged the loss of agricultural land cited in the
1992 EIR (refer to Appendix K).
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Although the County, aas the agency with land use authority over the proposed Fire

Station -3 project site, has previously identified the loss of agricultural land from urban

development in Montecito as significant, adopted statements of overriding considerations

associated with this impact, and designated the site for urban uses, a brief analysis of

agricultural resources is provided to below to further inform the public regarding

agricultural issues associated with the proposed project.

mederate—slopes—The proposed project would result in development of approximately

2.55 acres of prime agricultural soils that currently support lemon orchards with an

institutional use. This loss of orchard would constitute less than 3 percent of the existing

orchards currently in production on the Rancho San Carlos or about 2 percent of the 120

acres of the Ranch historically in agriculturally related uses (i.e., orchards and equestrian

facilities). As noted above, the proposed 2.5-acre project site is located within the
boundaries of an existing 76.85-acre parcel (APN 155—070—008)2, approximately 76

percent (58.4 acres) of which is developed with existing orchards. The loss of 2.5 acres

of orchard on the project site would constitute approximately 4 percent of the existing

orchards on APN 155-070-008 or 3 percent of the total acreage of agricultural soils on
this parcel3.

The County of Santa Barbara utilizes Agricultural Resource Guidelines to assess

potential project-related impacts to agricultural resources (refer to Appendix K). These

Guidelines consider factors such as parcel size. soils, water availability, land use

designation and a range of other issues to help determine if projects would adversely

affect significant agricultural resources. These Guidelines are included within the Santa

Barbara County Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manueal (Santa Barbara

County, 2008). In order to provide more detail on project effects on agriculture, the

potential effects of the project on onsite agricultural resources as well as the agricultural
viability of the remainder of APN 155-070-008 were assessed utilizing the County

methodology (refer to Appendix K).

2 The project site is also located with the boundaries of an existing 20.69-acre Certificate of Compliance
(CC: 03CC037), which has been acknowledged by the County as constituting a legal developable parcel;
approximately. More than 90% of this CC is currently under cultivation in lemon orchard. The effects of
the project on the viability of this CC were also assessed (refer to Appendix K)

3 Areas of APN 155-070-008 not under cultivation generally support oak woodlands.
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Based upon a review of these County criteria, the proposed project site has relatively

high quality soils, historically available water, is suitable for orchard crops, and has a

history of active cultivation. However., the site’s very small size: and planned urban land

use designation combine with the site’s inability to qualify for agricultural preserve due

to residential zoning and its relatively small contribution to the site’s combined farming

operation to reduce its agricultural viability. It should also be noted that the County of

Santa Barbara’s minimum parcel size for agricultural land use and zoning is fives acres,

and such five acre zoning is typically focused on super-prime lands within the coastal

zone capable of supporting strawberries, nursery crops and other very high value

agricultural uses. Orchard lands are generally zoned for minimum sizes of 20 to 40 or

more acres. Further, the County has never found tethe loss of less than five acres of

prime soils to be a significant impact and recently identified development of

approximately 20 acres of primes soils zoned for agricultural use to be insignificant
(Cavaletto Tree Farm Residential Housing Project- 11EIR-00000-00002).

In addition, a review of the remaining 74.3 acres of APN 155-070-008 after the loss of

2.5 acres from the proposed project found that this parcel would continue to be viable for

agricultural use under the County’s Guidelines, generally due to its large parcel size,

prime soils, adequate water availability, and major role as part of the Rancho San Carlos

agricultural operation.  For similar reasons, the existing 20-acre Certificate of

Compliance within which the project site is located was also found to remain viable after

loss of the 2.5 acres of the project site. Therefore. project impacts associated with loss of

agricultural land and prime agricultural soils would be insignificant. Further, as set forth

above, the County already committed the project site to residential use in 1992 and 1995,
supported by both the MCP FIR and a CEQA addendum. and adopted the appropriate

findings and overriding considerations to support that decision as required under CEQA.
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3.2.2 Regulatory Framework

3.2.2.1 State Policies and Requirements

California Department of Conservation. The California Department of Conservation

administers both the State Important Farmland Mapping Program and the California Land
Conservation Act, or Williamson Act. The Important Farmland Mapping Program
compiles information of the State’s important farmlands, including tracking farmland
proposed for development, and provides this information to state and local government
agencies for use in planning and decision-making. The site is currently designated as
Prime Farmland by the Important Farmland Mapping Program (California Department of
Conservation 2009).

The Williamson Act provides for reduced property taxation on agricultural land in
exchange for a 10-year, rolling agreement that the land would not be developed or
otherwise converted to non-agricultural use. No portion of the project site is presently
under a Williamson Act contract and no Williamson Act contracts are in place within

Montecito.

3.2.2.2 Applicable County Policies

A number of County of Santa Barbara policy and planning documents contain provisions
designed to protect agricultural resources and prime agricultural land. Although the site
is not zoned for agricultural use, the County’s Comprehensive Plan, Agricultural and
Land Use Elements are potentially applicable to the project and contain policies that
address agricultural resources. Relevant policies are briefly discussed below; however
those polices applying to preservation of prime soils no longer directly apply as the
County committed the site to residential use in 1995 and adopted the appropriate findings

and overriding considerations to support that decision as required under CEQA.

Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan. The Santa Barbara County Comprehensive

Plan provides a general framework for growth and development in the County. The
Plan’s Agricultural and Land Use Elements contain various goals and policies which
address agricultural resources, including the preservation and expansion of agricultural
land use within rural areas of the County. The policies outline the County’s priority to

preserve and, where feasible, expand and intensify agricultural land uses. Agricultural
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operations are encouraged in areas containing both prime and non-prime soils. However,

as the County committed the site to residential use in 1995, policies that address

agricultural land preservation are not discussed. Relevant goals and policies regarding

compatibility with surrounding agricultural activities are summarized below.

Agricultural Element, Goal I: Santa Barbara County shall assure and enhance the

continuation of agriculture as a major viable production industry in Santa Barbara

County. Agriculture shall be encouraged. Where conditions allow (taking into

account environmental impacts), expansion and intensification shall be supported

Agricultural Element - Policy I.A: The integrity of agricultural operation shall
not be violated by recreational or other non-compatible uses. Imposition of
any condition requiring an offer of dedication of a recreational trail or other
recreational easement shall be discretionary (determined on a case-by-case
basis), and in exercising its discretion, the County shall consider the impact of
such an easement upon agricultural production of all lands affected by and
adjacent to said trail.

Agricultural Element, Policy II.D: Conversion of highly productive

agricultural lands whether urban or rural, shall be discouraged. The County
shall support programs which encourage the retention of highly productive
agricultural lands.

Agricultural Element — Goal III: Where it is necessary for agricultural lands to be

converted to other uses, this use shall not interfere with remaining agricultural
operations.

Montecito Community Plan

Policy LUG-M-2.1: Agricultural activities on residential parcels that are consistent with

the provisions of the applicable residential zone district shall be supported and

encouraged by the County.
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3.2.3 Environmental Impacts

3.2.3.1 Thresholds of Significance

CEQA Guidelines. With respect to agricultural resources, applicable sections of

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines state that a project would normally have a

significant impact on the environment if it would:

e Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance to non-agricultural use;

e Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract; and/or

e Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location

or nature, could individually or cumulatively result in the conversion of
farmland to non-agricultural use.

Santa Barbara County Environmental Thresholds. The Santa Barbara County

Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual provides guidance on assessing
potential impacts to agricultural resources. The manual provides a methodology utilizing
a weight