
APPENDIX A 

INITIAL STUDY





          595 San Ysidro Rd Santa Barbara, California 93108 (805) 969-7762 FAX (805) 969-3598
MONTECITO FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT

Montecito Fire Protection District AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc. rrm design group 

For More Information Contact: Chief Kevin Wallace (project details) at (805) 969-7762; Dan Gira 
(environmental issues): (805) 962-0992 

Montecito Fire Protection District
Station 3 Site Acquisition and

Construction

Initial Study

March 2011



Montecito Fire Protection District Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction March 28, 2011 
Initial Study Page 1

1.0     REQUEST/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The Montecito Fire Protection District (MFPD) proposes to construct a new Fire Station 3 to improve fire 
protection services for the community, particularly the eastern portion of Montecito.  The MFPD is the 
Lead Agency for implementation of this project under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  
In order to implement this project, the MFPD would acquire a 2.55-acre site to support construction of 
Station 3, which would consist of three primary structures.  The 7,000-square foot (sf) main fire station 
building would be located in the south-central portion of the site fronting East Valley Road, and two 
support buildings would be located at the northeastern and northwestern parts of the site.  The 4,800 gross 
sf northwestern support building would house maintenance bays and other support and storage functions, 
as well as a two-story hose tower.  The 2,975-sf northeastern support building would house a separate 
carport structure and storage space for reserve apparatus used for emergencies.  A 100-foot long lose rack 
would also be located at the northern extent of the developed area.  Additionally, the project includes 
personnel, visitor and public parking areas (total of 16 spaces), two ingress/egress driveways, exterior 
lighting, and landscape and habitat restoration areas (Table 1).  Potential increases in storm water runoff 
are proposed to be retained on site and treated through the design of a permeable paver system for the 
parking areas, landscaped swales and a rainwater garden. 

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.  Additionally, the proposed project would be constructed in the Montecito architectural 
vernacular of thick walls, deep inset windows and doors, and clay and mortar tiles roofs in compliance 
with the Montecito Design Guidelines.

Construction would take place over 12 months and would require the conversion of 2.55 acres of prime 
agricultural soils and existing lemon orchard to institutional uses and the relocation and/or removal of two 
specimen coast live oaks and six oak saplings.  Agricultural uses would continue on residentially zoned 
land adjacent to the site, and a buffer of 100 feet between habitable structures and active lemon orchards 
has been incorporated into project design to limit potential human health concerns associated with 
pesticide use.  Additionally, all development onsite would be located entirely outside of the small, oak-
lined drainage channel, which runs contiguous with the western boundary of the site.  Construction would 
be setback a minimum 50 feet from the top of the bank of the channel and habitat restoration of this 50-
foot setback adjacent to the drainage with native flora would occur as part of the project in accordance 
with any applicable County guidelines.   



Montecito Fire Protection District Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction March 28, 2011 
Initial Study Page 2

Table 1:  Summary of Proposed Project 

Structures 

Fire Station – 1-story (27’), 7,000 sf 
Support Building/Hose Tower – 1-story (27’), 4,800 sf, including attached 
2-story (29’) Hose Tower 
Reserve Apparatus Storage/Carport – 1-story (21’), 418-sf enclosed 
storage space, 650-sf fuel storage/generator, and 4 parking spaces under 
2,432-sf carport   
Hose Rack – 100’ long 

Total Structural Square Footage (Gross):  15,300 sf 

Impervious Surfaces 

Visitor Parking - 3 spaces (1 handicap accessible), 782 sf 
Firefighter and Other District Personnel Parking – 13 spaces, 2,600 sf 
37,597 sf of other paved area 

Total Impervious Surfaces:  40,979 sf (0.94 acres) 

Landscaping and Open Space 

Habitat Restoration Area – 12,756 sf on western portion of site 
Landscape Buffer Area – 21,501 sf on northern and eastern portions of site 
Landscaped area at street frontage – 15,053 sf 
Miscellaneous landscaped area within site – 4,254 sf 

Total Landscaped or Restored Area: 53,564 sf (1.23 acres) 

Site Access Two 30’-wide entry/exit driveways off East Valley Road 

The MFPD anticipates that this station would respond to approximately three to four emergency 
responses per day, based upon the historic number of calls for the community.  Additionally, noise 
associated with periodic operation of emergency vehicles and response to alarms would occur.  

The MFPD is requesting a Parcel Map Waiver in accordance with County of Santa Barbara, Chapter 21, 
Subdivision Regulations, to create an approximate 2.55-acre parcel from a larger 76.87-acre parcel, a 
portion of APN 155-070-008.  The applicant is also requesting approval of a Major Conditional Use 
Permit, in accordance with the Montecito Land Use Development Code, to permit development of the fire 
station.

2.0    PROJECT LOCATION 
The project site is located on the north side of East Valley Road, east of Sheffield Drive and Romero 
Canyon Road, and west of Ortega Ridge Road, and known as 2500 East Valley Road, in the Montecito 
Planning Area of the First Supervisorial District.  The subject property is identified as Assessor Parcel 
Number (APN) 155-070-008 (76.87 acres).  APN 155-070-008 is owned by the Petan Company, a 
holding of the property owner, Palmer G. Jackson.  Site information is provided in Table 2. 



Montecito Fire Protection District Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction March 28, 2011 
Initial Study Page 3

Table 2:  Site Information

Site Location 

Nearest Major Intersection: Sheffield Drive and East Valley Road, 
approximately 2,000 feet west of the site 
Assessor’s Parcel Number: 155-070-008 
Supervisorial District: First District 

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

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

Site Size +/- 2.55 acres 
Present Use & Development Agriculture (lemon orchard) 

Surrounding Uses/Zoning 

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

Access East Valley Road/ State Highway 192  

Public Services 

Water Supply: Montecito Water District  
Sewage: Montecito Sanitary District 
Fire: Montecito Fire Protection District  
School District: Montecito Union School District (Primary); Santa 
Barbara School District (Secondary)   

3.0  ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

3.1 PHYSICAL SETTING 
Slope/Topography 

The site is relatively level, sloping gently (approximately 7 percent) in a southern trend and elevation is 
approximately 325 feet.  Although the site and immediately surrounding parcels are gently sloping, the 
steep 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 0.5 mile to the north.   

Fauna 

The site likely supports faunal species common in agricultural and less developed areas of the foothills 
such as field mice, coyote, raccoon, hawks, and owls.  A known Monarch butterfly roost is present in the 
eucalyptus grove present on Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 155-070-002 and 155-030-045, 
approximately 2,500 feet northeast of the proposed project site (California Natural Diversity Database 
[CNDDB] 2010). 

Flora

Vegetation on the proposed project site consists primarily of lemon trees (Citrus limon) as part of a larger 
237-acre lemon and avocado agricultural operation (Rancho San Carlos).  Coast live oaks (Quercus 
agrifolia) line the southern and western boundaries of the site adjacent to East Valley Road and the 
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intermittent drainage, respectively.  The property contains a total of 51 oaks varying in size from 3 inches 
to 44 inches in diameter at breast height (DBH) and up to 35 feet tall (Spiewak 2010).   

Archaeological and Historic Sites 

A records search and Phase I Archaeological site survey found that no archaeological or historic sites are 
known to occur on the property. 

Soils

The underlying soil association at the site consists of Ballard fine sandy loam occurring on 2 to 9 percent 
slopes.  The soil in the area is characterized by moderately well drained fine sandy loams (US Department 
of Agriculture [USDA] 1981).  The USDA indicates that this soil is favorable for building site 
development and would not pose a geotechnical limitation to project construction (USDA 1981).   

Soils within the project site are considered prime farmland (California Department of Conservation 2009).  
The estimated yield for soils found on the project site is 800 field boxes (50 pounds) of lemons per acre 
per year (USDA 1981). 

Surface Water Bodies 

There are no surface water bodies on the proposed project site; however, an unpaved drainage channel 
borders the site immediately to the west, with the site boundary running contiguous with the top of the 
bank of this drainage channel.  The drainage, ranging between 4 and 8 feet wide and 2 and 4 feet deep and 
flows only  during and immediately following rain events (Sam Frye, Manager, Rancho San Carlos).  
Additionally, Picay Creek is located across East Valley Road, approximately 200 feet south of the project 
site.

Surrounding Land Uses 

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.  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 of Stonehouse Lane, approximately 600 feet west of the site.  
Further west are the neighborhoods of homes using on smaller lots along Romero Canyon Road and off 
Orchard Avenue and Tabor Lane. 

Existing Structures 

No existing structures are located on the site.  

3.2 ENVIRONMENTAL BASELINE 
The environmental baseline from which the project’s impacts are measured consists of the on the ground 
conditions described above.  The project site has not previously been analyzed under the CEQA at the 
discretionary permit level; however, the project is located within the Montecito Community Planning 
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Area, for which an Environmental Impact Report (92-EIR-03) was certified at the time of Plan adoption 
in June of 1992.  Subsequently, as part of a 1995 settlement agreement associated with the MCP, the 
Board of Supervisors adopted a Comprehensive Plan Amendment and a Rezone and approved an 
Addendum to 92-EIR-03.  These legislative actions applied the current SRR-0.5 land use designation and 
2-E-1 zoning to APN 155-070-008.  

Recently the Montecito Growth Management Ordinance (MGMO) (Ordinance No. 3916 and 
amendments) was extended, along with the certification of the associated Final EIR (September 15, 
2010).  The intent of the MGMO is to pace growth within the Montecito Community Planning Area in a 
manner that balances development with available resources.  The balance is defined within the current 
ordinance by establishing particular water supply and fire protection service levels that must be achieved 
and maintained, as well as traffic and circulation impacts, which must first be mitigated.   

According to the Final MGMO EIR, areas of eastern Montecito, the foothills near Bella Vista Drive, and 
fringe areas cannot be provided the same standard of response as the rest of district due to their rural 
locations.  Substantial areas of Eastern Montecito are outside the five minute response time.  Fernald 
Point Lane and Butterfly Beach are also located outside of five-minute response time areas due to 
obstacles in the road network that slow response times. 

4.0   POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS CHECKLIST 
The MFPD Board of Directors, acting as the Lead Agency for the project, will determine thresholds of 
significance; however, the County of Santa Barbara (County) thresholds have been utilized for this IS for 
reference and due because the County is a Responsible Agency with permitting authority over the project. 

The following checklist indicates the potential level of impact and is defined as follows:  

Potentially Significant Impact (Class I): A fair argument can be made, based on the substantial 
evidence in the file, that an effect may be significant.  

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation (Class II): Incorporation of mitigation measures has 
reduced an effect from a Potentially Significant Impact to a Less Than Significant Impact.  

Less Than Significant Impact (Class III): An impact is considered adverse but does not trigger a 
significance threshold.  

No Impact (Class III): There is adequate support that the referenced information sources show that the 
impact simply does not apply to the subject project.  

Reviewed Under Previous Document: The analysis contained in a previously adopted/certified 
environmental document addresses this issue adequately for use in the current case and is summarized in 
the discussion below.  The discussion should include reference to the previous documents, a citation of 
the page(s) where the information is found, and identification of mitigation measures incorporated from 
the previous documents. 
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4.1 AESTHETICS/VISUAL RESOURCES 

Will the proposal result in: Poten. 
Signif.

Less than 
Signif.
With

Mitigation
Less Than 

Signif. No Impact

Reviewed 
Under

Previous
Document

a. The obstruction of any scenic vista or view open to 
the public or the creation of an aesthetically 
offensive site open to public view?

  X   

b. Change to the visual character of an area?  X    

c. Glare or night lighting which may affect adjoining 
areas? 

 X    

d. Visually incompatible structures?   X   

Existing Setting:  

The project site is located approximately 2,000 feet east of the intersection of Sheffield Drive and East 
Valley Road, in a semi-rural part of Montecito bounded by the Santa Ynez Mountains to the north and 
characterized by lemon and avocado orchards, equestrian uses, single-family residential estates and  areas 
of oak, eucalyptus, and riparian woodlands.  The primary public viewshed for this project is along East 
Valley Road, which has not been designated as a Scenic Highway (Santa Barbara County 2009a).  Public 
views from East Valley Road are dominated by the wooded corridor along East Valley Road and the 
Santa Ynez Mountains to the north.  Views of the site are partially obscured by mature oak trees that 
provide intermittent visual screening from East Valley Road and from neighboring residences to the 
south.  No other adjacent residences or receptors have foreground views of the project site; however, 
more distant views of the site area briefly available from Ortega Ridge Road, from scattered residences 
along Ortega Ridge and potentially from private homes located off of Romero Canyon Road over 0.5 mile 
north of the site.   

County Thresholds of Significance (Included for Reference): 

The County’s Visual Aesthetics Impact Guidelines classify coastal and mountainous areas, the urban 
fringe, and travel corridors as “especially important” visual resources.  A project may have the potential 
to create a significantly adverse aesthetic impact if (among other potential effects) it would impact 
important visual resources, obstruct public views, remove significant amounts of vegetation, substantially 
alter the natural character of the landscape, or involve extensive grading visible from public areas.  The 
guidelines address public, not private views.  

Impact Discussion:   

(a) The proposed project consists of three new structures consisting of a 7,000-sf fire station and two 
support buildings located at the northeastern and northwestern parts of the development area.  The 4,800- 
gross sf northwestern support building would house maintenance bays and other support and storage 
functions, as well as a two-story hose tower.  The 2,975-sf northeastern support building would house a 
separate carport structure and storage space for reserve apparatus used for emergencies.  Additionally, the 
project includes 16 parking spaces, two ingress/egress driveways, exterior lighting, and landscaped and 
habitat restoration areas.  Although the property is visible from public roadways (East Valley Road), the 
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proposed project would be mostly single-story and low profile, and would incorporate measures to limit 
the visual scale of the project (i.e., sinking the foundation of the hose tower to reduce overall height).  
These structures also would be partially screened from roadway views by mature oak trees that currently 
front the site.  Additionally, all structures would be set back a minimum of 50 feet from the edge of East 
Valley Road, which allows for generous landscaping and limits interference with mountain views to the 
north.  A 6-8 foot high perimeter wall would also provide some visual screening of the structures and 
paved areas.  

(b-d)  Construction of the proposed fire station complex would visually transform the site from its present 
agricultural character; however, the proposed structures would be of a similar mass, scale, and height to 
surrounding estate compounds, and the structures have been carefully designed to provide building 
profiles and architectural styles complementary to the surrounding land uses in the semi-rural residential 
region of Montecito (Mitigation Measure 1).  The project would increase lighting over current conditions; 
however exterior lighting would be designed to minimize glare seen from the roadway and neighboring 
areas and the level and type of lighting would be consistent with that present on surrounding uses. 
(Mitigation Measure 2).  With incorporation of these measures, the project would not create nuisance 
glare and would be compatible with the semi-rural residential character of vicinity land uses.  Further , 
potential visual impacts of development in eastern Montecito were previously considered as part of the 
MCP update, determined to result in Class I, Significant and Unavoidable Impacts, and accepted by the 
Board of Supervisors in 1992 with their adoption of the Program’s Statement of Overriding 
Considerations.

Further discussion and analysis of Aesthetic and Visual Resources will be contained within the project 
EIR.

Cumulative Impacts:

The MCP EIR analyzed the impacts of development of this area of Montecito on the Community’s 
aesthetic and visual resources.  The EIR found that the impacts of buildout of the area on aesthetics would 
be significant and unavoidable, and a Statement of Overriding Consideration was adopted.  The impacts 
associated with cumulative development in the vicinity of the site were addressed in the MCP EIR.  

As with all development within the MCP boundaries, the proposed project is required to comply with the 
Montecito Architectural Guidelines and Development Standards and is subject to review and approval by 
the MBAR.  The requirements for MBAR review and compliance with architectural guidelines is a direct 
result of the visual/aesthetic resources analysis of the MCP EIR.  Any future development would be held 
to the same standards that are applicable to the surrounding community to ensure that scenic vistas would 
not be obstructed, visual character of the area and compatibility of structures would be maintained, and 
the effects of glare or night lighting would be minimized.   

The implementation of the project is not anticipated to result in any substantial change in the aesthetic 
character of the area since the project would be visually compatible with its surroundings and views of the 
project would be limited.  Thus, the project would not appear to cause a cumulatively considerable effect 
on aesthetics.  Further discussion and analysis of Aesthetic and Visual Resources will be contained within 
the project EIR. 
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Mitigation and Residual Impact: 

The following mitigation measures would ensure the project’s potential aesthetic impacts are reduced to a 
less than significant level: 

Additional mitigation will be identified as needed as part of the EIR analysis. 

(1) All elements of the project (e.g., design, scale, character, colors, materials, landscaping, and signs) 
shall be compatible with vicinity development and shall be subject to review and approval by the 
Montecito BAR.  Plan Requirement and Timing: The applicant shall submit architectural drawings of 
the project for review and shall obtain final approval by the Montecito Board of Architectural Review 
prior to issuance of zoning clearance.  Grading plans, if required, shall be submitted to P&D concurrent 
with or prior to MBAR plan filing.  Monitoring: Permit Compliance shall ensure structures built and 
landscaping and signs are installed according to MBAR-approved plans.  

(2) Any exterior night lighting installed on the project site shall be of low intensity, low glare design, 
minimum height, and shall be hooded to direct light downward onto the subject parcel and prevent spill-
over onto adjacent parcels.  Applicant shall develop a Lighting Plan incorporating these requirements and 
provisions for dimming lights after 10:00 p.m. Plan Requirements: The locations of all exterior lighting 
fixtures and an arrow showing the direction of light being cast by each fixture and the height of the 
fixtures shall be depicted on a Lighting Plan to be reviewed and approved by P&D and the MBAR.  
Monitoring: P&D and MBAR shall review the Lighting Plan for compliance with this measure prior to 
issuance of zoning clearance for structures.  Permit Compliance shall inspect structures upon completion 
to ensure that exterior lighting fixtures have been installed consistent with their depiction on the final 
Lighting Plan. 

With the incorporation of these measures, residual impacts would be less than significant (Class II). 

4.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

Will the proposal result in: Poten. 
Signif.

Less than 
Signif.
With

Mitigation

Less
Than
Signif.

No
Impact

Reviewed 
Under

Previous
Document1

a. Convert prime agricultural land to non-agricultural 
use, impair agricultural land productivity (whether 
prime or non-prime) or conflict with agricultural 
preserve programs?

    X 

b. An effect upon any unique or other farmland of 
State or Local Importance? 

    X 

1 Montecito Community Planning Area Program Environmental Impact Report (92-EIR-03) was certified at the time of Plan 
adoption in June of 1992.  Subsequently, the Board of Supervisors approved an Addendum to 92-EIR-03 in 1995.  These actions 
analyzed the agricultural impacts resulting from the change of land use under the proposed legislative actions and applied the 
current SRR-0.5 land use designation and 2-E-1 zoning to APN 155-070-008.  
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Existing Setting:  

Background

Agricultural lands play a critical economic and environmental role in Santa Barbara County.  Agriculture 
continues to be Santa Barbara County’s major producing industry with a gross production value of over 
$1.24 billion (Santa Barbara County 2009b).  In addition to the creation of food, jobs, and economic 
value, farmland provides valuable open space and maintains the County’s rural character.  

Physical:

The existing project site currently supports approximately 2 acres of lemon orchard, a part of a larger 
agricultural operation on Rancho San Carlos.  Soils onsite are Ballard fine sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent 
(USDA 1981).  Soils within the project site are considered prime farmland (California Department of 
Conservation 2009).  The estimated yield for soils found on the project site is 800 field boxes of lemons 
per acre per year, a high yield compared to other area soils (USDA 1981). 

County Environmental Thresholds: 

The County’s Agricultural Resources Guidelines (approved by the Board of Supervisors, August 1993) 
provide a methodology for evaluating agricultural resources.  These guidelines utilize a weighted point 
system to serve as a preliminary screening tool for determining significance.  The tool assists planners in 
identifying whether a previously viable agricultural parcel could potentially be subdivided into parcels 
that are not considered viable after division.  A project which would result in the loss or impairment of 
agricultural resources would create a potentially significant impact.  The Point System is intended to 
measure the productive ability of an existing parcel as compared to proposed parcels.  The tool compares 
availability of resources and prevalent uses that benefit agricultural potential but does not quantifiably 
measure a parcel’s actual agricultural production.  

Initial Studies are to use this Point System in conjunction with any additional information regarding 
agricultural resources.  The Initial Study assigns values to nine particular characteristics of agricultural 
productivity of a site.  These factors include parcel size, soil classification, water availability, agricultural 
suitability, existing and historic land use, comprehensive plan designation, adjacent land uses, agricultural 
preserve potential, and combined farming operations.  If the tabulated points total 60 or more, that parcel 
is considered viable for the purposes of analysis.  The project would be considered to have a potentially 
significant impact if the division of land of a viable parcel would result in parcels that did not either score 
over 60 in themselves or resulted in a score with a significantly lower score than the existing parcel.  Any 
loss or impairment of agricultural resources identified using the Point System could constitute a 
potentially significant impact and warrants additional site specific analysis.  

Impact Discussion:  

(a-b)  The approximately 2.55-acre project site contains prime agricultural soils and would normally be 
subject to protection by County Agricultural Element policies.  However, as part of the adoption of the 
MCP, the Board of Supervisors adopted approved residential zoning for the site and adopted a statement 
of overriding considerations regarding conversion and development of prime agricultural land at the 
project site, recognizing its conversion out of agricultural use.  
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Cumulative Impacts:  

The County’s Environmental Thresholds were developed, in part, to define the point at which a project’s 
contribution to a regionally significant issue constitutes a significant effect at the project level.  In this 
instance, the Board of Supervisors adopted overriding considerations regarding conversion and 
development of prime agricultural land at the project site.  Therefore, the project has been found not to 
exceed the threshold of significance for agricultural resources.  Further, the project’s contribution to the 
regionally significant loss of agricultural resources is not considerable, and its cumulative effect on 
regional agriculture is less than significant.  

4.3 AIR QUALITY 

Will the proposal result in: 
Poten. 
Signif. 

Less than 
Signif.
With

Mitigation
Less Than 

Signif. No Impact

Reviewe
d Under 
Previou

s
Docume

nt 

a. The violation of any ambient air quality standard, a 
substantial contribution to an existing or projected 
air quality violation, or exposure of sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations 
(emissions from direct, indirect, mobile and 
stationary sources)?

  X   

b. The creation of objectionable smoke, ash or odors?    X  

c. Extensive dust generation?   X   

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Significant No Classification 

d. Emissions equivalent to or greater than 10,000 
metric tons of CO2 per year from stationary sources 
during long-term operations? 

 X 

Existing Setting:   

Montecito, including the project site, is located within the South Central Coast Air Basin (SCCAB).  
Federal and State standards have been established for certain air pollutants, including ozone, carbon 
monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, lead and fine particulates.  Pollutants of concern in the South 
Central Coast Air Basin include fine particulate matter (PM10), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and reactive 
organic compounds (ROC).  An attainment designation informs residents of an area whether or not the air 
quality meets standards designated by the State and Federal government for public health.  The Santa 
Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (SBCAPCD) prepares the County Clean Air Plan for 
attaining compliance with State and Federal air quality standards.  Santa Barbara County is currently in 
attainment for the Federal eight-hour O3 and PM10 standards and in attainment for the State one-hour O3

standard.  The County has exceeded the State PM10 and State eight-hour O3 standards and the County is 
therefore considered to be in non-attainment for these criteria pollutants.  The County is in attainment for 
all other criteria pollutants. 
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County Environmental Threshold: 

Chapter 5 of the Santa Barbara County Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual (as amended in 
2006) addresses the subject of air quality.  The thresholds provide that a proposed project will not have a 
significant impact on air quality if operation of the project will:  

emit (from all project sources, mobile and stationary), less than the daily trigger (55 pounds per 
day) for offsets for any pollutant;  
emit less than 25 pounds per day of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) or reactive organic  
compounds (ROC) from motor vehicle trips only;  
not cause or contribute to a violation of any California or National Ambient Air Quality Standard 
(except ozone);
not exceed the APCD health risk public notification thresholds adopted by the APCD Board; and  
be consistent with the adopted federal and state Air Quality Plans.  

No thresholds have been established for short-term impacts associated with construction activities.  
However, the County’s Grading Ordinance requires standard dust control conditions for all projects 
involving grading activities.  Long-term/operational emissions thresholds have been established to 
address mobile emissions (i.e., motor vehicle emissions) and stationary source emissions (i.e., stationary 
boilers, engines, paints, solvents, and chemical or industrial processing operations that release pollutants).  

Impact Discussion:  

(a-b)  The project would not result in significant new vehicle emissions (i.e., new average daily 
vehicular trips to or from the site would be fewer than 100).  It would not involve substantial new 
stationary sources (i.e., equipment, machinery, hazardous materials storage, industrial or chemical 
processing, etc.) that would increase the amount of pollutants released into the atmosphere.  The project 
would also not generate additional smoke, ash, odors, or long term dust after construction.  Because the 
project would create minimal emissions from mobile or stationary sources, the project’s contribution to 
global warming from the generation of greenhouse gases would be negligible.  

Emissions of ozone precursors (NOx and ROC) during project construction would result primarily from 
the on-site use of heavy earthmoving equipment.  Due to the limited period of time that grading activities 
would occur on the project site, construction-related emissions of NOx and ROC would not be significant 
on a project-specific or cumulative basis.  However, due to the non-attainment status of the air basin for 
ozone, the project should implement measures recommended by the APCD to reduce construction-related 
emissions of ozone precursors to the extent feasible.  Compliance with these measures is routinely 
required for all new development in the County.  Upon implementation of these measures, impacts would 
be less than significant. 

Long-term emissions that would result from project-generated vehicle trips, along with stationary sources 
(i.e., natural gas usage) would be well below threshold levels for significant air quality impacts, pursuant 
to the screening table maintained by the Santa Barbara County APCD.   

(c) Grading and construction for the project, with approximately 16,500 cubic yard (cy) of cut and 15,500 
cy of fill, has the potential to generate short-term fugitive dust.  Project-related construction activities 
would require grading be minimized to the extent possible under the circumstances.  Earth moving 
operations at the project site would not have the potential to result in significant project-specific short-
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term emissions of fugitive dust and PM10, with the implementation of standard dust control measures that 
are required for all new development in the County.  

Further discussion and analysis of potential Air Quality impacts will be contained within the project EIR. 

(d)  Greenhouse Gas Emissions / Global Climate Change 

Background 

Greenhouse gases (GHGs) include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O),
hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), sulphur hexafluoride (SF6) and nitrogen trifluoride 
(NF3).  Combustion of fossil fuels constitutes the primary source of GHGs. GHGs accumulate in the 
atmosphere, where these gases trap heat near the Earth’s surface by absorbing infrared radiation.  This 
effect causes global warming and climate change, with adverse impacts on humans and the environment.  
Potential effects include reduced water supplies in some areas, ecological changes that threaten some 
species, reduced agricultural productivity in some areas, increased coastal flooding, and other effects.  

Methodology/ Impacts

Construction and long-term operation of the proposed project would result in the generation of GHG 
emissions from construction equipment, vehicle trips, and area sources (e.g., use of appliances, 
landscaping, generators, heating/cooling) associated with the operation of the fire station.  While the 
generation of GHGs from this project would be relatively minor, the proposed project would 
incrementally contribute to the challenge of meeting the State’s attainment goals of reducing GHG 
emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020 as stated in AB 32.  However, the project would incorporate 
sustainable design in accordance with USGBC LEED Silver standards, and would utilize drought-tolerant 
and native landscaping that would minimize water and energy consumption and associated GHG 
emissions.  Therefore impacts with mitigation would be less than significant. 

Cumulative Impacts:

The County’s Environmental Thresholds were developed, in part, to define the point at which a project’s 
contribution to a regionally significant impact constitutes a significant effect at the project level.  

In this instance, the project has been found not to exceed the significance criteria for air quality.  
Therefore, the project’s contribution to regionally significant air pollutant emissions, including GHGs, is 
not cumulatively considerable, and its cumulative effect is less than significant.  

4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Will the proposal result in: Poten. 
Signif. 

Less than 
Signif.
With

Mitigation
Less Than 

Signif. No Impact

Reviewed 
Under

Previous
Document

Flora      

a. A loss or disturbance to a unique, rare or threatened 
plant community?

   X  
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b. A reduction in the numbers or restriction in the 
range of any unique, rare or threatened species of 
plants?

   X  

c. A reduction in the extent, diversity, or quality of 
native vegetation (including brush removal for fire 
prevention and flood control improvements)? 

  X   

d. An impact on non-native vegetation whether 
naturalized or horticultural if of habitat value? 

  X   

e. The loss of healthy native specimen trees?  X    

f. Introduction of herbicides, pesticides, animal life, 
human habitation, non-native plants or other factors 
that would change or hamper the existing habitat? 

  X   

Fauna      

g. A reduction in the numbers, a restriction in the 
range, or an impact to the critical habitat of any 
unique, rare, threatened or endangered species of 
animals? 

   X  

h. A reduction in the diversity or numbers of animals 
onsite (including mammals, birds, reptiles, 
amphibians, fish or invertebrates)? 

  X   

i. A deterioration of existing fish or wildlife habitat 
(for foraging, breeding, roosting, nesting, etc.)? 

  X   

j. Introduction of barriers to movement of any resident 
or migratory fish or wildlife species? 

  X   

k. Introduction of any factors (light, fencing, noise, 
human presence and/or domestic animals) which 
could hinder the normal activities of wildlife? 

  X   

Existing Plant and Animal Communities/Conditions: 

Background and Methods: 

For this project, site visits were conducted in February and June 2008 by Mr. Dan Gira and Mr. Andrew 
Chen of AMEC Earth & Environmental (AMEC 2008).  Additionally, an arborist report for the site was 
prepared by Mr. Bill Spiewak, Registered Consulting Arborist (Spiewak 2010).  The following analysis is 
based on this information and additional records search.  

Flora:

Vegetation on the 2.55 acre site consists primarily of actively cultivated lemon orchard with limited 
understory of bare ground and non-native grasses and weedy species subject to regular vegetation 
management (e.g., spraying, tilling).  Fifty-one coast live oaks (Quercus agrifolia) are present along the 
site’s southern and western boundaries adjacent to East Valley Road and the intermittent drainage, 
respectively.  Understory vegetation in the intermittent drainage is sparse and subject to orchard 
maintenance practices.  The CNDDB indicates that the Sonoran maiden fern may potentially occur in 
Romero Creek more than ½-mile north of the site (CNDDB 2010).  The project site does not contain 
natural plant communities considered rare by the California Department of Fish and Game.  
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Fauna:

Wildlife species expected to inhabit the site likely include common species such as raccoon, striped 
skunk, opossum, California ground squirrel, deer, and fox.  Approximately 300 bird species have been 
observed in the region and likely include common species such as the western meadowlark, horned lark, 
house finch, mourning dove, and various raptor species.  A known Monarch butterfly roost is present in a 
eucalyptus grove approximately 2,500 feet northeast of the site (CNDDB 2010).   

County Environmental Thresholds: 

Santa Barbara County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual (2008) includes guidelines for 
the assessment of biological resource impacts.  The following thresholds are applicable to this project:  

Riparian Habitats: Project impacts may be considered significant due to: direct removal of riparian 
vegetation; disruption of riparian wildlife habitat, particularly animal dispersal corridors and or 
understory vegetation; or intrusion within the upland edge of the riparian canopy leading to potential 
disruption of animal migration, breeding, etc. through increased noise, light and glare, and human or 
domestic animal intrusion; or construction activity which disrupts critical time periods for fish and other 
wildlife species.  

Oak Woodlands and Forests: Project impacts may be considered significant due to habitat fragmentation, 
removal of understory, alteration to drainage patterns, disruption of the canopy, removal of a significant 
number of trees that would cause a break in the canopy, or disruption in animal movement in and through 
the woodland.  

Individual Native Trees: Project impacts may be considered significant due to the loss of 10% or more of 
the trees of biological value on a project site.

Other Rare Habitat Types: The Manual recognizes that not all habitat-types found in Santa Barbara 
County are addressed by the habitat-specific guidelines.  Impacts to other habitat types or species may be 
considered significant, based on substantial evidence in the record, if they substantially: (1) reduce or 
eliminate species diversity or abundance; (2) reduce or eliminate the quality of nesting areas; (3) limit 
reproductive capacity through losses of individuals or habitat; (4) fragment, eliminate, or otherwise 
disrupt foraging areas and/or access to food sources; (5) limit or fragment range and movement; or (6) 
interfere with natural processes, such as fire or flooding, upon which the habitat depends.  

Impact Discussion:

(a-c) The majority of this parcel is cultivated in lemon orchards.  However, areas of oak trees occur 
along an intermittent drainage which traverses this parcel from north to south as well as on the site’s 
southeastern corner.  This orchard is actively managed and does not support native vegetation 
communities.  The drainage bordering the site to the west is lined with coast live oaks of various sizes 
(i.e. ranging from saplings to 4 feet DBH) and an understory consisting of native and non-native species.  
The proximity of active agricultural operations and the presence of non-native species reduce habitat 
values of the drainage. While drainage channel-associated oak trees are not designated as 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH) by County, the project includes measures to protect these trees 
and restore the native habitats along this drainage.  In compliance with Montecito Community Plan Policy 
BIO-M-1.2 and BIO-M-1.8, which require that new development be set back a minimum of 50 feet from 
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the top of the bank or edge of oak canopy, the proposed project includes a habitat restoration area that 
would set back proposed development a minimum of 50 feet from the top of the bank of the channel.  
Therefore impacts would be less than significant.  

(d) The project would result in the conversion of approximately 2.55 acres of primarily lemon 
orchard to developed uses and retain areas of oak trees along the intermittent drainage which traverses 
this parcel from north to south as well as on the parcel’s southern frontage.  The project would require the 
removal of six small oaks less than 6 inches in diameter and two mature oaks that are the smallest 
specimen trees on the site; however the majority of the existing oaks would continue to provide roosting, 
forage, and nesting habitat and additional oaks would be planted in landscape and restoration areas.  
Lemon trees on the site provide limited roosting and foraging habitat for resident and transitory bird 
species; however ongoing cultivation practices limit the habitat value of the orchard.  Non-native 
naturalized vegetation associated with the drainage on the western portion of the site would be removed 
during proposed habitat restoration efforts, which would result in temporary impacts to primarily non-
native habitat; however, restoration to native habitats would result in beneficial impacts to native 
vegetation and wildlife species.  

(e) An arborist report was prepared by Bill Spiewak, dated 21 July 2010.  Mr. Spiewak identified 51 
oak trees on the site, and rated the health of the trees and identified tree protection measures to implement 
during construction.  Mr. Spiewak indicates that the project would require the removal of six small oaks 
less than 6 inches in diameter and two mature oaks that are the smallest of all the larger trees.  The six 
smaller oaks may be eligible for transplant.  All other oaks could be retained and protected by following 
tree protection measures.  Minor encroachment could occur to the critical root zone of three oaks.  In 
addition, other oaks may need to be pruned to allow visibility from driveway entries.  Removed trees 
would require mitigation in accordance with County of Santa Barbara policies (Mitigation Measure 1).  
Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 

(f) The project could result in the use of fertilizers and herbicides associated with the care and 
maintenance of the proposed new landscaped areas, an excess of which could run off the site and enter the 
adjacent drainage.  However, the landscaped areas and habitat restoration areas would utilize a 
combination of native and drought resistant vegetation that would require minimal chemicals and 
maintenance.  Additionally, the project may decrease overall pesticide and fertilizer use associated with 
the existing lemon orchard.  Further, the site has been designed to include a bioswale/rain garden that 
would provide infiltration and uptake of excess fertilizers or herbicides before storm water or excess 
irrigation water left the site.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.   

(g-k) No ESH or critical habitat exist onsite.  The project would result in the conversion of 
approximately 2.55 acres of primarily lemon orchard of limited habitat value.  Exiting lemon trees could 
provide limited roosting or nesting for native or migratory birds; however given existing human 
disturbance associated with ongoing cultivation, most habitat would be considered of marginal value.  
Additionally, project design would perverse most native trees and would include a 50-foot habitat 
restoration buffer along the top of the bank of the drainage channel.  Restoration would enhance the 
habitat qualities of the channel.  Outdoor lighting would be limited, and the 50 foot buffer would limit 
light impacts to more sensitive habitat areas.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Further discussion and analysis of Biological Resources will be contained within the project EIR.   
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Cumulative Impacts:

Since the project would not significantly impact biological resources onsite, it would not have a 
cumulatively considerable effect on the County’s biological resources.  

Mitigation and Residual Impact:  

Although the proposed project would not significantly impact biological resources, the following 
mitigation measures to address potential adverse effects on oak trees will be considered as part of the EIR. 

1. The proposed project would preserve most of the oak tree onsite and would include the planting of 
additional oak trees throughout project landscape buffers and the habitat restoration area.

2. In addition, the project would include as determined necessary the following Tree Protection 
Measures:   

A pre-construction meeting should be held with contractors, prior to commencement of work, to 
discuss tree protection measures. 
Install fencing, chain link, to establish tree protection zones (TPZs), at the outside edge of the 
critical root zones (CRZs) or work areas (if CRZs are encroached upon).  Fences must be 
maintained in upright positions throughout the duration of the project.  Tree protection fencing 
should also remain upright during landscape installation.  Oaks in the drainage channel should be 
protected with fencing at the buffer zone and at the edge of the road where it bisects the row of 
trees.  
The TPZs should 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 should be monitored by the project arborist.  
Excavation within the CRZs but outside of the TPZs should be done by hand where reasonable. 
Any roots encountered that are 0.5 feet and greater should be cleanly cut. 
Tree pruning, where limbs may conflict with equipment and proposed structures, should be done 
prior to excavation and grading. 
Pruning should be performed or supervised by a qualified Certified Arborist. The project arborist 
should review the goals with workers prior to commencement of any tree pruning. Tree workers 
should be knowledgeable of American National Standards Institute (ANSI) A-300 Pruning 
Standards and ISA Best Management Practices for Tree Pruning. 
Review results of soil analysis and treat if necessary, or perform additional diagnostic protocol on 
stressed trees and treat accordingly. 
Trees that are impacted from root damage (even minimally) should 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 should be applied to the lower 6 inches of trunk.  Treatments should be repeated 
for at least two years after completion of the project or if drought prevails for longer periods. 
It may be determined by the project arborist that supplemental irrigation is necessary to aid trees 
that incur root loss and/or during hot and dry periods. 
Mitigate removal of oaks by planting at a ratio of 10 to 1 with one gallon saplings along the 
drainage channel, or 3 to 1 with fifteen gallon oaks in the landscape. 
The project arborist should monitor activities on the site throughout the duration of the project. 
This would 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. 

With the incorporation of these measures, residual impacts would be less than significant. 



Montecito Fire Protection District Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction March 28, 2011 
Initial Study Page 17

4.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Will the proposal result in: Poten. 
Signif. 

Less than 
Signif.
With

Mitigation
Less Than 

Signif. No Impact

Reviewed 
Under

Previous
Document

Archaeological Resources      

a. Disruption, alteration, destruction, or adverse effect 
on a recorded prehistoric or historic archaeological 
site (note site number below)? 

   X  

b. Disruption or removal of human remains?    X  

c. Increased potential for trespassing, vandalizing, or 
sabotaging archaeological resources? 

   X  

d. Ground disturbances in an area with potential 
cultural resource sensitivity based on the location of 
known historic or prehistoric sites? 

  X   

Ethnic Resources      

e. Disruption of or adverse effects upon a prehistoric 
or historic archaeological site or property of historic 
or cultural significance to a community or ethnic 
group? 

  X   

f. Increased potential for trespassing, vandalizing, or 
sabotaging ethnic, sacred, or ceremonial places? 

   X  

g. The potential to conflict with or restrict existing 
religious, sacred, or educational use of the area? 

   X  

Existing Setting: 

Previous ground disturbance on the subject parcel include an orchard irrigation system that extends up to 
one foot below the surface.  The current ranch manager related that mature lemon trees have been 
periodically mechanically ripped and removed in the past.  These agricultural practices have resulted in 
disturbances throughout the project area to some degree (MFPD 2010a).  Based on records on file at the 
CCIC (Central Coast Information Center of the University of California, Santa Barbara), a map and 
records search at the CCIC (23 March 2010), and a Phase 1 survey (MFPD 2010a), no cultural resources 
are recorded are known or likely to occur on the project site.   

County Environmental Thresholds:

The County Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual contains guidelines for identification, 
significance determination, and mitigation of impacts to important cultural resources.  Chapter 8 of the 
Manual, the Archaeological Resources Guidelines: Archaeological, Historic and Ethnic Element, 
specifies that if a resource cannot be avoided, it must be evaluated for importance under CEQA.  CEQA 
Section 15064.5 contains the criteria for evaluating the importance of archaeological and historical 
resources.  For archaeological resources, the criterion usually applied is: (D), “Has yielded, or may be 
likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history”.  If an archaeological site does not meet 
any of the four CEQA criteria in Section 15064.5, additional criteria for a “unique archaeological 
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resource” are contained in Section 21083.2 of the Public Resource Code, which states that a “unique 
archaeological resource is an archaeological artifact, object, or site that: 1) contains information needed to 
answer important scientific research questions and that there is a demonstrable public interest in that 
information; 2) has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available 
example of its type; or 3) is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or 
historic event or person. A project that may cause a substantial adverse effect on an archaeological 
resource may have a significant effect on the environment.  

Impact Discussion:  

(a-g) The potential for cultural resources to exist onsite is low due to past disturbances, and a Phase I 
Cultural Resource Survey found no resources.  However, in the unlikely event that previously 
unidentified cultural resources are discovered during site development, the standard archaeological 
discovery condition (Mitigation Measure 1) would mitigate impacts to cultural resources to less than 
significant levels.

Further discussion and analysis of Cultural Resources will be contained within the project EIR. 

Cumulative Impacts:

Since the project would not impact cultural resources, it would not have a cumulatively considerable 
effect on the County’s cultural resources.  

Mitigation and Residual Impact:  

The following mitigation measure would reduce the project’s cultural resource impacts to a less than 
significant level:

1. In the event archaeological remains are encountered during grading, work shall be stopped 
immediately or redirected until a P&D qualified archaeologist and Native American representative 
are retained by the applicant 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.  Plan Requirements/Timing: This condition shall be printed on all building and grading 
plans.  Monitoring: P&D shall check plans prior to approval of Land Use Permits\Coastal 
Development Permits and shall spot check in the field. 

With the incorporation of this measure, residual impacts would be less than significant.  

4.6 ENERGY

Will the proposal result in: Poten. 
Signif.

Less than 
Signif.
With

Mitigation
Less Than 

Signif. No Impact

Reviewed 
Under

Previous
Document

a. Substantial increase in demand, especially during 
peak periods, upon existing sources of energy?

  X   

b. Requirement for the development or extension of 
new sources of energy? 

  X   



Montecito Fire Protection District Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction March 28, 2011 
Initial Study Page 19

Existing Setting: 

Electricity is provided in the project area by Southern California Edison.  Electric lines are located on 
power poles immediately across from the site along the south side of East Valley Road.  Natural gas lines 
exist in the vicinity of the project area, with service provided by the Southern California Gas Company.  

County Environmental Thresholds: 

The County and the MFPD have not identified significance thresholds for electrical and/or natural gas 
service impacts (Thresholds and Guidelines Manual).  

Impact Discussion:  

(a-b) The project consists of three structures totaling approximately 15,300 square feet, which are 
proposed to be developed to USGBC LEED Silver certification standards, and would therefore 
incorporate energy efficient design and technologies.  Further, in light of the enormous scope of the 
California electricity grid and natural gas delivery system and the relatively small size of the project, the 
additional demand represented by this project could be considered incremental but not significant.  The 
project would not require the development or extension of any new sources of energy to serve its energy 
needs.  In summary, the project would have a negligible effect on regional energy needs.  No adverse 
impacts would result.  

Cumulative Impacts:

The project’s contribution to the regionally significant demand for energy is not considerable, and is 
therefore less than significant.  

Mitigation and Residual Impact:  

No mitigation is required.  Residual impacts would be less than significant. 

4.7 FIRE PROTECTION 

Will the proposal result in: Poten. 
Signif.

Less than 
Signif.
With

Mitigation
Less Than 

Signif. No Impact

Reviewed 
Under

Previous
Document

a. Introduction of development into an existing high 
fire hazard area?

   X  

b. Project-caused high fire hazard?    X  

c. Introduction of development into an area without 
adequate water pressure, fire hydrants or adequate 
access for fire fighting? 

   X  

d. Introduction of development that will hamper fire 
prevention techniques such as controlled burns or 
backfiring in high fire hazard areas? 

   X  

e. Development of structures beyond safe Fire Dept. 
response time? 

   X  
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Existing Setting:

The project site is located within a State Responsibility Area Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (Santa 
Barbara County 2009c).  Additionally, Very High Fire Hazard Areas surround the site, particularly to the 
north, west, and in the surrounding Santa Ynez foothills.  The project site is located in an area of eastern 
Montecito that currently lacks a MFPD-standard five-minute response time.  Due to inadequacies in 
response-time coverage, the MFPD passed and adopted Resolution 2004-10 which made the identification 
of a parcel that could accommodate a new station the district’s highest priority.   

Montecito Fire Department Thresholds:  

The following Montecito Fire Department standards are applied in evaluating impacts associated with the 
proposed development:  

The emergency response time standard is approximately 5 minutes.  

The ability of the engine companies to extinguish fires (based on maximum flow rates 
through hand held line) meets state and national standards assuming a 3,500 square foot 
structure.  Therefore, in any portion of the Fire District’s response area, all structures over 
3,500 square feet are an unprotected risk (a significant impact) and therefore should have 
internal fire sprinklers.  

Impact Discussion:  

(a-e) The project is designed to address current inadequacies in MFPD response coverage.  The project 
would allow for increased staff and fire protection equipment required for the MFPD to reduce areas that 
currently lack a five-minute response time in Montecito.  The project would have a beneficial effect on 
fire protection.  

Further discussion and analysis of Fire Protection will be contained within the project EIR. 

Cumulative Impacts:

Since the project would function to reduce significant fire hazards, it would have a cumulatively 
beneficial effect on fire safety within the County.  

4.8 GEOLOGIC PROCESSES 

Will the proposal result in: Poten. 
Signif.

Less than 
Signif.
With

Mitigation
Less Than 

Signif. No Impact

Reviewed 
Under

Previous
Document

a. Exposure to or production of unstable earth 
conditions such as landslides, earthquakes, 
liquefaction, soil creep, mudslides, ground failure 
(including expansive, compressible, collapsible 
soils), or similar hazards?

 X    

b. Disruption, displacement, compaction or 
overcovering of the soil by cuts, fills or extensive 
grading? 

  X   



Montecito Fire Protection District Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction March 28, 2011 
Initial Study Page 21

c. Exposure to or production of permanent changes in 
topography, such as bluff retreat or sea level rise? 

   X  

d. The destruction, covering or modification of any 
unique geologic, paleontologic or physical features? 

   X  

e. Any increase in wind or water erosion of soils, 
either on or off the site? 

  X   

f. Changes in deposition or erosion of beach sands or 
dunes, or changes in siltation, deposition or erosion 
which may modify the channel of a river, or stream, 
or the bed of the ocean, or any bay, inlet or lake? 

  X   

g. The placement of septic disposal systems in 
impermeable soils with severe constraints to 
disposal of liquid effluent? 

   X  

h. Extraction of mineral or ore?    X  

i. Excessive grading on slopes of over 20%?    X  

j. Sand or gravel removal or loss of topsoil?   X   

k. Vibrations, from short-term construction or long-
term operation, which may affect adjoining areas? 

  X   

l. Excessive spoils, tailings or over-burden?    X  

Existing Setting: 

The project is located in the Transverse Range geomorphic province of California.  Transverse Ranges are 
characterized by east-west trending geologic structures, including Santa Ynez Mountain Range.  The site 
overlies Pleistocene-age to recent alluvial deposits.  Severe ground shaking during earthquakes is a hazard 
endemic to most of California.  The east-west trending Arroyo Parida Fault is mapped approximately 600 
feet south of the property and is considered active (Dibblee 1986) ; however, more recent USGS maps 
show the Arroyo Parida trending north of East Valley Road near the project site (USGS 2009).  The 
Fernald Point Fault is also shown on the USGS map, trending from the southwest to the northeast, 
possibly through the southeast corner of the project site, and emerging with the Arroyo Parida.  To 
identify the precise location of the Arroyo Parida Fault and the Fernald Point Fault, a subsurface 
investigation was performed by Campbell Geo, Inc. in November 2010 and January/February 2011 at the 
project site.  Six exploratory soil borings were drilled ranging in depths from 20 to 270 feet.  
Additionally, two exploratory trenches were excavated.  The borings indicate that both faults are located 
outside of the project site (MFPD 2011).  In accordance with 2010 California Building Code Section 1613 
A.5.2, and the underlying geologic conditions, the site is considered appropriate for development.  
Additionally, surface rupture, landslides, liquefaction, soil creep, mudslides, and ground failure (including 
expansive, compressible, collapsible soils) were determined to have a low potential to occur in the project 
site (MFPD 2011).  

County Environmental Thresholds:

Pursuant to the County’s Adopted Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, impacts related to geological 
resources may have the potential to be significant if the proposed project involves any of the following 
characteristics:  
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1. The project site or any part of the project is located on land having substantial geologic 
constraints, as determined by P&D or PWD.  Areas constrained by geology include parcels located near 
active or potentially active faults and property underlain by rock types associated with 
compressible/collapsible soils or susceptible to landslides or severe erosion.  “Special Problems” areas 
designated by the Board of Supervisors have been established based on geologic constraints, flood 
hazards and other physical limitations to development.  

2.  The project results in potentially hazardous geologic conditions such as the construction of cut 
slopes exceeding a grade of 1.5 horizontal to 1 vertical.  

3. The project proposes construction of a cut slope over 15 feet in height as measured from the 
lowest finished grade.  

4.  The project is located on slopes exceeding 20% grade.  

Impact Discussion:  

(a)  Site specific detailed geologic testing has determined that the project site is not underlain by 
any faults.  Compliance with existing building regulations would reduce potential ground shaking impacts 
caused by movement along a distant fault to a less than significant level.  Liquefaction potential in the 
area has been determined to be low.  Any potential for expansive soils would be mitigated by the use of 
non-expansive engineered fill.  All soils-related hazards would be reduced to a less than significant level 
through the normal building permit review and inspection process.  

(b, i).  The project site is on flat to gently sloping ground.  Project development would involve a 
minor amount of fill, which would have negligible impacts on the environment.  Therefore, impacts 
would be less than significant. 

(c) The site location is located approximately 1.25 miles inland and would therefore not be subject 
to coastal erosion within that planning horizon.  Additionally, grading associated with project 
development would not result in permanent substantial changes in topography.  Therefore, impacts would 
be less than significant. 

(e, f, j)  Grading operations would occur on the project site that would temporarily remove vegetative 
cover and disturb the ground surface, thereby increasing the potential for erosion and sedimentation 
impacts.  However, the potential for the project to cause substantial of topsoil through erosion and 
sediment transport would be adequately mitigated by State and County standard erosion control and 
drainage requirements.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

(d, g, h, k, l)  There are no unique geological features located on the project site, and the project would 
not result in the use of septic systems.  The project would not involve mining, the loss of topsoil, or 
construction-related vibrations.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Further discussion and analysis of Geologic Processes will be contained within the project EIR. 

Cumulative Impacts:

Since the project would not result in significant geologic impacts, it would not have a cumulatively 
considerable effect on geologic hazards within the County.  



Montecito Fire Protection District Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction March 28, 2011 
Initial Study Page 23

4.9 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/RISK OF UPSET 

Will the proposal result in: Poten. 
Signif.

Less than 
Signif.
With

Mitigation
Less Than 

Signif. No Impact

Reviewed 
Under

Previous
Document

a. In the known history of this property, have there 
been any past uses, storage or discharge of 
hazardous materials (e.g., fuel or oil stored in 
underground tanks, pesticides, solvents or other 
chemicals)?

   X  

b. The use, storage or distribution of hazardous or 
toxic materials? 

  X   

c. A risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous 
substances (e.g., oil, gas, biocides, bacteria, 
pesticides, chemicals or radiation) in the event of an 
accident or upset conditions? 

  X   

d. Possible interference with an emergency response 
plan or an emergency evacuation plan? 

  X   

e. The creation of a potential public health hazard?    X  

f. Public safety hazards (e.g., due to development near 
chemical or industrial activity, producing oil wells, 
toxic disposal sites, etc.)? 

   X  

g. Exposure to hazards from oil or gas pipelines or oil 
well facilities? 

   X  

h. The contamination of a public water supply?    X  

Existing Setting:  

Currently the project site is occupied primarily by a lemon orchard and no structures or hazardous 
material storage occurs on the site.  Pesticides and fertilizers are used, as needed, at the project site.  No 
pesticides or other chemicals are stored at the project site.  Historically the site has been utilized for 
agricultural operations. 

County Environmental Threshold:  

The County’s safety threshold addresses involuntary public exposure from projects involving significant 
quantities of hazardous materials.  The threshold addresses the likelihood and severity of potential 
accidents to determine whether the safety risks of a project exceed significant levels.  

Impact Discussion:  

(a)  According to a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment for the project site (MFPD 2010b), no 
significant releases of hazardous chemicals or petroleum products on the project site have been observed 
or reported.  Therefore, no impact would occur. 

(b, c, e, g, h) There are no aspects of the proposed project that would include or involve hazardous 
materials at levels that would constitute a hazard to human health or the environment.  The use of 
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common household materials (cleaners, garden and automotive products, etc.) on the project site would 
not result in significant hazardous materials/waste impacts.  Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant.

(d) The proposed project would enhance emergency response capabilities in the vicinity of the 
project site and throughout Montecito and would therefore not interfere with emergency response plans or 
an emergency evacuation plan.   

(f) According to Santa Barbara County Agricultural Commissioner’s Permit and Use Data, in 2010 
six types of pesticides were applied to the agricultural operation that includes the project site.  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).  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.  Isopropylamine salt glyphosate, potassium 
salt plyphosate 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.   

The proposed project includes a 100-foot setback from active agricultural operations for main residence 
structures and additional hazard mitigation including a wall and vegetative screening around the perimeter 
of the site and to reduce the risk of pesticide drift.  With incorporation of these design measures, the risks 
to human health and safety would be less than significant. 

Further discussion and analysis of Hazardous Materials will be contained within the project EIR. 

Cumulative Impacts:

Since the project would not create significant impacts with respect to hazardous materials and/or risk of 
upset, it would not have a cumulatively considerable effect on safety within the County.  

4.10 HISTORICAL RESOURCES 

Will the proposal result in: Poten. 
Signif.

Less than 
Signif.
With

Mitigation
Less Than 

Signif. No Impact

Reviewed 
Under

Previous
Document

a. Adverse physical or aesthetic impacts on a structure 
or property at least 50 years old and/or of historic or 
cultural significance to the community, state or 
nation?

   X  

b. Beneficial impacts to an historic resource by 
providing rehabilitation, protection in a 
conservation/open easement, etc.? 

   X  
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Existing Setting:  

Currently the project site is occupied primarily by a lemon orchard and no structures exist on the project 
site.  Historically the site has been utilized for agricultural operations and no structures are known to have 
occurred on the project site.  Potentially historical resources in the vicinity of the project site include the 
Palmer Jackson House and stone drainage culverts constructed more than 50 years ago.   

County Environmental Threshold:  

Historic Resource impacts are determined through use of the County’s Cultural Resources Guidelines.  A 
significant resource a) possesses integrity of location, design, workmanship, material, and/or setting; b) is 
at least fifty years old, and c) is associated with an important contribution, was designed or built by a 
person who made an important contribution, is associated with an important and particular architectural 
style, or embodies elements demonstrating outstanding attention to detail, craftsmanship, use of materials, 
or construction methods.  

Impact Discussion:  

(a, b) No structures or formal landscape features currently exist on the project site.  The proposed 
development does not include the demolition or alteration of structures in excess of 50 years in age.  
Additionally, no off-site potentially historic structures would be impacted or damage during construction 
and operation of the proposed project.  As a result, no impacts to historic resources are anticipated.  

Cumulative Impacts:

Since the project would not result in any impacts to historic structures, it would not have any 
cumulatively considerable effect on the region’s historic resources.  

4.11 LAND USE 

Will the proposal result in: Poten. 
Signif.

Less than 
Signif.
With

Mitigation
Less Than 

Signif. No Impact

Reviewed 
Under

Previous
Document

a. Structures and/or land use incompatible with 
existing land use?

    X 

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

    X 

c. The induction of substantial growth or concentration 
of population? 

  X   

d. The extension of sewer trunk lines or access roads 
with capacity to serve new development beyond this 
proposed project? 

  X   

e. Loss of existing affordable dwellings through 
demolition, conversion or removal? 

   X  
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f. Displacement of substantial numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

   X  

g. Displacement of substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

   X  

h. The loss of a substantial amount of open space?    X  

i. An economic or social effect that would result in a 
physical change? (i.e. Closure of a freeway ramp 
results in isolation of an area, businesses located in 
the vicinity close, neighborhood degenerates, and 
buildings deteriorate. Or, if construction of new 
freeway divides an existing community, the 
construction would be the physical change, but the 
economic/social effect on the community would be 
the basis for determining that the physical change 
would be significant.) 

   X  

j. Conflicts with adopted airport safety zones?    X  

Existing Setting:  

The 2.55 acre project site is currently a part of 76.87 acre APN 155-070-008, a portion of the larger 235 
acre Rancho San Carlos.  The Land use and Zoning Designations for most of this parcel are 2-E-1 (Estate 
Residential, minimum 2 acres parcel size), while the northern end is designated as 3-E-1 (Estate 
Residential, minimum 3 acres parcel 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 Petan company holdings, 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 of Stonehouse Lane, approximately 600 feet west of the site.  Further west are the 
neighborhoods of homes using on smaller lots along Romero Canyon Road and off Orchard Avenue and 
Tabor Lane. 

County Environmental Threshold: 

The Thresholds and Guidelines Manual contains no specific thresholds for land use.  Generally, a 
potentially significant impact can occur if a project would result in substantial growth inducing effects.  

Impact Discussion:  

(a, b) The project site is zoned for residential uses and would require issuance of a Conditional Use 
Permit and a Parcel Map Waiver by the County of Santa Barbara.  Additionally, the project site would be 
adequately setback and screened from pesticide and chemical uses that would occur associated with 
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ongoing agricultural land uses.  The project is a permitted use under existing County ordinances and has 
been identified as an important public facility in the MCP.    

(c) The project is not inherently growth inducing, however completion of the fire station and the 
associated reduction in response times to areas of eastern Montecito could reduce a potential barrier to 
future development in eastern Montecito.  Growth in Montecito is governed under the MGMO, which 
restricts development to 19 units per year and this limit would not change upon completion of the 
proposed project.  The potential growth inducing effects in the vicinity of the proposed project will be 
further discussed in the project EIR.

(d-j)  The proposed project does not cause a physical change that would conflict with adopted 
environmental policies or regulations.  The project does not result in the loss of affordable housing, loss 
of open space, or a significant displacement of people.  The project does not involve the extension of a 
sewer trunk line, and does not conflict with any airport safety zones.  

Further discussion and analysis of Land Use will be contained within the project EIR. 

Cumulative Impacts:

The development of the project site was considered as part of the adoption of the MCP, the Board of 
Supervisors adopted overriding considerations regarding conversion and development of prime 
agricultural land at the project site.  Therefore, the project is not anticipated to result in any issues with 
conformance with environmentally protective policies and standards.  Thus, the project would not cause a 
cumulatively considerable effect on land use.  

4.12 NOISE

Will the proposal result in: Poten. 
Signif.

Less than 
Signif.
With

Mitigation
Less Than 

Signif. No Impact

Reviewed 
Under

Previous
Document

a. Long-term exposure of people to noise levels 
exceeding County thresholds (e.g. locating noise 
sensitive uses next to an airport)?

  X   

b. Short-term exposure of people to noise levels 
exceeding County thresholds? 

  X   

c. Project-generated substantial increase in the ambient 
noise levels for adjoining areas (either day or 
night)? 

 X    

Existing Setting:  

The proposed project site is located outside of 65 A-weighted decibels (dBA) noise contours for 
roadways, public facilities, and airport approach and take-off zones.  Noise generation at the project site 
currently consists of the occasional use of agricultural equipment.  The surrounding noise-environment is 
dominated by vehicle traffic on East Valley Road; however the site vicinity is rural-residential and 
currently experiences low levels of noise.  Noise sensitive receptors in the project vicinity include several 
residences located within 1,000 feet to the north of the site, three existing estate residences south of the 
site, the Valley Club of Montecito golf course located approximately 500 feet southwest of the site, and 
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the residential neighborhood consisting of eight estate homes off of Stonehouse Lane, approximately 600 
feet west of the site.   

County Environmental Threshold:  

Noise is generally defined as unwanted or objectionable sound which is measured on a logarithmic scale 
and expressed in dBA.  The duration of noise and the time period at which it occurs are important values 
in determining impacts on noise-sensitive land uses.  The Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) 
and Day-Night Average Level (Ldn) are noise indices which account for differences in intrusiveness 
between day- and night-time uses.  County noise thresholds are: 1) 65 dBA CNEL maximum for exterior 
exposure, and 2) 45 dBA CNEL maximum for interior exposure of noise-sensitive uses.  Noise-sensitive 
land uses include: residential dwellings; transient lodging; hospitals and other long-term care facilities; 
public or private educational facilities; libraries, churches; and places of public assembly.  

Impact Discussion:  

(a)  The proposed project consists of a new fire station for the MFPD.  Long-term noise generated 
onsite would not exceed County thresholds.  Noise sensitive uses on the proposed project site would not 
be exposed to or impacted by off-site noise levels exceeding County thresholds.  Impacts would be less 
than significant.  

(b)  The proposed project would not result in construction activities generating short-term noise 
impacts exceeding County thresholds with incorporation of construction noise reduction measures 
(Mitigation Measure Noise-1).  Impacts would be less than significant.  

(c)  The proposed project consists of a new fire station for the MFPD.  Due to standard operating 
conditions associated with a municipal fires station, the project could result in adverse nuisance noise 
levels in adjoining areas.  The proposed fire station would implement a “good neighbor” policy to 
minimize the noise impacts to their adjacent residential neighbors; however the fire station’s operation 
would involve activities that would generate intermittent noise as summarized in Table 3. 

Table 3. Proposed Project Noise Generation 

Noise Source Projected Frequency Duration of Noise 

Fire Engine Emergency 
Response

Three to four times a day Under one minute 

Outside Public Address 
System 

Throughout day, not after 5:00 
p.m. 

Less than 30 seconds per 
episode.  Volume control to 
turn off after hours. 

Exercise of Emergency 
Generator 

Once a week Approximate 5 minute 
episodes
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Emergency Vehicle Engine Noise – Fire engines exiting and entering the site on East Valley Road would 
create additional vehicle noise.  The Montecito Fire Department anticipates that this station will continue 
to respond to approximately three to four emergency responses per day, which is the historic number of 
calls.  Additional demands may be generated by new development; however, this number of trips would 
not constitute a substantial increase in vehicle traffic on East Valley Road. 

Siren Noise – In general, when fire engines leave a fire station, it is normal to always use their sirens.  
Sirens are designed to be loud enough to gain attention and be noticeable to surrounding motorists, 
thereby creating noise levels in excess of 100 dBA at 50 feet away.  Such noise levels would be clearly 
audible to nearby residents along East Valley Road and to all surrounding residences.  However, these 
sound levels are only expected to occur several times per day.   

Exterior Address System – Normal fire station operations depend on an outside paging/address system to 
alert fire personnel who are outside of the building when an emergency call comes in.  The Fire 
Department has an automatic reset button for the paging system that is triggered when emergency 
vehicles exit the site.  Additionally, the fire station is able to control the volume to maintain noise levels 
in accordance with the noise ordinances.  To assure that the exterior paging system operates without 
adverse impacts to the surrounding neighborhood, it is recommended that the system be equipped with 
the automatic reset feature and operated to control volume within the noise levels permitted under the 
noise ordinance.  

Emergency Generator – The emergency generator, used as a secondary source of power in the event of an 
electrical outage, would be tested once a week but would otherwise be in operation only during an 
emergency event.  The generator is fitted with an exterior enclosure and a muffler, and is therefore not 
expected to generate noise levels beyond what would be experienced from a diesel automobile engine.  
The infrequency of use of the generator, its being equipped with a muffler, its location with an enclosure, 
its placement to the rear of the property with landscaped retaining walls are all factors which reduce the 
noise impacts of the emergency generator to a less than significant level. 

In summary, the project would intermittently raise ambient noise levels in the project vicinity; however 
the long-term noise environment is not expected to exceed what is permitted by local ordinances for 
noise.  Based on the combination of existing physical factors which help to reduce noise (such as setback 
distances from buildings, paging volume control, and siren delay) and the recommended operational 
mitigation measures (such as time limitations for testing of siren equipment and reset features on the 
exterior paging/address system), noise impacts are expected to be less than significant. 

Further discussion and analysis of Noise will be contained within the project EIR. 

Cumulative Impacts:

The implementation of the project is not anticipated to result in any substantial noise effects.  Therefore, 
the project would not contribute in a cumulatively considerable manner to noise impacts.  

Mitigation and Residual Impact: 

1. The following measures would be required to reduce the potential impacts anticipated for noise.  
Construction activities for site preparation shall be limited to the hours between 8:00 a.m. and 
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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. 

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

3. Intermittent noise generating activities such as emergency generator exercising will be limited to 
daytime hours on the weekdays for five-minute durations. 

Monitoring:  Building Inspectors and Permit Compliance shall spot check and respond to complaints. 

With the incorporation of these measures, residual impacts would be less than significant.

4.13 PUBLIC FACILITIES 

Will the proposal result in: Poten. 
Signif.

Less than 
Signif.
With

Mitigation
Less Than 

Signif. No Impact

Reviewed 
Under

Previous
Document

a. A need for new or altered police protection and/or 
health care services?

  X   

b. Student generation exceeding school capacity?   X   

c. Significant amounts of solid waste or breach any 
national, state, or local standards or thresholds 
relating to solid waste disposal and generation 
(including recycling facilities and existing landfill 
capacity)? 

  X   

d. A need for new or altered sewer system facilities 
(sewer lines, lift-stations, etc.)? 

  X   

e. The construction of new storm water drainage or 
water quality control facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

  X   

Existing Setting: 

Police protection for the project area is provided by the Santa Barbara County Sheriff.  School Districts 
that serve the project area are the Montecito Union School District for Primary education and the Santa 
Barbara School District for Secondary education.  Utility service to the site would be provided by 
extension of services such as water and sewer from existing nearby connections.  Municipal water is 
provided by the Montecito Water District.  Wastewater and sewer services are provided by Montecito 
Sanitary District.  Municipal solid waste is collected by Marborg Industries. 

County Environmental Thresholds 

(Schools)  A significant level of school impacts is generally considered to occur when a project would 
generate sufficient students to require an additional classroom.  
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(Solid Waste)  A project is considered to result in significant impacts to landfill capacity if it would 
generate 196 tons per year of solid waste.  This volume represents 5 percent of the expected average 
annual increase in waste generation, and is therefore considered a significant portion of the remaining 
landfill capacity.  In addition, construction and demolition waste from remodels and rebuilds is 
considered significant if it exceeds 350 tons.  A project which generates 40 tons per year of solid waste is 
considered to have an adverse effect on solid waste generation, and mitigation via a Solid Waste 
Management Plan is recommended. 

Impact Discussion:  

(a-e) The proposed project would result in the development of a fire station.  This new development 
would not have a significant impact on existing police protection or health care services and existing 
service levels would be sufficient to serve the proposed project.  The project would not result in 
significant impacts to public services.  The project would not generate the number of students 
(approximately 20) that would require an additional classroom.  School fees would be paid if required by 
State Law.  The proposed project would not generate solid waste in excess of County thresholds (196 tons 
per year, and construction waste would not exceed 350 tons).  The project would not cause the need for 
new or altered sewer system facilities as it is already in the service district, and the District has adequate 
capacity to serve the project.  The proposed project would create new impervious surfaces that could 
result in greater surface runoff from the site since there would be less open ground capable of absorbing 
rainwater.  This increased surface runoff would be accommodated with a bioswale that would provide 
infiltration and uptake of excess storm water or excess irrigation water.  No additional drainages or water 
quality control facilities would be necessary to serve the project.  Therefore, the proposed project would 
not result in significant impacts. 

Further discussion and analysis of Public Facilities will be contained within the project EIR. 

Cumulative Impacts:

The proposed project is not inherently growth inducing, however completion of the fire station and the 
associated reduction in response times to areas of eastern Montecito could reduce a potential barrier to 
future development in eastern Montecito.  The potential growth inducing effects in the vicinity of the 
proposed project and potential cumulative effects to Public Facilities (e.g., sewer) will be further 
discussed in the project EIR.

4.14 RECREATION

Will the proposal result in: Poten. 
Signif.

Less than 
Signif.
With

Mitigation
Less Than 

Signif. No Impact

Reviewed 
Under

Previous
Document

a. Conflict with established recreational uses of the 
area?

   X  

b. Conflict with biking, equestrian and hiking trails?   X   

c. Substantial impact on the quality or quantity of 
existing recreational opportunities (e.g., overuse of 

   X  
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an area with constraints on numbers of people, 
vehicles, animals, etc. which might safely use the 
area)? 

Existing Setting:   

The project site is private property and occupied primarily by an active lemon orchard.  Historically the 
site has been utilized for agricultural operations.  No substantial public recreational uses or trails are 
known to occur on the site (Santa Barbara Trail Guide 2011).  South of the site, across East Valley Road 
is a large equestrian facility, including stables, barns, and paddocks.  Additionally, the Valley Club of 
Montecito golf course is located approximately 500 feet southwest of the site. 

County Environmental Threshold:  

The Thresholds and Guidelines Manual contains no threshold for park and recreation impacts.  However, 
the Board of Supervisors has established a minimum standard ratio of 4.7 acres of recreation/open space 
per 1,000 people to meet the needs of a community.  The Santa Barbara County Parks Department 
maintains more than 900 acres of parks and open spaces, as well as 84 miles of trails and coastal access 
easements.  

The proposed project site is located at approximately 2500 East Valley Road.  No established recreational 
uses are located on or adjacent to the proposed project site; however an equestrian facility is located 
approximately 1,500 feet east of the project site.  

Impact Discussion:  

(a, b)  The proposed project would result in the development of a fire station and support facilities.  
Project implementation would not result in any conflicts with established recreational uses of the area, 
including biking, equestrian, or hiking trails.  Impacts would be less than significant.  

(c)  The population increase associated with project implementation would result in less than 
significant adverse impacts on the quality and quantity of existing recreational opportunities, both in the 
project vicinity and County-wide.  

Cumulative Impacts:

Since the project would not affect recreational resources, it would not have a cumulatively considerable 
effect on recreational resources within the County.  

4.15 TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION 

Will the proposal result in: Poten. 
Signif.

Less than 
Signif.
With

Mitigation
Less Than 

Signif. No Impact

Reviewed 
Under

Previous
Document

a. Generation of substantial additional vehicular 
movement (daily, peak-hour, etc.) in relation to 
existing traffic load and capacity of the street 
system?

  X   

b. A need for private or public road maintenance, or    X  
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need for new road(s)? 
c. Effects on existing parking facilities, or demand for 

new parking? 
   X  

d. Substantial impact upon existing transit systems 
(e.g. bus service) or alteration of present patterns of 
circulation or movement of people and/or goods? 

  X   

e. Alteration to waterborne, rail or air traffic?    X  

f. Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, 
bicyclists or pedestrians (including short-term 
construction and long-term operational)? 

  X   

g. Inadequate sight distance? 

Ingress/egress?  X    

general road capacity?   X   

emergency access?   X   

h. Impacts to Congestion Management Plan system?    X  

Existing Setting:   

The project site is located at 2500 East Valley Road. The 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 upon residences at medium to lower densities.  Traffic levels on East Valley Road are well below 
the acceptable capacity of 5,530 average daily trips (ADT) with volumes at approximately 2,600 ADT.

County Environmental Thresholds:  

According to the County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, a significant traffic impact 
would occur when:  

a. The addition of project traffic to an intersection increases the volume to capacity (V/C) ratio by 
the value provided in Table 4, or sends at least 15, 10 or 5 trips to an intersection operating at LOS D, E 
or F.

Table 4. Level of Service Thresholds 
LEVEL OF SERVICE 
(including project) 

INCREASE IN VOLUME/CAPACITY 
GREATER THAN  

A  0.20  
B  0.15  
C  0.10  

Or the addition of: 
D  15 trips  
E  10 trips  
F  5 trips  
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b. Project access to a major road or arterial road would require a driveway that would create an 
unsafe situation, or would require a new traffic signal or major revisions to an existing traffic signal.  

c. Project adds traffic to a roadway that has design features (e.g., narrow width, road side ditches, 
sharp curves, poor sight distance, inadequate pavement structure) or receives use which would be 
incompatible with substantial increases in traffic (e.g. rural roads with use by farm equipment, livestock, 
horseback riding, or residential roads with heavy pedestrian or recreational use, etc.) that will become 
potential safety problems with the addition of project or cumulative traffic.  Exceeding the roadway 
capacity designated in the Circulation Element may indicate the potential for the occurrence of the above 
impacts.  

d. Project traffic would utilize a substantial portion of an intersection(s) capacity where the 
intersection is currently operating at acceptable levels of service (A-C) but with cumulative traffic would 
degrade to or approach LOS D (V/C 0.81) or lower.  Substantial is defined as a minimum change of 
0.03for intersections which would operate from 0.80 to 0.85 and a change of 0.02 for intersections which 
would operate from 0.86 to 0.90, and 0.01 for intersections operating at anything lower.  

Impact Discussion:  

(a)  Based on a project-specific traffic study (ATE 2010), the proposed project would generate 
approximately 32 average daily vehicle trips and approximately 14 peak hour vehicle trips (11 in A.M., 3 
in P.M.).  The addition of this traffic onto roadways in the project area would not result in significant 
traffic or other transportation related impacts.  Traffic on East Valley Road is well below the acceptable 
capacity of 5,530 ADT, with volumes at approximately 2,600 ADT.  Additionally, traffic from potential 
development would also utilize Sheffield Drive for access to U.S. 101.  This road carries traffic volume 
estimated at 3,390 ADT, well below its estimated acceptable capacity of 5,530 ADT.  Although the MCP 
projects future buildout traffic volumes on Sheffield Drive of 5,100 ADT, this level would not exceed 
acceptable capacity and the project’s contribution to this increase would be minor.  

(b)  Traffic that would be generated by the project would not result in significant impacts to public 
streets that would require new roads or a significant amount of increased roadway maintenance.  

(c)  The proposed project would be required to provide all required parking spaces on-site, and out of 
the road right-of-way.  

(d, e)  The proposed project would not result in significant transit- or transportation-related impacts.  

(f)  The project would not create a traffic hazard for motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, or transit users, 
or affect emergency access.  The additional traffic caused by the project would not result in significant 
traffic safety impacts. 

(g)  The proposed project would include two driveways at East Valley Road.  A Sight Distance 
Analysis for the project site (Associated Transportation Engineers 2009) found that there are utility poles 
and oak trees located along the north side of East Valley Road that would partially obstruct an emergency 
vehicle driver’s view of approaching vehicles to the east and west at both of the proposed driveways.  

Eastern Driveway.  There are oaks along the fence line just east of the driveway that would need to be 
trimmed.  Further to the east, past a fire hydrant that is located just east of the driveway, the oak trees that 
line the road would need to be trimmed up from ground level so that drivers can see under the canopies.  
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The overhanging limbs would need to be trimmed (and the trimming maintained) to provide adequate 
sight distance.  There would be 1,100 feet of sight distance looking to the east, which exceeds the 550 feet 
required by Caltrans standards.  The sight distance looking to the west from the Eastern Driveway is 
limited by overhanging limbs of three oak trees just to the west.  The overhanging limbs would need to be 
trimmed (and the trimming maintained) to provide adequate sight distance.  There would be 1,025 feet of 
sight distance looking west with oak trees trimmed as recommended (Associated Transportation 
Engineers 2009). 

Western Driveway.  The sight distance looking to the east is obstructed by a utility pole, which the site 
plan shows would be relocated, as well as oak trees.  There is a small group of oaks (less than 6 inches in 
diameter) along the fence line just east of the utility pole that would need to be removed or trimmed.  
Further to the east, the oak trees that line the road would need to be trimmed up from ground level (and 
trimming maintained) so that drivers can see under the canopies.  There would be 1,225 feet of sight 
distance looking east.  The sight distance looking west is limited by the overhanging limbs of the oak 
trees that line the road.  The overhanging limbs would need to be trimmed (and the trimming maintained) 
to provide adequate sight distance.  There would be 900 feet of sight distance looking west (Associated 
Transportation Engineers 2009). 

Impacts to sight distance would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation measures 
(Mitigation Measure 1).  

(h)  Roadways and intersections in the project area operate at acceptable levels of service and are not 
subject to Congestion Management Plan requirements.  

Further discussion and analysis of Transportation/Circulation will be contained within the project EIR. 

Cumulative Impacts:

The County’s Environmental Thresholds were developed, in part, to define the point at which a project’s 
contribution to a regionally significant impact constitutes a significant effect at the project level.  In this 
instance, the project has been found not to exceed the threshold of significance for traffic.  Therefore, the 
project’s contribution to the regionally significant traffic congestion is not considerable, and is less than 
significant.

Mitigation and Residual Impact:  

The following mitigation measures would reduce the project’s transportation impacts to a less than 
significant level:

1. Routine oak trimming shall occur by a Certified Arborist every six months, or as required, to maintain 
maximum sight distance. 

With the incorporation of these measures, residual impacts would be less than significant. 

4.16 WATER RESOURCES/FLOODING 

Will the proposal result in: Poten. 
Signif.

Less than 
Signif.
with 

Mitigation
Less Than 

Signif. No Impact

Reviewed 
Under

Previous
Document
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a. Changes in currents, or the course or direction of 
water movements, in either marine or fresh waters?

   X  

b. Changes in percolation rates, drainage patterns or 
the rate and amount of surface water runoff? 

 X    

c. Change in the amount of surface water in any water 
body? 

  X   

d. Discharge, directly or through a storm drain system, 
into surface waters (including but not limited to 
wetlands, riparian areas, ponds, springs, creeks, 
streams, rivers, lakes, estuaries, tidal areas, bays, 
ocean, etc) or alteration of surface water quality, 
including but not limited to temperature, dissolved 
oxygen, turbidity, or thermal water pollution? 

   X  

e. Alterations to the course or flow of flood water or 
need for private or public flood control projects? 

   X  

f. Exposure of people or property to water related 
hazards such as flooding (placement of project in 
100 year flood plain), accelerated runoff or 
tsunamis, sea level rise, or seawater intrusion? 

   X  

g. Alteration of the direction or rate of flow of 
groundwater? 

   X  

h. Change in the quantity of groundwater, either 
through direct additions or withdrawals, or through 
interception of an aquifer by cuts or excavations or 
recharge interference? 

  X   

i. Overdraft or over-commitment of any groundwater 
basin?  Or, a significant increase in the existing 
overdraft or over-commitment of any groundwater 
basin?

   X  

j. The substantial degradation of groundwater quality 
including saltwater intrusion? 

   X  

k. Substantial reduction in the amount of water 
otherwise available for public water supplies? 

  X   

l. Introduction of storm water pollutants (e.g., oil, 
grease, pesticides, nutrients, sediments, pathogens, 
etc.) into groundwater or surface water? 

 X    

Existing Setting:  

There are no surface water bodies and no floodplains on the proposed project site; however, a natural 
drainage borders the site immediately to the west, with the site boundary running contiguous with the top 
of the bank of this drainage channel.  The drainage, ranging between 4 and 8 feet wide and 2 and 4 feet 
deep, is only wet during and immediately following rain events (Sam Frye, Manager, Rancho San 
Carlos).  Additionally, Picay Creek is located across East Valley Road, approximately 200 feet south of 
the project site.  Existing water use for irrigation of onsite orchards is estimated at 2 to 3 acre feet per 
year, with water supplied by the Montecito Water District, onsite wells, and stream diversions.    
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County Water Resources Thresholds: 

A project is determined to have a significant effect on water resources if it would exceed established 
threshold values which have been set for each overdrafted groundwater basin.  These values were 
determined based on an estimation of a basin’s remaining life of available water storage.  If the project’s 
net new consumptive water use [total consumptive demand adjusted for recharge less discontinued 
historic use] exceeds the threshold adopted for the basin, the project’s impacts on water resources are 
considered significant.  

A project is also deemed to have a significant effect on water resources if a net increase in pumpage from 
a well would substantially affect production or quality from a nearby well.  

Water Quality Thresholds: 

A significant water quality impact is presumed to occur if the project:  

Is located within an urbanized area of the county and the project construction or redevelopment 
individually or as a part of a larger common plan of development or sale would disturb one (1) or 
more acres of land;  

Increases the amount of impervious surfaces on a site by 25% or more;  

Results in channelization or relocation of a natural drainage channel;  

Results in removal or reduction of riparian vegetation or other vegetation (excluding non-native 
vegetation removed for restoration projects) from the buffer zone of any streams, creeks or 
wetlands;

Is an industrial facility that falls under one or more of categories of industrial activity regulated 
under the NPDES Phase I industrial storm water regulations (facilities with effluent limitation; 
manufacturing; mineral, metal, oil and gas, hazardous waste, treatment or disposal facilities; 
landfills; recycling facilities; steam electric plants; transportation facilities; treatment works; and 
light industrial activity);  

Discharges pollutants that exceed the water quality standards set forth in the applicable NPDES 
permit, the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (RWQCB) Basin Plan or otherwise impairs 
the beneficial uses2 of a receiving water body;  

Results in a discharge of pollutants into an “impaired” water body that has been designated as 
such by the State Water Resources Control Board or the RWQCB under Section 303 (d) of the 
Federal Water Pollution Prevention and Control Act (i.e., the Clean Water Act); or  
Results in a discharge of pollutants of concern to a receiving water body, as identified by the 
RWQCB.  

Impact Discussion: 

(a-f)  The drainage design concept for the proposed project would maintain the sheet flow drainage that 
is prevalent on level areas of the site, collecting storm water runoff into a bioswale, and eventually 
discharging into the existing drainage courses to the west and south of the site.  The project structures and 

2 Beneficial uses for Santa Barbara County are identified by the RWQCB in the Water Quality Control Plan for the Central 
Coastal Basin, or Basin Plan, and include (among others) recreation, agricultural supply, groundwater recharge, fresh water 
habitat, estuarine habitat, support for rare, threatened or endangered species, preservation of biological habitats of special 
significance.
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pavements would include a total of approximately 1.3 acres of impermeable surfaces.  Vehicle parking 
spaces would utilize permeable pavers to increase infiltration and reduce runoff.  The drainage to the west 
of the project site generally flows only during and immediately after rainfall events (Sam Frye, Manager, 
Rancho San Carlos) and the proposed project is not located in an area that would subject people or 
property to flood waters.  Nor would the project generate a significant amount of runoff that would lead to 
any potential flooding or a change in the direction of water movement.  Less than significant impacts 
would occur with mitigation. 

(h-i, k)  The project would be supplied with water from the Montecito Water District (MWD), which 
obtains its water from the Montecito groundwater basin and surface water reservoirs (Jameson Lake and 
Cachuma Lake) along with allocations from the State Water Project.  In 1992, the Thresholds Manual 
identified the Montecito Groundwater Basin as in a state of overdraft by approximately 473 acre-feet per 
year (AFY) and set an impact threshold of 4 AFY.  The proposed project would not substantially change 
current water usage.  The existing lemon orchard is irrigated, and the removal of lemon trees for the 
proposed project would reduce irrigation; however, the project would require water for municipal uses.  
Projected water use would be substantially less than existing use and therefore would be less than 
significant.

(g, j)  The direction of groundwater flows and groundwater quality would not be affected by the 
proposed project as it would not rely on septic systems, nor would it draw directly upon groundwater 
resources such that flows or quality would be affected.  No significant impacts would occur. 

(l)  The proposed project has been designed to include a bioswale that would allow for some uptake 
of storm water runoff along with the uptake of potential surface water pollutants.  The project may 
involve the minor use of fertilizers, pesticides, and “household” cleaners and chemicals, as well as greases 
that would result from washing of fire vehicles.  However, minor amounts of such materials would not 
present a significant potential for release of waterborne pollutants.  Application of standard County 
grading, erosion, and drainage-control measures would ensure that no significant increase of waterborne 
pollutants would occur.  Less than significant impacts would occur with mitigation. 

Additional discussion of water resources will be provided in the EIR.  

Cumulative Impacts: 

The County’s Environmental Thresholds were developed, in part, to define the point at which a project’s 
contribution to a regionally significant impact constitutes a significant effect at the project level.  In this 
instance, the project has been found not to exceed the threshold of significance for water resources.  
Therefore, the project’s contribution to the regionally significant issues of water supplies and water 
quality is not considerable, and is less than significant.  

5.0   INFORMATION SOURCES 

5.1 References 
AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc. (AMEC). 2008. Field observations made by AMEC personnel in 
February and June 2008. 
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California Department of Conservation. 2009. Division of Land resource Protection: Santa Barbara 
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5.2 Comprehensive Plan (check those sources used):  
X Seismic Safety/Safety Element  X Conservation Element  

 Open Space Element  X Noise Element  

 Coastal Plan and Maps X Circulation Element 

 ERME   

5.3 Other Sources (check those sources used):
X Field work  X Ag Preserve maps  

X Calculations  X Flood Control maps  

X Project plans  X Other technical references  

X Traffic studies   (reports, survey, etc.)  

X Records  X Planning files, maps, reports  

 Grading plans  X Zoning maps  

X Elevation, architectural renderings  X Soils maps/reports  

X Published geological map/reports   Plant maps  

X Topographical maps X Archaeological maps and reports 

   Other 
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6.0   PROJECT SPECIFIC AND CUMULATIVE IMPACT 
SUMMARY 

Class I Impacts: None 

Class II Impacts: Aesthetics, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geologic Processes, 
Fire Protection, Hazardous Materials/Risk of Upset, Land Use, Noise, Public Facilities, Water 
Resources/Flooding 

Class III Impacts:  Energy, Historic Resources, Recreation 

All Class II Impacts will be further examined in detail in the project EIR.  All other resource areas would 
result in Class III Impacts and therefore will not be analyzed in further detail in the project EIR.  

Cumulative Impact Summary:  The scope of the project, which is designed to be consistent with the 
MCP, as well as mitigation identified in this document, would ensure that the project would not result in 
significant cumulative impacts and the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts on environmental 
resources in the area would not be considerable.  The MCP EIR analyzed the impacts that would result 
from development of this site.  Therefore the project would not result in cumulatively considerable 
significant impacts. 

7.0    MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Will the proposal result in: Poten. 
Signif.

Less than 
Signif.
with 

Mitigation
Less Than 

Signif. No Impact

Reviewed 
Under

Previous
Document

1. Does the project have the potential to substantially 
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause 
a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, substantially reduce the number 
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal, contribute significantly to greenhouse gas 
emissions or significantly increase energy 
consumption, or eliminate important examples of 
the major periods of California history or 
prehistory?

  X   

2. Does the project have the potential to achieve short-
term to the disadvantage of long-term environmental 
goals?

  X   

3. Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the 
incremental effects of a project are considerable 
when viewed in connection with the effects of past 

  X   
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projects, the effects of other current projects and the 
effects of probable future projects.) 

4. Does the project have environmental effects which 
will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? 

  X   

5. Is there disagreement supported by facts, reasonable 
assumptions predicated upon facts and/or expert 
opinion supported by facts over the significance of 
an effect which would warrant investigation in an 
EIR?

 X    

(1)  The proposed project does not have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory.  As discussed in Section 4.4 
Biological Resources, Section 4.5 Cultural Resources, Section 4.9 Hazardous Material/Risk of Upset, 
Section 4.13 Public Facilities and Section 4.16 Water Resources/Flooding any potential impacts can be 
mitigated to less than significant levels.  While these sections identify impacts that are “less than 
significant with mitigation,” none of those impacts involves conditions identified under Section 15065 
(a)(1) that result in mandatory findings of significance.  In addition, standard conditions that would be 
applied to the project (if approved) to ensure consistency with the MCP and the development code would 
also ensure the project would not result in significant environmental impacts.   

(2-5)  The project would not have impacts that are cumulatively considerable, as discussed in each of 
the issue area sections.  The proposed project is not inherently growth-inducing; however, completion of 
the fire station and the associated reduction in response times to areas of eastern Montecito could reduce a 
potential barrier to future development in eastern Montecito.  The potential growth-inducing effects in the 
vicinity of the proposed project and potential cumulative effects will be further discussed in the project 
EIR.

8.0    PROJECT ALTERNATIVES  
MFPD has considered 16 different site locations over a period from 2005-2010.  Of those locations, four 
were identified as being potentially suitable for the location of Station 3.  These three locations are: 

the property immediately west of the proposed site, owned by the Archdiocese of Los Angeles  
(APN 155-070-009); 

a hillside site on East Valley Road near Ortega Ridge Road (APN 005-030-007); and, 

a site on the eastern boundary of Rancho San Carlos (APN 155-070-008). 

These alternative site locations, as well as the No Project Alternative, will be evaluated in the project EIR 
as to whether they would reduce any project-related impacts.  Other alternatives such as a reduced 
building scale alternative and other sites would be presented as “considered but eliminated from further 
analysis.” 
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9.0    INITIAL REVIEW OF PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH 
APPLICABLE SUBDIVISION, ZONING AND 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REQUIREMENTS

Key Land Use Studies 

Plan Policy/Goal Policy Summary 

Santa Barbara County 
Land Use Element 

Land Use Development Policy #4 
Adequate public or private services and resources (i.e., 
water, sewer, roads, etc.) must be available 

Hillside and Watershed Protection 
Policy #1 

Minimize cut and fill 

Hillside and Watershed Protection 
Policy #2 

Design development to preserve existing natural features 
and minimize excavation and grading 

Historical and Archaeological 
Sites Policy #1 

Avoid development on significant cultural sites 

Historical and Archaeological 
Sites Policy #2 

Avoid impacts to cultural sites for development on parcels 
where such sites are located 

Historical and Archaeological 
Sites Policy #3 

Mitigation in accordance with State Office of Historic 
Preservation and the Native American Heritage 
Commission 

Visual Resources Policy #3 
New structures shall be in conformance with scale and 
character of the existing community 

Santa Barbara County 
Environmental Resource 

Management Element

Category A 
Prohibit urbanization on lands with significant 
environmental constraints 

Category B 
Prohibit urbanization on lands with significant 
environmental constraints, with minor exceptions 

Montecito Community 

Goal LU-M-1 Protect semi-rural quality of life and community character 

Policy LUED-M-1.1 
Public uses shall be compatible with the community’s 
residential character 

Goal FM-1 
Ensure that adequate fire protection services and facilities 
are available 

Policy PRT-M-1.6 
Existing recreational facilities and uses shall not be 
impacted 

Goal BIO-M-1 
Recognize the importance of the biological resources of 
Montecito 

Policy BIO-M-1.2 Environmentally sensitive habitat: riparian woodland, 
monarch butterfly roosts, sensitive native flora, and 



Montecito Fire Protection District Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction March 28, 2011 
Initial Study Page 44

Plan Policy/Goal Policy Summary 

Plan coastal sage scrub and shall be protected 

Policy BIO-M-1.6 
Riparian vegetation shall be protected and restoration of 
degraded riparian areas shall be encouraged 

Policy BIO-M-1.16 All existing native trees shall be preserved 

Policy BIO-M-1.19 
Oak woodland shall be protected as a collective entity, 
rather than as individual trees 

Policy GEO-M-1.2 
Grading shall be minimized to prevent scars to the natural 
topography and potential erosion and other safety risks 

Policy CR-M-2.1 
Significant cultural, archaeological, and historic resources 
shall be protected and preserved 

Policy VIS-M-1.3 Minimize impacts to open space views 

Policy VIS-M-2.1 Preserve lands in open space for scenic value 

Source: County of Santa Barbara 1982; 1992. 

10.0 RECOMMENDATION BY MFPD  
On the basis of the Initial Study, MFPD: 

 Finds that the proposed project WILL NOT have a significant effect on the environment and, 
therefore, recommends that a Negative Declaration (ND) be prepared.  

 Finds that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures incorporated 
into the REVISED PROJECT DESCRIPTION would successfully mitigate the potentially 
significant impacts. Staff recommends the preparation of an ND. The ND finding is based on 
the assumption that mitigation measures will be acceptable to the applicant; if not acceptable 
a revised Initial Study finding for the preparation of an EIR may result. 

Finds that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and 
recommends that an EIR be prepared.  

 Finds that from existing documents (previous EIRs, etc.) that a subsequent document 
(containing updated and site-specific information, etc.) pursuant to CEQA Sections 
15162/15163/15164 should be prepared.  

PROJECT EVALUATOR:   DATE: March 28, 2011 
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11.0 ATTACHMENTS 
1. Vicinity Map  

2. Site Plan
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION ATTACHMENT 
 

MONTECITO FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT STATION 3 ACQUISTION AND CONSTRUCTION  
 
The Montecito Fire Protection District (MFPD), as Lead Agency under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), is requesting comments on the release of a new Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) scope of work for the proposed project, described below and in the Notice of Preparation, 
and commonly referred to as the MFPD Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction Project. Please 
contact AMEC Environment & Infrastructure Project Manager, Dan Gira at (805) 962-0992.   
 
Project Location and Setting 
 
The project site is located on the north side of East Valley Road, east of Sheffield Drive and 
Romero Canyon Road, and west of Ortega Ridge Road, generally at or near 2500 East Valley 
Road, in the Montecito Planning Area of the First Supervisorial District (Figure 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, as represented by Mr. Palmer Jackson. 
 
The proposed project site slopes gently to the south and is part of a larger agricultural operation 
currently cultivated with lemon and avocado orchards (Figure 2). Mature coast live oak trees exist 
onsite fronting East Valley Road and along an intermittent drainage on the proposed site’s west 
end. No existing structures are located on the site, which is surrounded to the west, north, and east 
by lemon orchards. Two estate residences are located south of the site across East Valley Road.  
The surrounding area is generally designated for and developed with low density estate residential 
development. 
 
 

Site Information 
Site Location Nearest Major Intersection: Sheffield Drive and East Valley 

Road approximately 2,000 feet west of the site 
Assessor’s Parcel Number: a portion of 155-070-008 
Supervisorial District: First District 

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

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

Site Size +/- 2.56 acres 
Present Use & Development Agriculture (lemon orchard) 
Surrounding Uses/Zoning North: Lemon orchard; zoned Estate Residential 

South: Estate Residential 
East: Lemon orchard; zoned Estate Residential 
West: Lemon orchard; zoned Estate Residential 

Access East Valley Road/ State Highway 192  
Public Services Water Supply: Montecito Water District  

Sewage: Montecito Sanitary District 
Fire: Montecito Fire Protection District  
School District: Montecito Union School District (Primary); 
Santa Barbara School District (Secondary)   
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Project Description 
 
The proposed project would involve approval by the Montecito Fire Protection District Board of 
Directors of the acquisition of 2.56 acres and the construction of a new fire station and accessory 
structures totaling approximately 13,700 gross square feet (sf) to improve emergency services to 
the Montecito area.  Preliminary plans for the Station include construction of three buildings; a 
main station of 7,377 sf with apparatus bays, offices, and firefighter residential quarters; a support 
building of 3,445 sf with a hose drying tower of up to 35 feet in height, and an additional support 
building of 2,872-sf for carports and storage of reserve apparatus. Paved surfaces would occupy 
approximately 0.92 acres of the 2.56 acre site with landscaping covering approximately 1.3 acres, 
greater than half the site.  Access would be available off East Valley Road via two driveways.  
Final station design plans would be refined through the environmental review and approval 
process.    
 
Discretionary Permits 
 
The proposed project could require approval by the County of Santa Barbara for approval of a 
Parcel Map Waiver in accordance with County of Santa Barbara, Chapter 21, Subdivision 
Regulations, a Conditional Use Permit in accordance with the Montecito Land Use Development 
Code, and determinations of project consistency with Government Code Section 65402. The 
project design would be reviewed by the Montecito Board of Architectural Review (MBAR) and be 
subject to review and consideration by the Montecito Planning Commission. 
 
Probable Environmental Effects/Issues Scoped for EIR 
 
The key resource areas anticipated to be evaluated in the EIR include: 
 

• Aesthetics/Visual Resources: The project would entail development of structures in a 
location that is currently undeveloped or used for agriculture, potentially changing the visual 
character. 

• Agricultural Resources: Although designated for residential use, the site is currently in use 
for production of lemons, and the proposed project would discontinue such use. Further, 
the site is located on prime agricultural soils.  

• Air Quality:  The proposed project would result in emissions from construction equipment, 
suspension of fugitive dust during grading activities and limited emissions related to long-
term operation. 

• Biological Resources: The project site is located adjacent to an ephemeral drainage and 
supports stands of coast live oak trees along this drainage and East Valley Road.  All site 
development would be setback more than 50 feet from the drainage; however, removal of 
approximately 2 specimen and 6 smaller oak trees (<6 inches diameter) would be required 
for site access.  

• Cultural Resources: The site has been subject to a Phase I Cultural Resource records 
search and field survey and no archaeological or significant historic resources were 
identified.  In the event that previously unidentified cultural resources are discovered during 
site development, potential impacts would be mitigated by standard conditions.  

• Fire Protection: The proposed project would substantially improve fire protection and 
emergency response services throughout Montecito, particularly in the community’s east 
end, a beneficial impact.  

• Geologic Processes: The project site is located in the vicinity of both the Fernald Point and 
Arroyo Parrida faults; however, detailed geologic investigation has determined that no 
faults are present on the project site and set backs would be employed to ensure that 
structures are located at least 50 feet from any potential offsite fault locations.  Compliance 
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with Uniform Building Code standards would further reduce the risk of impact from geologic 
processes. 

• Hazards: The proposed project would be surrounded on three sides by active agricultural 
operations which are known to employ pesticides and herbicides to control pests; however, 
the project includes a 100-foot buffer between agricultural areas and the portions of the site 
that would experience heavy use: the fire station and surrounding apron area.  

• Land Use: Project development would entail construction of a public utility use in a 
residential zone district, which is permitted with a Conditional Use Permit under County 
ordinances. The EIR would consider consistency with surrounding uses as part of the 
review process.    

• Noise: Although the project site is located along a well-travelled roadway, the project 
vicinity experiences the low noise levels characteristic of a rural residential area.  
Introduction of noise from fire sirens would increase noise levels for residents in the vicinity; 
the EIR would review potential noise impacts, including “nuisance noise.”  

• Public Facilities: The development of the proposed fire station would incrementally increase 
demands for water and sewer service.  No major drainage or water quality control facilities 
would be necessary to serve the project beyond those incorporated into project design. 

• Transportation/Circulation: Construction and operation of Station 3 would incrementally 
increase traffic in eastern Montecito.  Introduction of larger slow moving construction and 
emergency vehicles onto East Valley Road could potentially create traffic hazards, 
although the line-of-sight along East Valley Road in the project vicinity has been 
determined to be adequate for safety. 

• Cumulative Impacts: In addition to addressing direct and indirect project-related impacts, 
the EIR would also identify potential cumulative impacts and the proposed project’s 
incremental contribution to such impacts.  Particular attention would be paid to issues such 
as Transportation and Circulation and Public Services (i.e., water and sewer service and 
capacities). 

• Additional CEQA Concerns: The EIR would briefly review irreversible impacts (if any), 
climate change and related legislation, with particular attention on potential growth 
inducement concerns and the role of the Montecito Growth Management Ordinance in 
regulating growth in the community.     

 
Other issues that are anticipated to be addressed in the Initial Study include: 
 

• Consistency with Adopted Plans and Policies: The EIR would review the project’s 
consistency with adopted environmental policies or regulations.   

• Energy:  Given the relatively small size of the project, the additional demand represented 
by this project could be considered incremental but not significant.  The project would not 
require the development or extension of any new sources of energy to serve its energy 
needs.  

• Hazardous Materials/Risk of Upset: There is no evidence that hazardous materials were 
used, stored or spilled on site in the past, and there are no aspects of the proposed use 
that would include or involve hazardous materials at levels that would constitute a hazard to 
human health or the environment (see also Hazards above).  

• Historical Resources: No structures or formal landscape features currently exist on the 
project site. The proposed development does not include the demolition or alteration of 
structures in excess of 50 years in age. 

• Recreation: Project development would not conflict with established recreational uses of 
the area, including biking, equestrian, or hiking trails, and would not directly result in 
greater demand on existing recreational facilities. 

• Water Resources/Flooding: The project site is not located in a floodplain, and would not 
substantially increase storm water runoff. The proposed project has been designed to 
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include a bioswale that would allow for some uptake of storm water runoff along with the 
uptake of potential surface water pollutants. 

 
Development of a Reasonable Range of Alternatives 
 
The EIR will evaluate a reasonable range of potential alternatives to the proposed project.  
Possible alternatives tentatively identified for further consideration include alternative site(s) and 
alternative station design configurations. These alternatives are general in nature since further 
environmental issue area analyses would be necessary before more specific project alternatives 
can be identified. Consideration of potential project redesign would be determined during the 
course of environmental review based on the need to avoid or minimize any potentially significant 
effects. 
 
The alternatives analysis will consider project objectives, alternative site suitability and availability, 
availability of infrastructure, Community Plan consistency, opportunities for project redesign, if 
feasible, and the alternative’s potential to reduce environmental effects.  The EIR will discuss the 
rationale for selection of alternatives that are feasible and therefore, merit in-depth consideration, 
and which are infeasible (e.g., failed to meet Project objectives or did not avoid significant 
environmental effects) and therefore rejected.   
 
Public Scoping Meeting 
 
A public scoping meeting has been scheduled to allow for any interested parties to provide input 
on issues to be discussed in the EIR: 
 
Date:  March 17, 2014  
Time:  4 p.m.   
Place: MFPD Station 1, 595 San Ysidro Road, Montecito, California 93108 
 
The meeting is an opportunity for MFPD and their consultants to gather information from the public 
regarding the potential environmental impacts of the project that need to be evaluated in the EIR.  
It is not intended to be a hearing on the merits of the project. Therefore, members of the public 
should keep their comments focused on potential significant changes to the environment that may 
occur as a direct result of project development.   
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-------CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN Jr., Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
50 HIGUERA STREET
SAN LUIS OBISPO, CA 93401-5415
PHONE  (805) 549-3101
FAX  (805) 549-3329
TTY 711
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist05/

            Flex your power!
Be energy efficient!

March 10, 2013
05-SB-192-11.14

Chief Chip Hickman                                                                                 SCH# 2011031094
Montecito Fire Protection District 
595 San Ysidro Road
Santa Barbara, CA 93108

Dear Mr. Hickman:

COMMENTS ON THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP) OF THE DRAFT 
ENIVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE FIRE STATION 3 SITE 
ACQUISTION AND CONSTRUCTION.

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), District 5 has reviewed the above 
referenced project and offers the following comments for your consideration in preparing 
the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

1) To ensure the traffic study in the Draft EIR includes the information needed to analyze 
the impacts (both cumulative and project-specific) of this effort, it is recommended 
that the analysis be prepared in accordance with the Department’s Guide for the 
Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (2002). Please visit our internet site for a copy of 
these guidelines at: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/iger_ceqa_files/tisguide.pdf.

2) Since Caltrans is responsible for the safety, operations, and maintenance of the State 
transportation system, Caltrans’ Level of Service (LOS) standards should be used to 
determine the significance of the project’s impact. Caltrans endeavors to maintain a 
target LOS at the transition between LOS C and LOS D on all State transportation 
facilities.

3) The traffic study should include information on existing traffic volumes within the 
study area, including the State transportation system, and should be based on recent 
traffic volumes less than two years old. Counts older than two years cannot be used as 
a baseline. Feel free to contact us for assistance in acquiring the most recent data 
available.

4) The methodologies used to calculate the LOS should be consistent with the methods in 
the current version of the Highway Capacity Manual. All LOS calculations should also 
be included in the Draft EIR for review.

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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5) We look forward to reviewing the trip generation study and ask that the study 
specifically analyze the need for channelization. 

6) Caltrans has concerns relative to potential impacts of increased impervious area to the 
drainage systems on SR 192. A detailed storm water/hydrology report is requested for 
review as soon as it is available. No additional runoff can be allowed to the reach the 
state system.

7) Please refer to the correspondence on April 15, 2011 for the previous items requested.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Notice of Preparation. We look forward to 
receiving the Draft EIR. If you have any questions or desire further clarification, feel free 
to contact me at (805) 549-3589 or jimmy.ochoa@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Jimmy Ochoa
Development Review
Caltrans District 5

Attachment 

Sincereeeeeeeeeeeeeeely,

Jimmy Ochoa

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”

















 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     February 27, 2014 
 
Mr. Dan Gira 
c/o AMEC Environment & Infrastructure, Inc. 
104 West Anapamu Street, Suite 204A 
Santa Barbara CA 93101 
 
Dear Mr. Gira: 
 
 The Neighborhood Defense League has been following the MFPD 
process in regard to the development of MFPD Fire Station 3 for several 
years. Our board members attended an especially enlightening MBAR 
presentation and studied the need for the five- minute response time in 
Eastern Montecito, and the need for a drying tower.  We learned that 
there has been money saved for the purchase of land and much of the 
building expense. We learned that it is anticipated that the third fire 
station can be staffed with existing personnel. We all agree that the 
Andalusian architecture is simple, low key and attractive.  
 
Neighboring property owners who oppose the proposed Fire station 
are understandably concerned about the prospect of change, and we 
have noted the extensive opposition they have waged to defeat it. 
 
The Neighborhood Defense League Board of Directors supports the 
development of MFPD Fire Station Number 3 because we are certain 
that one terrible fire storm raging in with a sundowner from the east 
will transform the neighborhood’s worst critics into its greatest fans. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Judith Ishkanian, President 
For the Board of Directors 
Neighborhood Defense League 
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APPENDIX D 
 

AIR QUALITY STANDARDS AND CALCULATIONS 
 





Concentration 3 Method 4 Primary 3,5 Secondary 3,6 Method 7

1 Hour 0.09 ppm (180 µg/m3) —

8 Hour 0.070 ppm (137 µg/m3) 0.075 ppm (147 µg/m3)

24 Hour 50 µg/m3 150 µg/m3

Annual         
Arithmetic Mean 20 µg/m3 —

24 Hour — — 35 µg/m3 Same as             
Primary Standard

Annual          
Arithmetic Mean 12 µg/m3 Gravimetric or           

Beta Attenuation 12.0 µg/m3 15 µg/m3

1 Hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m3) 35 ppm (40 mg/m3) —

8 Hour 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m3) 9 ppm (10 mg/m3) —

8 Hour              
(Lake Tahoe) 6 ppm (7 mg/m3) — —

1 Hour 0.18 ppm (339 µg/m3) 100 ppb (188 µg/m3) —

Annual                  
Arithmetic Mean 0.030 ppm (57 µg/m3) 0.053 ppm (100 µg/m3)

Same as             
Primary Standard

1 Hour 0.25 ppm (655 µg/m3) 75 ppb (196 µg/m3) —

3 Hour — —
0.5 ppm               

(1300 µg/m3)

24 Hour 0.04 ppm (105 µg/m3)
0.14 ppm                     

(for certain areas)10 —

Annual       
Arithmetic Mean

—
0.030 ppm                          

(for certain areas)10 —

30 Day Average 1.5 µg/m3 — —

Calendar Quarter —
1.5 µg/m3                            

(for certain areas)12

Rolling 3-Month 
Average

— 0.15 µg/m3

No 

24 Hour 25 µg/m3 Ion Chromatography
National

1 Hour 0.03 ppm (42 µg/m3)
Ultraviolet  

Fluorescence  Standards

24 Hour 0.01 ppm (26 µg/m3)
Gas 

Chromatography

For more information please call ARB-PIO at (916) 322-2990 California Air Resources Board (6/4/13)

Ultraviolet 
Fluorescence

Ultraviolet 
Flourescence; 

Spectrophotometry 
(Pararosaniline 

Method)

See footnote 13
Beta Attenuation and 

Transmittance 
through Filter Tape

Visibility 
Reducing 
Particles 13

Sulfates

Hydrogen 
Sulfide

Vinyl 
Chloride 11

Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant

Ozone (O3)

Respirable 
Particulate 

Matter (PM10) 8

Fine 
Particulate 

Matter 
(PM2.5)8

Carbon 
Monoxide 

(CO)

Averaging 
Time

Ultraviolet 
Photometry

Nitrogen 
Dioxide (NO 2)

9

Lead 11,12

Gas Phase 
Chemiluminescence

Gas Phase 
Chemiluminescence

Atomic Absorption

Ultraviolet 
Photometry

Sulfur Dioxide 
(SO2)

10

Inertial Separation 
and Gravimetric 

Analysis

Inertial Separation 
and Gravimetric 

Analysis

High Volume 
Sampler and Atomic 

Absorption

Non-Dispersive 
Infrared Photometry 

(NDIR)

Non-Dispersive 
Infrared Photometry 

(NDIR)

See footnotes on next page …

8 Hour            

Same as             
Primary Standard

California Standards 1 National Standards 2

Same as             
Primary Standard

Same as             
Primary Standard

Gravimetric or            
Beta Attenuation



1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

For more information please call ARB-PIO at (916) 322-2990 California Air Resources Board (6/4/13)

In 1989, the ARB converted both the general statewide 10-mile visibility standard and the Lake Tahoe 30-mile visibility standard to 
instrumental equivalents, which are "extinction of 0.23 per kilometer" and "extinction of 0.07 per kilometer" for the statewide and Lake 
Tahoe Air Basin standards, respectively.

On June 2, 2010, a new 1-hour SO2 standard was established and the existing 24-hour and annual primary standards were revoked. To 
attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 99th percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum concentrations at each 
site must not exceed 75 ppb. The 1971 SO2 national standards (24-hour and annual) remain in effect until one year after an area is 
designated for the 2010 standard, except that in areas designated nonattainment for the 1971 standards, the 1971 standards remain in 
effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2010 standards are approved.

On December 14, 2012, the national annual PM2.5 primary standard was lowered from 15 µg/m3 to 12.0 µg/m3. The existing national 24-

hour PM2.5 standards (primary and secondary) were retained at 35 µg/m3, as was the annual secondary standard of 15 µg/m3. The 

existing 24-hour PM10 standards (primary and secondary) of 150 µg/m3 also were retained. The form of the annual primary and 
secondary standards is the annual mean, averaged over 3 years.

National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse 
effects of a pollutant.

The national standard for lead was revised on October 15, 2008 to a rolling 3-month average. The 1978 lead standard (1.5 µg/m3 as a 
quarterly average) remains in effect until one year after an area is designated for the 2008 standard, except that in areas designated 
nonattainment for the 1978 standard, the 1978 standard remains in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2008 
standard are approved.

California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except 8-hour Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1 and 24 hour), nitrogen  dioxide, and 
particulate matter (PM10, PM2.5, and visibility reducing particles), are values that are not to be exceeded. All others are not to be 
equaled or exceeded. California ambient air quality standards are listed in the Table of Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the 
California Code of Regulations.

National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on annual arithmetic mean) are not to be exceeded more than 
once a year. The ozone standard is attained when the fourth highest 8-hour concentration measured at each site in a year, averaged over 
three years, is equal to or less than the standard. For PM10, the 24 hour standard is attained when the expected number of days per 

calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 µg/m3 is equal to or less than one. For PM2.5, the 24 hour standard is 
attained when 98 percent of the daily concentrations, averaged over three years, are equal to or less than the standard. Contact the U.S. 
EPA for further clarification and current national policies.

Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in parentheses are based upon a reference 
temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr. Most measurements of air quality are to be corrected to a reference 
temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole 
of gas.

Any equivalent measurement method which can be shown to the satisfaction of the ARB to give equivalent results at or near the level of 
the air quality standard may be used.

National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the public health.

To attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 98th percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum concentrations at 
each site must not exceed 100 ppb. Note that the national 1-hour standard is in units of parts per billion (ppb). California standards are in 
units of parts per million (ppm). To directly compare the national 1-hour standard to the California standards the units can be converted 
from ppb to ppm. In this case, the national standard of 100 ppb is identical to 0.100 ppm.

Note that the 1-hour national standard is in units of parts per billion (ppb). California standards are in units of parts per million (ppm). To 
directly compare the 1-hour national standard to the California standard the units can be converted to ppm. In this case, the national 
standard of 75 ppb is identical to 0.075 ppm.

Reference method as described by the U.S. EPA. An “equivalent method” of measurement may be used but must have a “consistent 
relationship to the reference method” and must be approved by the U.S. EPA.

The ARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as 'toxic air contaminants' with no threshold level of exposure for adverse health effects 
determined. These actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels below the ambient concentrations specified for 
these pollutants. 

































Montecito Fire Station
Emergency Generator Emissions AMEC Project Number 7551005103

CO
 (g/kW-hr)

NOx  
(g/kW-hr)

SOx 
 (lb/hp-hr)

PM10 

 (g/kW-hr)
PM2.5 

(g/kW-hr)
VOC 

(g/kW-hr)
CO2 

(lb/hp-hr)
Total HAPs 
(lb/MMBTU)

0.90000 3.610 0.00205 0.1600 0.1600 0.19000 1.15 0.00632

Rating 
(KW)

Rating 
(hp)

Operating 
Hours/yr

80 107.3 500 0.16 0.64 0.22 0.028 0.028 0.034 92.00 0.0047

3.81 15.28 5.28 0.68 0.68 0.80 2208.00 0.114

0.04 0.16 0.05498 0.0071 0.0071 0.008 23 0.00119

Emission (lb/hr) = EF (lb/hp-hr) * 107.3 (hp)    or EF (g/kW-hr) * 80 kW / 453.59 (g/lb)

Emission (lb/hr) = EF (lb/MMBTU) * 0.007 (MMBTU / hp-hr) * 107.3 (hp) 

Based on ARB Diesel Engine Screening Risk Assessment Tables at 50% load there is no cancer risk beyond 200 meters
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ab2588/diesel/instructions.htm

November 18, 2011

1.  Emission in g/kW-hr taken from manufacturer's spec sheet and factors in lb/hp-hr taken from AP-42, Table 3.3-1 and 3.3-2 for Diesel Fired 
Engines (full load conditions)

Emissions (lb/hr)

Emissions (tons/yr)

Emission Factors 1

Emissions (lbs/day) (based on 24 hr operation)



Montecito Fire Station
Emissions of CO2 from Electricity Usage AMEC Project Number 7551005103

Emission Factor 1 681 lbs CO2/MWh

Energy Use 2 54,160 BTU/sqft

Building Size 7100 sqft

Energy Usage 3.85E+08 BTU (Energy Use x Building Size)

BTU to KWh 2.93E-04 (KWh/BTU)

Energy Usage 1.13E+05 KWh (Energy Usage x BTU to KWh)

CO2 emissions 76728 lbs (Emission Factor x Energy Use/1000)

CO2 emission 38.4 tons

1.  USEPA OAS at http://oaspub.epa.gov/powpro/ept_pack.charts
2.  DOE Buildings Energy Data Book at http://buildingsdatabook.eren.doe.gov

April 29, 2011



The criteria you have selected returns a small sample set (under 25). This may make the data unreliable. For more
information on reliability, please visit EIA’s website.

Results

Sample Size:   4

Represents (# of buildings):   4,264

Total Square Feet:   33,159,350

Fuels
Thousand
Btu

Expenditures
( $)

Thousand
Btu/
Square
Foot

Expenditures/
Square Foot
($)

Electricity 1,795,982,059 36,780,519 54.16 1.11

Natural Gas 37,234,565 465,767 1.12 0.01

Fuel Oil 0 0 0.00 0.00

All Major Fuels 1,833,216,624 37,246,286 55.29 1.12

End-Use Thousand Total Btu
Thousand Btu/
Square Foot

Heating 457,832,980 13.81

Cooling 129,494,637 3.91

Ventilation 82,657,710 2.49

Water Heating 159,836,858 4.82

Lighting 492,807,589 14.86

Cooking 0 0.00

Refrigeration 158,711,065 4.79

Office Equipment 26,462,726 0.80

Computer Use 52,987,290 1.60

Miscellaneous 272,427,874 8.22

New Search

Building Technologies Program  | Webmaster  | Security & Privacy  | Disclaimer  | EERE Home  | Contact Us

Last Updated: March 2011

Buildings Energy Data Book http://buildingsdatabook.eren.doe.gov/CBECS.aspx

1 of 1 4/29/2011 10:41 AM



You are here: EPA Home Climate Change Clean Energy Energy and You How clean is the electricity I
use? - Power Profiler

The table below contains two charts:

The first chart compares the fuel mix used to generate electricity in your
region of the power grid to the national fuel mix.
The second chart compares the average air emissions rates in your region
of the power grid to the national average emissions rates.

eGRID Subregion: WECC California (which includes the ZIP code: 93108)

FUEL MIX COMPARISON

What Is
My Fuel
Mix?
This chart

compares fuel

mix (%) of

sources used to

generate

electricity in your

region to the fuel

mix (%) for the

entire United

States.

9.6
2.5

12.1 5.8
16.219.4

1.01.6

52.5

21.7
7.6

48.5

%

Non-Hydro
Renewables

Hydro Nuclear Oil Gas Coal
 

 

EMISSIONS RATE COMPARISON

What Are
the
Emissions
in My Area?
This chart

compares the

average

emissions rates

(lbs/MWh) in

your geographical

region to the

 

0.621.79
0.42

4.75 681

1300

 

Clean Energy

http://oaspub.epa.gov/powpro/ept_pack.charts
Last updated on Friday, April 29, 2011

How clean is the electricity I use? - Power Profiler | Clean Energy | US EPA http://oaspub.epa.gov/powpro/ept_pack.charts

1 of 2 4/29/2011 10:47 AM



national average

emissions rates

(lbs/MWh) for

nitgrogen oxide,

sulfur dioxide,

and carbon

dioxide.

  
Nitrogen

Oxide   
Sulfur

Dioxide   
Carbon
Dioxide  

MAKE A DIFFERENCE

What Can I
Do to Make
a
Difference?
Choose one of

the buttons on

the right to find

out what you can

do to make a

difference.

Find out about the actual
emissions attributable to the
electricity you use in your
home or business.

Find out how you can make
your home or business more
energy efficient.

Learn how you can buy green
power (power generated from
renewable energy sources) for
your home or business.

 

Note: The information reported above is derived from EPA's eGRID database for calendar year 2007.

How clean is the electricity I use? - Power Profiler | Clean Energy | US EPA http://oaspub.epa.gov/powpro/ept_pack.charts

2 of 2 4/29/2011 10:47 AM
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OAK TREE ASSESSMENT for the MONTECITO FIRE PROTECTION 
DISTRICT at 2500 East Valley Rd.
July 21, 2010 

Prepared for:!! ! ! ! ! !
Chief Kevin Wallace ! ! ! !
Montecito Fire Protection District !! !
595 San Ysidro Road ! ! ! !
Santa Barbara, California 93108! ! !

969-7762 / KWallace@MontecitoFire.com! ! !

Prepared by:
Bill Spiewak !! ! ! ! ! !
Registered Consulting Arborist #381 ! ! Board Certified Master Arborist #310B
American Society of Consulting Arborists ! International Society of Arboriculture 
! !
3517 San Jose Lane, Santa Barbara, CA 93105! !
(805) 331-4075 / bill@santabarbaraarborist.com! !

SUMMARY
The Montecito Fire Prevention District is proposing to build a new station at 2500 East 
Valley Road.  I was provided with a conceptual plan in June 2010 and went to the site to 
inspect the trees.  

There are 32 oak trees in good health along a drainage channel that will not be affected 
provided the minimum buffer zone is complied with and trees are protected.  

There are 19 other oaks along East Valley Road that are within the parameters of the 
project. Two of the large trees appear stressed, and the others are in good condition.  
All trees along East Valley Road will need some pruning to reduce risks, and enhance 
health and structure. 

I found that two proposed driveways are in the best locations that minimize impacts to 
oaks.  This design will require the removal of six small oaks less than 6” in diameter and 
two mature oaks that are the smallest of all the larger trees.

All other oaks can be retained and protected by following tree protection measures that 
are included with this report, but need refinement when a final design is approved.  
Removed trees greater than 6” in diameter should be mitigated with replacement oaks 
at 10 to 1 if one gallon trees are planted along the channel, or 3 to 1 if fifteen gallon 
trees are planted in the landscape.  
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BACKGROUND
The Montecito Fire Protection District has purchased a parcel of property at 2500 East 
Valley Road with the objective of building a new fire station.  There are 51 oaks on the 
site.  I was retained to assess these trees and provide an opinion on their condition and 
the potential impacts from a construction project.  I performed my field work on June 25 
and July 19, 2010.

ASSIGNMENT
I have been assigned to assess oak trees within the boundaries of the property and 
prepare a report with my findings and recommendations relative to their condition and 
potential impacts from construction on the site.

LIMITS OF MY ASSIGNMENT
This report is based on a visual assessment.  The nineteen tree locations along the 
road were plotted by linear measurement and are not precise. Trees in the drainage 
channel were assessed as a group and not individually, as were the other nineteen oak 
trees.  The drainage channel tree locations were visually plotted.

USE OF THIS REPORT
It is intended that this report offer recommendations to develop the property with 
the least amount of impact to the oak trees.

PROJECT SCOPE
In order to fulfill my assignment, the following tasks were required:

• Identify the oak trees on the site and plot them on a site plan.
• Assess their condition.  The trees along the drainage channel were 

assessed as a group.
• Sample soil and send to a laboratory for analysis. [Results not yet returned 

at the date of this report submittal].
• Draw critical root zones of the East Valley Road trees on the site plan.
• Evaluate the conceptual design relative to the critical root zones of the East 

Valley Road oaks.
• Assess the visual obstructions created by the trees, from potential driveway 

locations and comment.
• Discuss findings with owner and agent.
• Prepare report

Oak Tree Assessment for Montecito Fire Prevention District ! July 21, 2010
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OBSERVATIONS / COMMENTS 
Refer to the pdf of the site plan for the location of the trees.  The site is a lemon orchard 
with two stands of oak trees.  These include a line of 32 oaks along the drainage 
channel, up to the property line, and 19 oaks along East Valley Rd.

Drainage Channel Oaks
1. The trees along the drainage channel vary in age and size, from approximately 4” 

diameter to more than 30” in diameter, and some with multiple stems.  Some are as 
high as 35ʼ tall. 

2. The trees provide a dense screen along the west side of the property despite a few 
small gaps between some trees.

3. They all have full crowns and appear in good biological condition, although many 
have been infested with a common wasp that causes some leaf spotting, which is 
not of concern.

4. Deadwood is common, especially in the larger trees.
5. Mechanically, most of the trees are in good condition, yet several have typical 

structural defects described as co-dominant stems with included bark.  This common 
defect can lead to branch splitting when trees get larger and denser.  (See definition 
under the discussion heading Tree Structure).

6. Some pruning is warranted to enhance health and structure, as the property 
becomes developed.  However, a biologist may need to be consulted to determine if 
pruning creates any negative impacts to habitat.

East Valley Oaks
The table below identifies the 19 trees along East Valley Road.  Refer to the June 
conceptual site plan to locate the trees by corresponding number.

• # corresponds with tree # on the site plan.
• DBH is diameter at breast height measured at 54” above ground.  The diameter of 

multi-stemmed trees are separated with a “/”.  Some diameters are measured 
slightly higher or lower depending on limbs or bulges protruding on the trunk that 
may misrepresent size.

• CRZ is the critical root zone defined by 1ʼ radius per 1” DBH.  CRZs of multi-
stemmed trees are determined by calculating the square root of the sum of the 
squares of each stem diameter.  

• Condition considers health and structure.
• Comment identifies key observations.
• Potential Project Impact is based on the conceptual plan included with this 

report.  TPM is tree protection measures.

# DBH CRZ Cond
ition

Comment Potential Project Impacts

1 12”/
9” 15ʼ Good

Small tree-the 9” trunk 
is enveloping the chain-
link fence.

No potential project impacts 
with TPM.

Oak Tree Assessment for Montecito Fire Prevention District ! July 21, 2010
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# DBH CRZ Cond
ition

Comment Potential Project Impacts

2 23” 23ʼ Good
-fair

The upper portion of the 
crown appears to  be 
thinning.

No potential project impacts 
with TPM.

3 22” 22ʼ Good
At the edge of the 
channel, the crown is 
very dense over the 
road.

No potential project impacts 
with TPM.

4 39” 39ʼ Good

One of the two largest 
and significant trees.  
Lots of large interior 
deadwood that poses 
risks.

No potential project impacts 
with TPM.

5 44” 44ʼ Good

The second of the two 
largest trees. Great form 
and health but note 
some oozing on the 
trunk.

Minor encroachment into east 
side of CRZ with western 
driveway.  No  significant 
project impacts with TPM.

6 19” 19ʼ Good

Youngest of the larger 
trees and has plenty of 
smaller deadwood. Note 
that the trunk is 
enveloping the fence 
from the base to 3ʼ.

Remove for western driveway.

7 4” 4ʼ Good
Young tree.  May be 
reasonable to 
transplant.

Remove for western driveway.  
Not required to report due to 
<6” DBH.

8 5” 5ʼ Good
Young tree.  May be 
reasonable to 
transplant .

Remove for western driveway.  
Not required to report due to 
<6” DBH.

9 4” 4ʼ Good
Young tree.  May be 
reasonable to 
transplant.

Remove for western driveway.  
Not required to report due to 
<6” DBH.

10 5” 5ʼ Good
Young tree.  May be 
reasonable to 
transplant.

Remove for western driveway.  
Not required to report due to 
<6” DBH.
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# DBH CRZ Cond
ition

Comment Potential Project Impacts

11 7” 7ʼ Good

Young tree.  May be 
reasonable to 
transplant.

Minor encroachment into west 
side of CRZ.  Follow TPM.  
May need to be trimmed or 
removed to improve line of site 
to east from driveway.

12 3” 3ʼ Good

Young tree.  May be 
reasonable to 
transplant.

No potential project impacts 
with TPM.  Not required to 
report due to <6” DBH.  May 
need to be trimmed or removed 
to improve line of site to east 
from driveway.

13 27” 27ʼ Fair-
poor

Lots of tip dieback and 
some watersprouts.  
Most stressed tree with 
adjacent oak #14

No potential project impacts 
with TPM.

14 26” 26ʼ Fair-
poor

Lots of tip dieback and 
some watersprouts.  
Most stressed tree with 
adjacent oak #13

No potential project impacts 
with TPM.

15 32” 32ʼ Fair

Tree grows diagonally to 
the north with low major 
limbs.  Some tip dieback 
and watersprouts on the 
trunk.  Also note the the 
major cavity on the 
south side of the trunk 
at 4ʼ-5ʼ, maybe where 
another trunk had split 
many years ago.

Minor encroachment into north 
and east side of CRZ with 
eastern driveway.  No  
significant project impacts with 
TPM.  Tree will need to be lifted  
due to low limbs.

16 3” 3ʼ Good
Young tree.  May be 
reasonable to 
transplant.

Remove for eastern driveway.  
Not required to report due to 
<6” DBH.

17 5” 5ʼ Good
Young tree.  May be 
reasonable to 
transplant.

Remove for eastern driveway.  
Not required to report due to 
<6” DBH.
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# DBH CRZ Cond
ition

Comment Potential Project Impacts

18 12” 12ʼ Good

Short tree that 
bifurcates into two major 
limbs at 12” above 
ground.  Low limbs will 
conflict. Nice short tree.

Remove for eastern driveway.

19 14” 14ʼ Poor

Outside the property 
line.  Note the recent 
split limb at 10ʼ and the 
old split trunk at 3ʼ. Very 
poor structurally

No potential project impacts.  
Tree could be removed if 
driveway needs to be relocated 
to the east without any 
significant loss.

DISCUSSION
Tree Health
It was evident that there was variability in crown condition among the nineteen oaks.  It 
is quite likely that these trees were all previously infested with California Oak Moth.  At 
least three generations of this common pest have infested oaks throughout Santa 
Barbara last year and I have recently observed it returning on other properties.  
Although the caterpillar stage of the pest defoliates oak trees, most recover without 
harm.  However, old trees may be damaged from defoliation due to their age and 
reduced resistance, especially if they are stressed. 

In order to determine if there are chemical problems in the soil that could exacerbate 
declining health in trees #13 and #14, I collected one soil sample from the root zone of 
healthy oaks #4 & #5, and one sample from the root zone of stressed oaks #13 & #14. 
This would allow me to compare and assess soil conditions.  A healthy tree is more 
likely to resist any minor impacts from root pruning or other construction related 
impacts, than an older stressed tree.
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Tree Structure
A common defect observed in many oaks is called co-dominant stems with included 
bark.  Much of this can be mitigated with pruning and cabling.

Co-dominant stems with included bark
Co-dominant stems are two or more trunks, leaders, limbs or branches 
that grow next to each other, a similar rates, and are similar in size.  As 
these continue to grow each year, they also enlarge in diameter. 
Eventually, the gap between them closes and the bark becomes included 
or embedded.  This results in a weak attachment between the stems and 
is a concern when the angles of attachment are acute or narrow rather 
than obtuse or wide.  This structural occurrence is a common defect in 
trees and the cause for the majority of splitting that occurs as co-dominant 
stems with included bark get large and heavy.  The concern can often be 
mitigated with removal of one of the co-dominant stems, pruning and 
sometimes cabling.  Despite this being a common problem, not every co-
dominant stem with included bark will fail.  Targets below the tree, risk 
assessment and the treeʼs significance in the landscape, should be the 
basis for concern.

The Project
The project calls for a main structure surround by two driveways to the east and west, 
additional storage and maintenance structures, and additional parking.  The building 
envelope is adequately distanced from the drainage channel trees, but is close to the 
East Valley Road trees.  The placement of the driveways will require the removal of 
some of the trees.  In addition, other oaks may need to be pruned or removed to allow 
visibility from the driveway entries.

I have evaluated the trees to determine which oaks could be removed to allow for 
driveways with the least amount of impact to the oak resource. The conceptual plan 
shows the driveway position requiring removal of eight oak trees including trees #6 - 
#10 and #16 - #18.  Six of these oaks are under 6” in diameter and do not normally 
require reporting, nor mitigating, according to Santa Barbara County guidelines.  The 
other two are relatively young and small at 19” and 12”, compared to the seven more 
mature and larger oaks.
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CONCLUSIONS
1. Removing the small trees, #7-#10 and #16-#17 (under 6”DBH), and the two larger 

trees, #6 and #18, appears to be the best option for this design concept.
2. The line of sight from the driveways may require some pruning.
3. Soil analysis may indicate soil problems beneath two large oaks that may be 

addressed to enhance tree health.  Note that the lab had not yet produced results at 
the time of this report submittal.

4. Mitigate removal of two oaks greater than 6” in diameter by planting six-fifteen gallon 
oaks in the landscape, or 20-one gallon oaks in some of the gaps or along the 
edges of the drainage channel.

5. Small trees may be candidates for relocation and may be allowed as mitigation 
trees.

6. Trees to be retained should be protected by following tree protection measures 
below but will need some refinement when a final design is approved.

7. All trees along East Valley Road warrant some pruning to remove deadwood and 
enhance health and structure.

TREE PROTECTION MEASURES
1. A pre-construction meeting should be held with contractors, prior to commencement 

of work, to discuss tree protection measures.
2. Install fencing, chain link, to establish tree protection zones (TPZs), at the outside 

edge of the critical root zones or work areas (if CRZs are encroached upon).  
Fences must be maintained in upright positions throughout the duration of the 
project.  Tree protection fencing should also remain upright during landscape 
installation.  Oaks in the drainage channel should be protected with fencing at the 
buffer zone and at the edge of the road where it bisects the row of trees.

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

4. All excavation and grading near trees should be monitored by the project arborist. 
5. Excavation within the CRZs (critical root zones) but outside of the TPZs, should be 

done by hand where reasonable.  Any roots encountered that are ½” and greater 
should be cleanly cut.  

6. Tree pruning, where limbs may conflict with equipment and proposed structures, 
should be done prior to excavation and grading.

7. Pruning should be performed or supervised by a qualified Certified Arborist.  The 
project arborist should review the goals with workers prior to commencement of any 
tree pruning.  Tree workers should be knowledgeable of American National 
Standards Institute (ANSI) A-300 Pruning Standards and ISA Best Management 
Practices for Tree Pruning.

8. Review results of soil analysis and treat if necessary, or perform additional 
diagnostic protocol on stressed trees and treat accordingly.

9. Trees that are impacted from root damage (even minimally) should be sprayed in the 
early spring and late summer with permethrin (Astro) to help resist attack of oak 
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bark beetles.  The application of the chemical should be applied to the lower 6ʼ of 
trunk.  I recommend that treatments be repeated for at least two years after 
completion of the project or if drought prevails for longer periods.

10. It may be determined by the project arborist that supplemental irrigation is necessary 
to aid trees that incur root loss and/or during hot and dry periods.

11.Mitigate removal of oaks by planting at a ratio of 10 to 1 with one gallon saplings 
along the drainage channel, or 3 to 1 with fifteen gallon oaks in the landscape. 

12.The project arborist should monitor activities on the site throughout the duration of 
the project. This would 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. 
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ARBORIST DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND CERTIFICATION OF 
PERFORMANCE

Arborists are tree specialists who use their education, knowledge, training and 
experience to examine trees, recommend measures to enhance the beauty and health 
of trees, and attempt to reduce the risk of living near trees.  Clients may choose to 
accept or disregard the recommendations of the arborist, or to seek additional advice.

Arborists cannot detect every condition that could possibly lead to structural failure of a 
tree.  Trees are living organisms that fail in ways we do not fully understand.  Conditions 
are often hidden within trees and below ground.  Arborists cannot guarantee that a tree 
will be healthy or safe under all circumstances, or for a specified period of time.  
Likewise, remedial treatments, like any medicine, cannot be guaranteed.

Treatment, pruning and removal of trees may involve considerations beyond the scope 
of the arboristʼs services such as property boundaries, property ownership, site lines, 
disputes between neighbors, and other issues.  Arborists cannot take such 
considerations into account unless complete and accurate information is disclosed to 
the arborist.  An arborist should then be expected to reasonably rely upon the 
completeness and accuracy of the information provided.

Trees can be managed, but they cannot be controlled.  To live near a tree is to accept 
some degree of risk.  The only way to eliminate all risk associated with trees is to 
eliminate all trees.

I Bill Spiewak, certify:

That I have personally inspected the trees on the property referred to in this report and 
have stated my findings accurately. 
The analysis, opinions and conclusions stated herein are my own and are based on 
current scientific procedures and commonly accepted arboricultural practices.

Signed: ! _______________________________
!! ! Bill Spiewak
!! ! Registered Consulting Arborist #381
!! ! American Society of Consulting Arborists

!! ! Board Certified Master Arborist #310B
!! ! International Society of Arboriculture
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SITE PLAN - see attached MFPD.pdf
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This is an oak tree inventory that corresponds with the numbers on the site plan.  CRZ, 
critical root zone, represents the radius around each tree.

# DBH CRZ Cond
ition

Comment Recommen
dation

1 12”/
9” 15ʼ Good Small tree-the 9” trunk is enveloping the 

chain-link fence.

2 23” 23ʼ Good
-fair

The upper portion of the crown appears to  
be thinning.

3 22” 22ʼ Good At the edge of the channel, the crown is 
very dense over the road.

4 39” 39ʼ Good
One of the two largest and significant trees.  
Lots of large interior deadwood that poses 
risks.

5 44” 44ʼ Good
The second of the two largest trees. Great 
form and health but note some oozing on 
the trunk.

6 19” 19ʼ Good
Youngest of the larger trees and has plenty 
of smaller deadwood. Note that the trunk is 
growing around the fence from the base to 
3ʼ.

7 4” 4ʼ Good Young tree.  May be reasonable to 
transplant if conflict with construction.

8 5” 5ʼ Good Young tree.  May be reasonable to 
transplant if conflict with construction.

9 4” 4ʼ Good Young tree.  May be reasonable to 
transplant if conflict with construction.

10 5” 5ʼ Good Young tree.  May be reasonable to 
transplant if conflict with construction.

11 7” 7ʼ Good Young tree.  May be reasonable to 
transplant if conflict with construction.

12 3” 3ʼ Good Young tree.  May be reasonable to 
transplant if conflict with construction.

13 27” 27ʼ Fair-
poor

Lots of tip dieback and some watersprouts.  
Most stressed tree with adjacent oak.



# DBH CRZ Cond
ition

Comment Recommen
dation

14 26” 26ʼ Fair-
poor

Lots of tip dieback and some watersprouts.  
Most stressed tree with adjacent oak.

15 32” 32ʼ Fair

Tree grows diagonally to the north with low 
major limbs.  Some tip dieback and 
watersprouts on the trunk.  Also not the the 
major cavity on the south side of the trunk 
at 4ʼ-5ʼ, maybe where another trunk had 
split many years ago.

16 3” 3ʼ Good Young tree.  May be reasonable to 
transplant if conflict with construction.

17 5” 5ʼ Good Young tree.  May be reasonable to 
transplant if conflict with construction.

18 12” 12ʼ Good
Short tree that bifurcates into two major 
limbs at 12” above ground.  Low limbs will 
conflict.

19 14” 14ʼ Poor
Outside the property line.  Note the newer 
break at 10ʼ and the old break at 3ʼ.  Not a 
great tree.
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Anaheim Office 
Lab No. 10-197-0011 
July 28, 2010 
 
 
Bill Spiewak Consulting Arborist 
3517 San Jose Lane 
Santa Barbara, CA 93105 
 
Attn: Bill 
 
OAK TREES 
 
Attached are the data sheets corresponding to two soil samples collected from some oak trees. 
Samples were submitted to investigate the possibility that differences in tree vigor may be explained 
by soil chemistry.    
 
Soil Analysis Results 
 
Nitrogen is slow in both samples, but this should not matter if the oaks in question are Quercus 
agrifolia, as these trees are well adapted to low soil fertility. Phosphorus and potassium are adequate 
in sample # 1, above full sufficiency in sample # 2. Calcium and magnesium are similarly supplied in 
both samples and are sufficient for plant nutritive purposes. Copper, zinc, manganese, and iron are 
high enough that supplementation will not be necessary for some time. Salinity is safely low in both 
samples and the pH values indicate moderately acid conditions. Boron is safely low in the two sample 
locations. 
 
Comments and Recommendations 
 
It is unlikely that the difference in vigor is due to soil chemistry. Abiotic factors such as compaction, 
grade change, soil moisture extremes, or some kind of disease or insect problem may be contributing 
to the difference in vigor. 
 
Please call if you have any questions. 

 
Paul F. Santos, M.S. 
Plant Pathologist 
Email: bill@santabarbaraarborist.com 
 
 

 

http://www.LmpCorp.com
mailto:bill@santabarbaraarborist.com
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1.0 INTRODUCTION  
 

This report presents the results of an intensive Phase 1 archaeological investigation 

conducted by Dudek associated with a proposed Montecito Fire Protection District No. 3, near 

2500 East Valley Road, Montecito, California (see Figure 1).  The Phase 1 archaeological 

investigation was conducted in accordance with requirements of the County of Santa Barbara 

Regulations Governing Archaeological and Historical Projects Undertaken in Conformance with 

the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Related Laws: Cultural Resource 

Guidelines (revised January 1993), as adopted by the City of Goleta.  The 2.9-acre proposed 

project parcel, an active lemon tree orchard, was systematically surveyed in 5-meter interval 

by two professional archaeologists, Ken Victorino, RPA (Dudek), and Andrea Bardsley, RPA 

(AMEC Earth and Environmental).  No prehistoric or historic archaeological resources were 

identified. Due to the excellent ground visibility experienced during the survey, the results of 

this survey can be considered highly reliable.  No further investigations or conditions are 

considered necessary. 

 

Ms. Bardsley, in addition to participating in the intensive survey, was responsible for 

contributing substantial sections of this Phase 1 report, including the project description, 

previous research, and survey methods and results. 

 

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION  
 
The proposed conceptual improvements to the existing approximately 2.9-acre project area 

resulting from construction of Fire Station No. 3 include the following (see Figure 2): 

 

• Fire station including an apparatus bay, a garage, and a hose tower; 

• Parking lot and driveway from East Valley Road; and 

• Utility connections including sewer, gas, electricity, and cable.        

 

Excavation associated with these improvements will extend at least 3 feet below the existing 

ground surface. Vegetation will be removed to create a buffer between the station facility and 

surrounding orchard trees. 



192

101

SOURCE: USGS Topo 7.5 Minute Series - Carpinteria Quadrangle
Township 4N / Range 26W / Section 10

Survey Area

FIGURE 1
Archaeological Survey Area

Montecito Fire Protection District Station No. 3 Archaeological Assessment

0 1
Miles



SOURCE: USGS Topo 7.5 Minute Series - Carpinteria Quadrangle
Township 4N / Range 26W / Section 10

FIGURE 2
Site Plan

Montecito Fire Protection District Station No. 3 Archaeological Assessment
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3.0  BACKGROUND RESEARCH 
 
3.1 Prehistoric Setting 
 

The local prehistoric chronology is divided into four major periods – Paleoindian, Early Period, 

Middle Period, and Late Period.  It is generally accepted that humans entered the New World 

during the latter part of the Wisconsin glaciation between 40,000 and 20,000 years before 

present (B.P.).  The earliest unquestioned evidence of human occupation in southern Santa 

Barbara County is dated to between 10,000 to 8,000 B.P. (Erlandson and Colten 1991).  

Paleoindian groups during this time focused on hunting Pleistocene megafauna, including 

mammoth and bison.  Plants and smaller animals were undoubtedly part of the Paleoindian 

diet as well, and when the availability of large game was reduced by climatic shifts near the 

end of the Pleistocene, the subsistence strategy changed to a greater reliance on these 

resources.  

 

Post-Pleistocene changes in climate and environment are reflected in the local archaeological 

record by approximately 8,000 B.P., the beginning of the Early Period, as defined by Chester 

King (1981, 1979, 1974).  The Early Period of the Santa Barbara Channel mainland was 

originally defined by Rogers (1929), who called it the “Oak Grove” Period.  The diagnostic 

feature of this period is the mano and metate milling stones, which were used to grind hard 

seeds such as sage for consumption.  Toward the end of the Early Period, sea mammal 

hunting appears to have supplemented subsistence strategies (Glassow et al. 1990). 

 

The Middle Period (3,350 to 800 B.P.) is characterized by larger and more permanent 

settlements, related to a generally wetter environment.  Materials from Middle Period sites 

reflect a greater reliance on marine resources and include marine shells, fish remains, and 

fishhooks.  A major shift in vegetable food exploitation occurred, as the mano and metate 

milling stones were replaced by stone mortars and pestles.  This indicates a transition from 

seed gathering to oak tree acorn gathering and processing, a result of cooler temperatures 

and more expansive oak woodland habitats. Toward the end of this period, the plank canoe 

was developed, making ocean fishing and trade with the Channel Islands safer and more 
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efficient (Arnold 1987).  Terrestrial resources continued to be exploited as evidenced by the 

presence of contracting-stemmed and corner-notched projectile points from Middle Period 

sites (Bamforth 1984). 

 

The Late Period (800 to 150 B.P. or approximately A.D. 1150 to 1800) was a time of 

increased social and economic complexity.  The increased number of permanent and semi-

permanent villages clustered along the Santa Barbara Channel and on the Channel Islands, 

and the diversity of environmental site settings in which sites have been identified, indicates a 

substantial increase in prehistoric population.  Intensification of terrestrial as well as marine 

resources occurred.  Acorns continued to be processed, and land mammals were hunted with 

the bow and arrow, rather than exclusively by spear.  Trade networks, probably controlled by 

village chiefs, expanded and played an important part in local Chumash culture, reinforcing 

status differences and encouraging craft specialization.  Shell beads, found throughout the 

Early and Middle Periods, increased in number and variety, related to status and social value. 

 

The protohistoric culture of the Chumash was terminated by the arrival of a Spanish 

expedition led by Gaspar de Portola in 1769.  Chumash culture changed dramatically with the 

establishment of the Missions of Santa Barbara, Santa Ynez, and La Purísima.  

 
3.2 Historic Setting 
 

The historic occupation of the project vicinity can be divided into three settlement periods: 

the Mission Period (A.D. 1769 – 1830), the Rancho Period (ca. A.D. 1830 -1865), and the 

American Period (ca. A.D. 1865 – 1915).  Construction of Mission Santa Barbara in 1786, 

Mission la Purísima Concepcíon in 1787, and Mission Santa Ynez in 1804, altered both the 

physical and cultural landscape of the region.  The missions were the center of Spanish 

influence in the region and affected native patterns of settlement, culture, trade, industry, 

and agriculture.  Following the secularization of the Missions by the Mexican Government in 

1821, California became part of the Republic of Mexico. 

 

Secularization of lands and a focus on cattle raising marked the Rancho Period, where large 

land grants of Mission lands were ceded to wealthy, prominent Spanish families.  Native 
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Americans continued to work as laborers on ranchos during this period.  With California 

statehood in 1850 and the advent of the American Period, farming and more intensive land 

uses steadily replaced cattle stock raising.  Cattle ranching was substantially curtailed by a 

prolonged drought in the 1860s. 

 

Since statehood, major forces of regional change during the last 150 years have been 

railroads, maritime shipping, agribusiness concerns, the oil industry, and the college 

institutions. 

 
3.3 Previous Research 
 

An archaeological records search of the project site was conducted by Ms. Barsdley at the 

Central Coastal Information Center (CCIC), University of California, Santa Barbara on March 

23, 2010 (see attached letter). The records search included a review of all cultural resource 

investigations and recorded prehistoric and historic archaeological sites located within the 

project site and a 0.5-mile radius. 

 

The records search indicated that no cultural resource investigations have been completed 

within  project area; twelve investigations  have been completed within the ½-mile radius of 

the project site (see Section 6.0 References). The records search identified no recorded 

archaeological resources within the project area, but one prehistoric site and five historic sites  

are exist within a 0.5-mile radius (Table 2). 

 

The six archaeological sites are summarized in Table 1, below.  The prehistoric site, CA-SBA-

15, appears to be a temporary habitation site located adjacent to a permanent fresh water 

source.  The historic sites are all related to 20th century drainage infrastructure and public 

works improvements. 
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Table 1  Recorded Archaeological Sites Within 0.5 Miles of the Project Site 

Trinomial Primary No. Component Description 

SBA-15 P-42-000015 Prehistoric 
Groundstone and lithic 

scatter 

SBA-3788 P-42-003788 Historic Romero Creek Bridge 

SBA-3789 P-42-003789 Historic 
Unnamed drainage 

culvert 

SBA-3790 P-42-003790 Historic Picay Creek culvert 

SBA-3791 P-42-003791 Historic 
Unnamed drainage 

culvert 

SBA-3792 P-42-003792 Historic 
Unnamed drainage 

culvert 

 

4.0 FIELDWORK 
 

An intensive archaeological surface survey of the project area was conducted on June 25, 

2010, by Ken Victorino, RPA, and Andrea Bardsley, RPA.  All ground surfaces within the 

project area were intensively inspected in 5-meter (15-feet) parallel north-south transects, 

roughly following the rows of lemon trees within the property.   

 

The project area is currently part of a well-tended lemon orchard located on gentle south-

trending slopes.  The soils on site are Ballard fine sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent (USDA 1981).  

An unnamed, shallow (no greater than 3-feet deep), open drainage defines the western 

project area border. 

 

Vegetation within the project site, besides the lemon trees, included only periodic small 

patches of annual weeds and forbs.  In order to enhance the reliability of the intensive survey 

results, the small patches of weeds identified throughout the project area were removed with 

a shovel.  The banks and bottom of the shallow unnamed drainage were also closely 

inspected.  The drainage was not conveying water at the time of the survey, such that ground 

visibility within the channel was excellent (100 percent).  The resulting ground surface 
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visibility throughout the project area was excellent (between 90-100 percent). 

 

Previous ground disturbances within the project area include an orchard irrigation system that 

extends approximately up to 1 foot below the surface.  The current ranch manager related 

that mature lemon trees have been periodically mechanically ripped and removed in the past.  

These agricultural practices have resulted in disturbances throughout the project area to 

some degree. 

 

No evidence of prehistoric or historic archaeological resources was identified as a result of the 

intensive archaeological survey.  As ground surface visibility was excellent throughout the 

project area, the negative survey results for cultural resources are considered highly reliable.  

It is important to note that the systematic survey methods were much more intensive than 

the 15-meter (45-foot) transect intervals required by the Santa Barbara County Cultural 

Resource Guidelines. 

 

 
5.0 CONCLUSIONS 
 
 

Based on the excellent ground surface visibility and intensive survey strategy, and the 

absence of any prehistoric or significant historic archaeological deposits, the potential for the 

proposed project to encounter unknown but potentially significant subsurface prehistoric 

remains (intact and not subject to previous ground disturbance) is considered unlikely.  As the 

project site is located on fairly level topography and is not within the influence of a major 

drainage or alluvial fan hillside, it is very unlikely that the existing project area surface soils 

are a function of alluvium associated with flooding runoff over the past several thousand 

years that would otherwise have the potential to bury unknown prehistoric site living surfaces. 

Therefore, project impacts on prehistoric and historic archaeological resources are considered 

to be less than significant.  

 

In the highly unlikely event that potentially important cultural resources are identified during 

construction, artifacts and particularly features, if identified, could be capable of indicating 

when prehistoric use of the area occurred.  Contemporary Chumash individuals generally 
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consider all prehistoric artifacts and food remains (e.g., shellfish, animal bone) to be 

important heritage resources.  Any isolated human remains would be protected by Public 

Resource Code 5098.98 and are considered important heritage resources by the 

contemporary Native American community.  

 

Therefore, the following measure is recommended: 

 

1. In the unlikely event that potentially significant cultural resources are encountered 

during grading, excavation should be immediately suspended and a County-qualified 

archaeologist and Native American observer retained to evaluate the importance of the 

find consistent with Santa Barbara County Cultural Resource Guidelines.   

 

This recommended measure would ensure that the unlikely potential for impacts unknown 

cultural resources during proposed project construction activities would remain less than 

significant.   
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CAM P BEL L· G E 0, INC.
ENGINEERING GEOLOGY· HYDROLOGY· GEOENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

March 7,2011

Montecito Fire Protection District
595 San Ysidro Road
Santa Barbara, CA 93108

Attn: Chief Kevin Wallace

Subject: Geologic Hazards and Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation
Proposed MFPD Station 3
East Valley Road (APN 155-070-008)
Montecito, California

Dear Chief Wallace:

INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to our proposal dated October 11, 2010, Campbell·Geo, Inc. is pleased to

present this geologic hazards and preliminary geotechnical evaluation of the proposed site of a

new MFPD station on a portion of the property located at 2500 East Valley Road, near Ortega

Ridge Road in Montecito, Santa Barbara County, California. Please see Plate 1 - Regional

Geology and Project Location Map.

The proposed development is depicted on the conceptual Site Layout (RRM Design

Group), dated August 10, 2010, that has been provided to us. We understand that proposed

development includes a fire station building, support building, and reserve apparatus carports,

along with associated landscape, driveway, and parking area, although no detailed development

plans were available for our review. We anticipate that construction will be at approximately

existing site grades and that the buildings will be relatively light, one- to two-story wood-frame

structures with Portland cement concrete parking and driveway areas.

Under definitions in the most current California Building Code (CBC, 2010), the project

is considered to be an essential services facility, with the same occupancy category as hospitals,

law enforcement facilities, airport control towers, etc. (CBC Table 1604A.5). Engineering

geologic reports are required by CBC Section 1803A.6. Specific hazards, including

seismic/fault-related hazards, are required to be evaluated. Our work was conducted in general

327-A EAST HALEY STREET SANTA BARBARA CALIFORNIA 93101-1712
TELEPHONE: (805) 965-5003 FACSIMILE: (805) 963-5371
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conformance with state guidelines (CDMGI Note 42 and California Geologic Survey SP 117,

and Notes 48 and 49) and the 2010 California Building Code. A preliminary geotechnical

evaluation was also conducted to provide preliminary recommendations for foundation design

and site grading.

In accordance with the 1972 State of California Alquist-Priolo Act, "no structure for

human occupancy ... shall be permitted to be placed across the trace of an active fault"

(California Code of Regulations). The site was identified to be potentially affected by an

inferred branch of the Arroyo Parida Fault, mapped by the US Geological Survey on the most

recently released regional geologic map (Minor, et al., 2009).

Our work consisted of the tasks outlined in our proposal, which was authorized in

October, 2010.

Those tasks are summarized as follows:

• Review ofaerial photographs
• Review of digital elevation images (DEM)
• Review of relevant geologic data from previous work by this

office and others
• Exploratory boring program for collection ofgeotechnical

data, fault data, bulk soil samples, and undisturbed soil
samples

• Exploratory trenching
• Laboratory testing of soil samples
• Preparation ofa geologic map and cross-section
• Geologic hazard analysis of the building site
• Preparation ofa summary report, including preliminary

grading and foundation recommendations

PREVIOUS WORK

Regional investigations (the County's 1979 Seismic Safety Element), and regional

Geologic Maps (Dibblee, 1986 and Minor et al., 2009) were reviewed during the course of this

1 California Division of Mines and Geology, now known as the California Geologic Survey (CGS).

CAM P BEL L· G E 0, INC.
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evaluation. To further evaluate the location of inferred faults in the vicinity of the project, we

reviewed additional geologic maps (Upson, 1951; Gurrola, 2006; and Jennings, 2010).

SITE CONDITIONS

Existing Land UseNegetation

The site is located on what is currently a lemon grove. A few oak trees are located at

the western and southern boundaries of the proposed fire station site. The latitude/longitude of

the project site is 34.4369°N/119.5944°W, as measured from the US Geological Survey Map

Locator database.

Topography/Drmnage

The proposed building footprint is on flat to gently sloping ground. Based on the

County of Santa Barbara Flood Control Department topographic map (Sheet 19, July 1990), the

site elevation varies from approximately 330 feet to 305 feet above sea level. The surface grade

slopes to the southwest at approximately 7 percent. Runoff of surface water at the site is to the

south and west, by sheet flow to East Valley Road. A drainage ditch that is less than 5 feet

deep is located on the western boundary of the proposed site.

Groundwater

In the exploratory trenches excavated by Campbell·Geo in January and February 2011,

no groundwater was detected. In the borehole B-2, excavated in November 2010, groundwater

was noted at a depth of 53 feet, roughly equivalent to elevation 260 feet, based on the

topographic map elevation at B-2. Groundwater was either at a lower elevation or not found in

other borings.

Variations in groundwater elevations should be anticipated during years with high

rainfall and during/after storm events, but groundwater is not expected to affect the proposed

structure improvements adversely.
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INVESTIGATION

Analysis ofAerial Photographs

We analyzed stereo pair aerial photographs from flights by Pacific Western Aerial

Surveys (CPW-SBI-95/-96 from 1972/73 and PWSB 14-30/-52 from 2003). We also evaluated

a Digital Elevation Model (DEM) image of the area, prepared from elevation data2 enhanced

with varying artificial sun angles. The intent of our aerial photo and DEM evaluation was to

determine (to the extent possible) whether geomorphic features were visible on or near the

building site that were suggestive of faults or landslides.

The aerial photographs and DEM indicate the presence of offsite east-west and

southwest-trending geomorphic features associated with the Arroyo Parida and Fernald Point

Faults, respectively. The features are not distinct lineations and are not evident in the aerial

photographs or DEM on the proposed site. No other relevant geomorphic features were

interpreted to exist from our examination of the DEM images and the listed aerial photos. No

landslides at the project site are evident in the photos.

Subsurface Exploration

To gather samples for geotechnical analysis and to investigate the presence of a fault

related surface rupture hazard, a subsurface investigation was performed by Campbell Geo, Inc.

in November 2010 and JanuarylFebruary 2011 for the currently proposed project location. Six

exploratory soil borings were drilled utilizing hollow-stem auger and rotary wash drill rigs to

depths ranging from 20 to 370 feet. The boring logs are presented in Appendix A. We also

excavated two exploratory trenches. A total of over 380 linear feet of trench was excavated to a

depth of roughly 9 feet. The approximate location of the borings and Trenches 1 and 2 are

shown on Plate 2. The geologic cross-section (Plate 3) attached to this report has been prepared

using the plan and elevations provided on the county flood control topographic map. The

trench logs are presented on Plate 4. The trench locations have been surveyed and plotted on a

2 From the NOAA 200212003 Dataset.
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site map prepared by a surveyor (MNS Engineers) under contract with MFPD. A copy of

MNS's map is included in Appendix A of this report.

The purpose of the deep borings was to evaluate the presence of bedrock offsets

indicative of historic fault movement. The Arroyo Parida and Fernald Point Faults are

structures exhibiting bedrock that has been offset upward on the south and southeast of the

faults, respectively. Despite drilling as deep as 370 feet (approximately to elevation -75 feet

below sea level) into Quaternary-age deposits, no Tertiary-age bedrock was encountered.

Based on bedrock outcrops east of the site, the Tertiary-age Sespe formation is believed to

underlie the site below the Quaternary deposits. The Sespe is a distinctive, redlbrown siltstone,

sandstone, or conglomerate. Fault movements that are known to have occurred within the last

two million years (the Quaternary period) would be expected to be exhibited by vertical offsets

in the older rocks dating to the Tertiary period (i.e., the Sespe formation). Sespe formation

outcrops are found less than 500 feet southeast of the site on the upthrown (south side) of the

Arroyo ParidalFernald Point Faults. The absence of shallow bedrock found in any boring at the

proposed building site suggests that the fault structures are located offsite. Due to the lithologic

similarity between the Quaternary units (intermediate alluvium and the Casitas formation,

described below), any offsets in the contact between those two units were not apparent.

The purpose of the exploratory trenches was to evaluate geologic features indicative of

fault offsets, gouge, or shear zones. The trench features included cobbles and boulders

supported by a matrix of unconsolidated silty sand, sandy silt, and some clay collectively

identified as intermediate/older alluvium (Qia). That unit was found not to be well stratified

throughout the trench. The USGS (Minor et a!., 2009) interprets the Qia unit to have been

deposited in the Upper and Middle Pleistocene epoch, which means it is probably less than one

million years old. No offset in strata and no fracturing, gouging, or other features indicative of

recent near-surface fault rupture were found in the trenches. The exploratory trenches were

loosely backfilled (not compacted) with native material.

Water wells as deep as 600 feet exist to the southwest within 1,200 feet of the site

(Hoover, 1979). These wells are in Storage Unit 1 of the Montecito Groundwater Basin, and
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are interpreted to exist north of the previously mapped trace of the Arroyo Parida Fault.

Drilling for groundwater exploration further to the south and southwest encountered shallow

bedrock south or southeast of the mapped location of the Arroyo Parida and Fernald Point

Faults. Based on CampbeIl·Geo's communications with the US Geological Survey (Dr. Scott

Minor)3, the 2009 mapping of the concealed/queried faults in the project area is based on the

absence of evidence on the ground that the Fernald Point Fault continues to the northeast of its

intersection with the Arroyo Parida Fault. Dr. Minor concludes that the Fernald Point Fault

must either terminate at the Arroyo Parida Fault (with the latter continuing farther west along a

westerly strike, as shown on the 2009 map), or the Arroyo Parida must curve to the southwest

and become the Fernald Point Fault, as shown by other previous investigators (Hoover,

Dibblee, and Gurrola). Based on our site investigation, the Arroyo Parida Fault appears to

curve to the southwest.

Laboratory Testing

Laboratory testing was performed on representative bulk and relatively undisturbed

samples obtained from the borings. The following tests were performed:

• Maximum Dry Density/Optimum Moisture Content (ASTM:
D 1557)

• Moisture/Density Tests (ASTM: D2216)

• Direct Shear (ASTM: D3080)

• Consolidation (ASTM: D2433)

• Atterberg Limits (ASTM: D4318)

• Sieve Analysis (ASTM: D422)

• Corrosivity Testing (Cal. Tests 417, 422, and 643; EPA 9045C)

• R-Value (Cal. Test 307-F)

Results of the laboratory tests are included in Appendix B.

3 October, 2010.
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GEOLOGY

Regional Setting

The south coast of Santa Barbara County is located on the southern flank of the Santa

Ynez Mountains, which make up a portion of the Transverse Range Province of California.

The regional geologic structure consists of mostly south dipping sedimentary rocks uplifted

from the north by tectonic movement along several generally east to west trending fault and

fold structures, and by ongoing regional tectonic compression of the Santa Barbara Channel

area. The uplifted Tertiary and early Quaternary age rocks underlying the project area are

moderately deformed by folding and faulting. The MFPD project site is located on an alluvial

fan formed by the erosion and deposition ofdetritus from Romero Canyon and the south face of

the Santa Ynez Mountains, located approximately one-halfmile north of the site.

Tectonic activity is ongoing, as evidenced by earthquakes in the geologically recent past

(1812, 1925, 1941, and 1978) that resulted in moderate to severe damage in the Santa Barbara

area. A fault location map for the project site and vicinity prepared from a portion of the 2009

map by Minor et ale is presented as Plate 1.

Site Geology: Lithology

The geologic formations encountered in boreholes or exposed on the site are, from

oldest to youngest, the Casitas formation (Qca), older, intermediate alluvial or fanglomerate

deposits (Qia), and Artificial Fill (Qat), as shown on Plate 2 - Geologic Map, Plate 3 - Geologic

Cross-Section, and Plate 4 - Exploratory Trench Log.

Casitas Formation (Oca)

This moderately consolidated deposit of sand, clay, cobbles and boulders does not crop

out in the project area, but was encountered at a depth of roughly 100 feet in the two deep

borings. The Casitas is dated to the upper and middle Pleistocene epoch (Minor et al., 2009).
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Fanglomerate/Intermediate Alluvial Deposits (Oia)

Overlying the Casitas formation, unconsolidated sand, silt, gravel, cobble and boulder

deposits are identified as the fanglomerate or intermediate alluvium. This unit is lithologically

very similar to the underlying Casitas formation. Minor (2009) and Gurrola (2006) indicate an

upper Pleistocene age for the intermediate alluvium, which in the Montecito area is an alluvial

fan deposit exhibiting stream and debris flow deposits with materials transported from the south

face and canyons of the adjacent Santa Ynez mountain range.

Artificial fill (OaO

Recent artificial fill is also present at this site, found as thin deposits in utility trenches.

Additional fill areas may be present. Recommendations for artificial fill are included in the

Conclusions/Recommendations section of this report.

Site Geologic Structure

The Quaternary units are unconsolidated sedimentary materials that exhibit no bedding

planes in outcrops at the project site. The trench exposures exhibit some stratification. The

deep contact between the intermediate alluvium and underlying Casitas formation is probably

not flat, and more likely interstratification between the units is present given the similar

depositional environments. Please see the Geologic Cross-Section (Plate 3) presented in this

report.

POTENTIAL GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

Faults

A geologic fault is a fracture(s) in the crust of the earth along which rocks on one side

have moved relative to rocks on the other side. In an earthquake, rupture surfaces almost

always follow pre-existing faults or fault zones. Inactive geologic faults are structures with no

evidence of movement within the last 1.6 million years. Potentially active geologic faults are
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those that have exhibited movement during the last 1.6 million years. The State of California

(Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, 1972) defines active faults as those where rupture

within the last 11,000 years (the Holocene epoch) can be demonstrated. The 1972 A-P Act

prohibits development over faults that are active and are "well-defined," i.e., that can be traced

at or just below ground surface.

In the immediate area currently proposed for development, no confirmed active faults

have been mapped by the State of California (Jennings, 2010) or other previous investigations

we have reviewed. Investigations that we have reviewed indicate nearby mapped active and

potentially active faults.

A summary of active faults within 50 miles of the site is presented on Table I attached

to this report. The summary has been derived from EQFAULT (Blake, 2005), using the Crouse

and McGuire attenuation factor and the fault parameter database used by the USGS and the

California Geological Survey (CGS) (Cao, et a/., 2003). (Other attenuation factors in

EQFAULT do not give true geometric distances to estimated fault plane surfaces.) The nearest

fault in the USGS/CGS database used for seismic motion analysis in this report is the Mission

Ridge/Arroyo Parida/More Ranch Fault (MRIAP Fault), which is less than 1 mile from the site,

based on the EQFAULT analysis. This fault is considered to be active by most geologists

(rupture within the last 11,000 years). The site is also located near the southwest trending

Fernald Point Fault that splays off the Arroyo Parida.

The nearest active fault mapped in accordance with Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault

Zoning Act is the Red Mountain Fault in the Pitas Point Quadrangle in Ventura County. The

Red Mountain Fault is a high angle (56°), north-dipping reverse fault. The fault surface

expression shown on the State of California Special Studies Zone Map (1991) is located more

than 10 miles east of the project site, but the map does not show the trace of the fault offshore

where the fault trends to the west towards the Santa Barbara area. Using the computer model

EQFAULT (Version 3.00, Blake 2005), and the Crouse and McGuire (1994) attenuation factor,

the closest subsurface portion of the Red Mountain Fault is estimated to be 4.2 miles (6.7

kilometers) from the project site. The fault length reported by the California Geological Survey
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(CGS, 2002) is 24 miles (39 kilometers). An earthquake magnitude of 7.0 (Mw) is possible on

the Red Mountain Fault, according to the CGS, and is considered to be the source of the

magnitude 5.9 earthquake in 1941 (Moore and Taber, 1979). The CGS reports the fault slip

rate to be approximately 2 mm/year. The third major local structure used for the seismic

analysis is the Santa Ynez Fault. It is located to the north, 3.7 miles (6.0 kilometers) from the

site, is capable of generating a magnitude 7.1 (Mw) earthquake, and has an estimated slip rate

as high as 2 mm/year (Cao, 2003, CGS, 2007, and USGS, 2008).

The Santa Ynez, the Red Mountain, and the MRIAP Faults have been used in our

deterministic seismic hazard analysis in the ConclusionslRecommendations section of this

report.

Other investigators (Namson and Davis, 1990) have stated the opinion that the region is

underlain by a large "blind thrust" fault and fold structure. Although this blind thrust fault does

not break the ground surface, it may have larger seismic shaking potential than the faults

considered to exist by the California Geologic Survey, according to studies by these

investigators.

Surface Rupture

To evaluate the potential for surface rupture from inferred or unmapped fault traces

through or near the proposed building footprint, we conducted our subsurface investigation to

identify lithologic units that indicated past rupture or offset, as described above. Known fault

and fold structures in this general area trend from the east to the west, as shown on Plate 1,

roughly perpendicular to the line of trenches. As shown on the trench log (Plate 4), no evidence

of near surface fault-related rupture was observed in the sedimentary unit (Qia) that is estimated

to be more than 11,000 years old.

Ground Shaking

Severe ground shaking during earthquakes is a hazard endemic to most of California.

Several earthquakes of Richter magnitude 6 (or larger) have been recorded in the area in recent
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historic times. Earthquakes that produced strong, significant ground shaking affecting this site

in recent history include the earthquake of 1812, the 1857 Fort Tejon earthquake, the "Santa

Barbara Earthquake" of 1925, the 1927 Point Arguello earthquake, the 1941 earthquake, and

the magnitude 5.1 event in 1978,4 which is also referred to as the "Santa Barbara Earthquake"

(Miller and Felzeghy, 1978). Many historic Santa Barbara earthquakes have been due to known

or suspected rupture ofoffshore faults.

Based on the updated historical USGS earthquake catalog used in EQSEARCH (Blake,

2005), the highest ground motion at the project site in the last 209 years was 0.275g. That

estimated historical seismic effect was from the earthquake in 1941, which was an event

believed to have occurred offshore of Carpinteria and is roughly estimated to have been an Mw

5.9 earthquake.

The largest historical earthquake magnitude listed on the database for a 100 kilometer

search radius was the M 7.9 event in 1857, known as the Fort Tejon Earthquake, from a rupture

of the San Andreas Fault, on a section that extended from present-day Monterey County to San

Bernardino County.

An estimation of future seismic shaking at the site has been developed for this project

using the USGS Ground Motion Parameter Calculator (v.5.0.9a), the National Seismic Hazards

Mapping Project 2002 Interactive Deaggregation Model, and the EZFRISK Seismic Hazard

Analysis model. The results are presented below and in the Conclusions section of this report.

Erosion

No areas ofactive erosion were noted during our site mapping and exploration work.

Slope Stability

The project site is relatively flat and is not subject to surficial or gross instability. The

USGS (Bezore and Wills, 1999) has identified this area to have a "low landslide potential." No

4 Miller and Felzeghy report an average earthquake magnitude of5.8 for this event, based on local seismograph
data.
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other geologic investigations we reviewed (listed under Previous Work, above) indicated a

landslide at or near the project site.

Seiches, Volcanism, Tsunamis

None of these geologic hazards affect the site.

Flooding

The Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) published by the Federal Emergency

Management Administration shows the site to be in "zone x," with less than a 0.2% annual

chance of flooding (map number 06083C1411F, effective September 30, 2005 and posted on

the FEMA website, February, 2010). The project civil engineer should evaluate the overall site

flooding hazard and necessary mitigation.

Radon Gas

Radon is an odorless and colorless radioactive gas produced by the natural decay of

minerals found in many types of earth materials. Potentially unhealthful concentrations of

radon gas are found at some locations on the south coast, due to the mineralogy of some

specific geologic unit(s), especially the Rincon formation.

The Rincon formation is not exposed at or near ground surface at this site. The

California State Geological Survey's Radon Zone Map for Santa Barbara County (CDMG,

1995) indicates a low potential for excessive in-door radon levels in the general vicinity of the

project site. No onsite measurements of radon have been made by this office.

Liquefaction

Liquefaction is a phenomenon in which earthquake induced cyclic stresses generate

excess pore water pressure in cohesionless soils, causing a temporary loss of shear strength.

The primary factors that influence liquefaction potential are as follows:

a. in-place soil density
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b. duration of sustained pressure (cyclic stresses)

c. depth to groundwater

d. soil type/gradation

The potential for liquefaction at the site is considered low due to the absence of shallow

groundwater and dense nature of the sandy soils.

Settlement

Based on our consolidation test and settlement analysis based on standard penetration

tests (modified Meyerhof method), we anticipate total settlement of ~-inch and differential

settlement of Y4-inch due to building loads.

Expansive Soils

Based on the results of our laboratory testing and observed soil texture, the near surface

soils possess a low expansion potential. The foundation recommendations in the foundations

and slabs section ofthis report will mitigate this potential geologic hazard.

Seismic Motion Analysis

Site Classification

In accordance with 2010 California Building Code (CBC) Section 1613 A.5.2, and the

underlying geologic conditions. Site Class D is considered appropriate for the proposed

building site.

Mapped Spectral Acceleration Parameters

The Maximum Considered Earthquake (MCE) Ground Motion is defined by ASCE as

the most severe earthquake effects considered by ASCE Standard 7-05. The MCE spectral

response acceleration parameters for the 0.2 second (Ss) and one second (S.) periods are

determined in accordance with ASCE 7-05 and with CBC Figures 1613A.5.3 and 1613A.5.4,

respectively. With the site latitude/longitude of 34.4369°N/119.5944°W, bedrock acceleration
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values (not corrected for soil conditions) were obtained for Ss and for S., using the Ground

Motion Parameter Calculator (Version 5.1.0) available from the USGS National Seismic

Hazard Mapping program. Inputs for the ASCE 7-05 Standard were used. A print-out of the

ground motion calculator output for this site is attached to this report (Appendix B).

For this site: Ss = 2.420g and SI = 0.913g.

Site Coefficients/Spectral Response Acceleration Parameters

In accordance with CBC Sections 1613A.5.3 and 1613A.5.4, the maximum considered

earthquake spectral response for the 0.2 second (or "short") period (SMS) and for the 1.0-second

period (SMI) are determined from Ss and SI (mapped spectral acceleration parameters) and from

the site coefficients Fa (Table 1613A.5.3(l» and Fv (Table 1613A.5.3(2», determined for Site

Class D, as follows:

SMS = Fa Ss and SMI = FvSI

For this site: SMS = 1.0 (2.420) = 2.420g and SMI = 1.5 (0.913) = 1.369g

Site specific spectral acceleration response parameters have been determined separately,

as discussed below.

General Design Spectral Acceleration Parameters

The general design spectral acceleration parameters for the short and 1.O-second periods

(Sos and SOl) determined from the data presented above, in accordance with CBC Section

1613A.5.4, are as follows:

Sos = 2/3 SMS and

Sos = 1.613g

Site specific spectral acceleration design parameters have been determined separately, as

discussed below.
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Project Seismic Design Category

In accordance with CBC Section 1613A.5.6, since the mapped spectral response

acceleration parameter at the 1.0-second period (SI = 0.913g) is more than 0.75g, and since the

proposed structures would appear to fall within criteria for Occupancy Category IV per CBC

Table 1604A.5, the project is assigned to Seismic Design Category F. The occupancy category

should be confirmed by the project design professional.

Deaggregated Seismic Source Parameters

Using the US Geological Survey's 2008 Interactive Deaggregation Model for the site,

the Modal Magnitude (Mw) and Modal Distance (R) were derived. A probabilistic return period

of 2,475 years (equivalent to a 2% chance of exceedance in 50 years) was used for the 0.2

second Site Acceleration (SA) period and the 1.0 second SA period. The results, attached in

Appendix B, are summarized as follows:

SA period of0.2 second: Mw = 7.2 and R = 7.8 km

SA period of 1.0 second: Mw = 7.2 and R = 7.5 km

Site Specific Ground Motion Analysis

As required by CBC Section 1615A.l.2B, the project requires a site specific ground

motion analysis, since the project is assigned to Seismic Design Category F. As outlined in the

ASCE Standard 7-05, Section 21.2, the maximum considered earthquake (MCE) has been

evaluated by both probabilistic and deterministic methods.

Probabilistic Method

Using the EZ-FRISK program (version 7.51 of a model developed by Risk

Engineering, Inc.), the US Geological Survey fault database (USGS, 2008), a basement

depth of 0.15 km, and four Next Generation Attenuation (NGA) models described in the

deterministic method below, the earthquake with a 2% chance of occurrence in 50 years
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(return period of 2,475 years) is expected to produce a maximum rotated component of

ground motion value of 2.854g, which is at a period of 0.4 seconds. A plot of the PSHA

response spectra is presented in Appendix B and on Plate 5.

Deterministic Method

The deterministic evaluation performed with EZ-FRISK has evaluated all fault

sources of the 2008 USGS database within 200 Ian of the site. Three nearby faults have

been identified as the seismic sources capable of generating the highest ground motion

at the site: the Mission Ridge!Arroyo ParidaIMore Ranch, the Red Mountain, and the

Santa Ynez Faults. Based on a review of potential ground motion also performed with

EQFAULT and the Boore, et al. (1997), attenuation model, these appear to be the

appropriate faults for the evaluation. The EQFAULT data is summarized on Table I.

Although the Pitas Point-North Channel Slope Fault surface trace is located

offshore, the fault plane dips to the north, toward the project site. Some investigators

believe that the Mission Ridge!Arroyo ParidaIMore Ranch (MRIAP) Fault system is a

subordinate structure to the Pitas Point-North Channel Slope Fault (Laforge and

Anderson, 2001). The Pitas Point-North Channel Slope Fault also represents a potential

source for a damaging earthquake in the south coast area of Santa Barbara. That

conclusion is supported by the analysis from EQFAULT and the EZ-FRISK Model.

A spectral acceleration plot of the Mission Ridge!Arroyo ParidaIMore Ranch,

Red Mountain, and Santa Ynez Faults has been generated by EZ-FRISK using an input

for depth to basement rock (0.15 Ian) and four next generation attenuation (NGA)

models (Campbell and Bozorgnia, 2008; Boore and Atkinson, 2008; Chiou and Youngs,

2008; Abrahamson and Silva, 2008). These attenuation models are recognized and

considered appropriate for the crustal tectonics of Southern California. The largest

amplitudes of ground motions considering all sources calculated using the weighted

mean of the attenuation equations, including a near-source directivity parameter, have

been used to create the deterministic plot of the maximum rotated component of ground
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motion versus period at the 84th percentile, in accordance with CBC Section 1803A.6.2.

That deterministic plot generated by EZ-FRISK is presented in Appendix B.

The plot shows the largest spectral response acceleration is 2.546g, which is at

the 0.5 second response period. In accordance with ASCE 7-05 Section 21.2.2, a plot of

the 84th percentile accelerations versus period has been compared to the plot of

probabilistic accelerations versus period and the deterministic lower limit is shown on

Plate 5.

In accordance with ASCE 7-05 Section 21.2.3, the lesser ofthe spectral response

accelerations, as determined by Sections 21.2.1 and 21.2.2 (probabilistic and

deterministic) has been reduced by 2/3, and is shown as the line plotted on Plate 5.

The acceleration values at the 0.2 second (Sos) and 1.0 second (SOl) periods for

the final design acceleration values have also been evaluated in accordance with ASCE

7-05 Section 21.4. For the 0.2 second period, the Site Specific Design Response

Acceleration is less than 90% of the peak spectral acceleration for periods greater than

0.2 seconds, so 90% of the 0.5-second period (1.697g) equal to 1.528g shall be taken as

the site specific spectral acceleration at 0.2 seconds. For the I.O-second period, the Site

Specific Design Response Acceleration is less than two times the Site Specific Design

Response Acceleration at the 2.0-second period. Therefore, the site Specific Design

Response Acceleration at 2.0 seconds (0.812g) multiplied by two shall be taken as the

site specific spectral acceleration at the I.O-second period. Those values shall not be

taken less than 80% of the Design Spectral Acceleration, as determined by ASCE 7-05

Section 11.4.4. Therefore, the final design acceleration values for this project are as

follows:

Sos = 1.528g and SOl = 1.624g
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The Site Specific MCE response spectra is determined by multiplying Sos and

SOl by 1.5, and those values shall not be taken less than 80% of the MCE response

accelerations (SMS and SMl), as determined by ASCE 7-05 Section 11.4.3. As shown on

Plate 6, the final site specific MCE acceleration values for this project are as follows:

SMS = 2.291g and SMI = 2.436g

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

General

The development of the proposed fire station site is feasible from a geologic and

geotechnical standpoint, based on the data collected during our 2010 and 2011 evaluation.

Known fault and fold structures in this general area of the south coast trend from the northwest

to the southeast, as shown on Plate 1. Onsite faults presenting a ground surface rupture hazard

have not been found to exist at the proposed footprint or in an area that extends 30 feet to the

south and 90 feet to the north, as shown on Plate 2. The mapped locations of the Fernald Point

and Arroyo Parida Faults are more than 50 feet horizontally from the project site, based on

regional geologic work conducted by Dibblee (1986), Hoover (1979), and Gurrola (2006). The

2009 USGS map shows queried (or uncertain) fault locations through or near the site.

State of California regulations and policies (CCR Title 14 and State Mining and

Geology Board policy) state that "the area within 50 feet of such active faults shall be presumed

to be underlain by active branches of that fault unless proven otherwise." Due to the proximity

of the site boundary and East Valley Road, it was not possible to drill or trench more than 30

feet south of the proposed building footprint. The local building official may allow the

footprint locations as currently proposed or the footprint of the southernmost building can be

shifted 20 feet north. The extended distance of the area investigated to the north should allow

all structures to be shifted north, ifdesired.
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The absence of a near surface rupture hazard does not prove the absence of a deeper

fault structure, which could, like any of several south coast faults, present a ground shaking

hazard. Please see details in the following Ground Motion section of this report.

Radon Gas Control

The USEPA's county by county nationwide map of radon risk assigned the highest of

three risk levels to Santa Barbara County as a whole. Radon gas concentrations have not been

measured onsite. However, based on the State of California's 1995 map and given the absence

of near surface exposures of the typical radon host rock, the Rincon shale, there is probably not

a high radon hazard at the project site.

In general, our conclusion is that it is less costly to design and construct building

features for passive or active control of soil gas than to evaluate the site for the presence of

radon, given the sometimes complex ways that bedrock, soil and building factors can interact.

Many standard modem construction methods (gravel, visqueen below slabs, caulking and

sealing) provide a significant level of protection against radon intrusion into indoor air

breathing spaces. Therefore, if feasible, control of radon gas to reduce indoor air accumulations

should be addressed through structure design. It is not technically complicated and can be

accomplished by adequate ventilation of sub-slab areas or crawl spaces and sealing other

structure features overlying or in contact with the ground surface.

The designer should refer to one or more of the several USEPA guidance documents on

this subject. These are geared toward homeowner, architect, and contractor use and are

available at the following web site: http://www.epa.gov/radon/pubs/index.html.

The 1994 EPA publication, "Radon Prevention in the Design and Construction of

Schools and Other Large Buildings" would probably be one of the documents of interest.

Ground Motion
The proposed building should be designed and constructed to resist the effects of

seismic ground motions as provided in Chapter 16A and 18A, Division IV of the 2010
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California Building Code applicable to the building use and importance and the American

Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) Standard 7-05.

A summary of specific recommended CBC criteria is as follows:

References

Parameter Notation Value 2010 CBC ASCE 7-10

Occupancy Category -- IV Table 1604.5 Table I-I

Soil Profile/Site Class --- D Tables 1613A.5.2 and -5.5 Table 20.3- I

Seismic Design Category - F 1613A.5.6 11.6.1.1

Mapped MCE/Short Period
Ss 2.420g Fig 1613.5(1) Fig 22-1

Spectral Response

Mapped MCE/l second
SI 0.913g Fig 1613.5(2) Fig 22-2

Period Special Response

Site Coefficient Fa 1.0 Table 1613A.5.3(1) Table 11.4-1

Site Coefficient Fy 1.5 Table 1613A.5.3(2) Table I 1.4-2

Adjusted MCE/Short
SMS 2.420g FaxSs 1613A.5.3 11.4.3

Period Spectral Response

Adjusted MCEII second
SMI 1.369g FyxS) 1613A.5.3 11.4.3

Period Spectral Response

Design MCE/Short
Sos I.613g 2/3xSMS 1613A.5.4 11.4.4

Period Spectral Response

Design MCEIl second
SOl 0.913g 2/3xSMI 1613A.5.4 11.4.4

Period Spectral Response

Site Specific MCE/Short SMS 2.291g 1615A and 1803A.6.2 21.4
Period Spectral Response

Site Specific MCEII Second SM) 2.436g 1615A and 1803A.6.2 21.4
Period Spectral Response

Final Design MCE/Short Sos 1.528g 1615A and 1803A.6.2 21.4
Period Spectral Response

Final Design MCEII Second SOl 1.624g 1615A and 1803A.6.2 21.4
Period Spectral Response
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Site Grading

Prior to grading, the site should be cleared of any existing debris and vegetation.

Materials generated during clearing should be properly disposed of at an approved location off

site. Any underground structures, septic systems, or tanks should be removed in accordance

with local regulations. Holes resulting from the removal of buried obstructions, which extend

below recommended removal depths, should be replaced with compacted fill. Material in

Trenches 1 and 2, located as shown on Plate 2 and on the surveyor's exhibit in the appendix,

should be located by the surveyor, then removed to the total trench depth and re-compacted in

the areas proposed for development. The trench depth (approximately 9 feet) is shown on Plate

4. Rock removal by screening will likely be necessary.

In areas where improvements are planned at or near existing site grades, the near surface

soils disturbed by removal of the lemon trees and any existing fill should be removed down to

undisturbed, medium dense to dense fanglomerate/intermediate alluvial deposits and replaced

as compacted fill in order to achieve design grades. Removal depths on the order of 3 feet are

anticipated and root and rock removal by hand picking or screening will likely be necessary.

The removals should extend to a distance beyond the improvements equal to the depth of

removal where possible. Final removal depths should be determined in the field during grading

by the geotechnical consultant.

Fill should be moisture-conditioned to near optimum moisture content and compacted

by mechanical means in uniform horizontal lifts of 6 to 8 inches in thickness. All fill should be

compacted to a minimum relative compaction of 90% based upon ASTM: D1557. The on-site

materials are suitable for use as compacted fill provided all vegetation, debris, and other

perishable or unsuitable materials are removed. Rock fragments over 6 inches in maximum

dimension should be excluded from the fill. Due to the abundance of cobbles and boulders in

onsite materials, screening to remove oversize rocks will be necessary to process material prior

to use as compacted fill. All grading and compaction should be observed and tested as

necessary by the geotechnical consultant.
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Foundations and Slabs

The foundation system should be designed by the Structural Engineer in accordance

with the SRI/CRSI Design of Slab-on-Ground Foundations. Design in accordance with the

SRI/CRSI Design of Slab-on-Ground Foundations should utilize an effective plasticity index of

20. The following recommendations are considered geotechnical minimums and may be

increased by structural requirements.

After removal and recompaction of the disturbed near surface soils and any existing fill,

the proposed buildings may be supported by conventional continuous/spread footings.

Conventional continuous/spread footings should extend at least 18 inches into approved

compacted fill or fanglomerate/intermediate alluvial deposit, should be at least 15 inches wide,

and may be designed for a dead plus live load bearing capacity of 2,000 pounds per square foot.

This value may be increased by one-third for wind and seismic forces. A lateral bearing value

of 250 pounds per square foot per foot of depth and a coefficient of friction of 0.35 may be

assumed. Continuous footings should be reinforced with at least four No.4 bars, two top and

two bottom. Foundations located adjacent to utility trenches should extend to below a 1:1 plane

projected upward from the bottom of the trench. Footings should be observed by the

geotechnical consultant prior to placement of reinforcement and concrete to ensure that the

appropriate bearing materials have been encountered. Total and differential settlement of the

structures due to foundation loads is considered to be less than ~- and ~- inch, respectively.

Slab-on-grade floors should have a minimum thickness of 5 inches and should be

reinforced with #4 bars spaced at 18 inches, center to center, in two directions, and supported

on chairs so that the reinforcement is at mid-height in the slab. Floor slabs should be underlain

by a 4-inch layer of clean sand with at least a 10-mil visqueen vapor barrier placed at mid

height in the sand. Prior to placing concrete, the slab subgrade soils should be thoroughly

moistened.
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Retaining Walls

Retaining wall footings should be designed in accordance with the previous building

foundation recommendations. Retaining walls free to rotate (cantilever walls) should be

designed for an active pressure of 35 pounds per cubic foot (equivalent fluid pressure) for level

backfill, provided the backfill consists of on-site granular soils. Walls restrained from

movement at the top should be designed for an at-rest earth pressure of 60 pounds per cubic

foot (equivalent fluid pressure) for level granular backfill. Any additional surcharge pressures

behind the walls should be added to these values. Retaining walls should be provided with

adequate drainage to prevent buildup of hydrostatic pressure and should be adequately

waterproofed. The subdrain system behind retaining walls should consist of at least a 4-inch

diameter Schedule 40 (or equivalent) perforated (perforations "down") PVC pipe embedded in

at least 1 cubic foot of %-inch crushed rock per lineal foot ofpipe all wrapped in approved filter

fabric. Recommendations for wall waterproofing should be provided by the project architect

and/or structural engineer.

Temporary Slopes

Temporary slopes necessary to perform the remedial grading or to facilitate the

construction ofretaining walls should be inclined at a slope ratio no steeper than 1:1 (horizontal

to vertical). Field observations by the geotechnical consultant during grading of temporary

slopes is recommended and considered necessary to confirm anticipated conditions and provide

additional recommendations as warranted.

Portland Cement Concrete Pavement

Based on the results of our R-value test and an assumed traffic category of C, we

recommend a Portland cement concrete pavement section of 6.5 inches of portland cement

concrete over compacted fill.

CAM P 8 ELL· G E 0, INC.



ChiefKevin Wallace, MFPD
Geologic Hazards/Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation ofProposed MFPD Station 3
2500 East Valley Road, Montecito
March 7, 2011
Page 24

Prior to placement of portland cement concrete pavement, subgrade areas should be

scarified to a depth of 6 to 8 inches, moisture conditioned to near optimum moisture content,

and compacted to at least 95 percent relative compaction in accordance with ASTM: D 1557.

Contraction joints should be provided at 10-foot spacing (maximum). Joints should create

square panels were possible. For rectangular panels (where necessary), the long dimension

should be no more than 1.5 times the short dimension. Joint depth should be at least 0.25 times

the PCC pavement thickness. Construction joints should be thoroughly sealed to prevent the

infiltration of water into the underlying soils.

Load transfer devices consisting of smooth steel dowels are recommended across

construction joints. The dowells should be 7/8-inch in diameter, embedded 6 inches into the

concrete on both sides and spaced 12 inches on center.

Concrete Flatwork

Concrete flatwork should be at least 5 inches thick and reinforced with at least No.4

bars placed at 18 inches on center (two directions) and placed on chairs so that the

reinforcement is in the center of the slab. Slab subgrade should be thoroughly moistened prior

to placement of concrete. Contraction joints should be provided at 10-foot spacings

(maximum). Joints should create square panels where possible. For rectangular panels (where

necessary), the long dimension should be no more than 1.5 times the short dimension. Joint

depth should be at least 0.25 times the flatwork thickness. Construction joints should be

thoroughly sealed to prevent the infiltration of water into the underlying soils.

Retaining Wall and Trench Backfill

All retaining wall and utility trench backfill should be compacted to at least 90%

relative compaction (ASTM: DI557). Backfill should be tested and observed by the

Geotechnical Consultant. The locations of exploratory trenches excavated in 2011 were

surveyed by MNS Engineers. Those trenches should be re-surveyed and staked prior to

construction to allow compaction, as outlined above.
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Corrosivity

Representative samples of the on-site soils were submitted for sulfate, chloride,

resistivity, and pH testing. The results of the corrosivity tests are summarized in Appendix B.

The sulfate contents are consistent with a negligible sulfate exposure classification per Tables

4.2.1 and 4.3.1 of the American Concrete Institute Publication 318; consequently, no special

provisions for sulfate resistant concrete are considered necessary. We recommend a corrosion

engineer be contacted to review the remaining test results and provide appropriate

recommendations, ifnecessary.

Recommended Observation and Testing During Construction

The following tests and/or observations by the geotechnical consultant are

recommended:

• site grading

• footing excavations prior to placement of fonns and reinforcing steel

• geologic trench and utility trench backfill

• retaining wall backdrain and backfill placement

• portland cement concrete pavement subgrade

Surface Water Drainage

Drainage from the buildings, and parking and driveway areas should be collected and

directed to appropriate drainage devices. Drainage should not be placed in soil infiltration

systems or be allowed to flow freely over slopes.

Grading and Foundation Plan Review

Grading and foundation plans should be reviewed by the geotechnical consultant to

confinn confonnance with the recommendations presented herein and to provide additional

investigation or recommendations, as necessary.
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LIMITATIONS

The analyses, conclusions, and recommendations contained in this report are based on

site conditions as they existed at the time of our investigation and further assume the

excavations to be representative of the subsurface conditions throughout the site. The analyses,

conclusions, and recommendations are also based on preliminary site development plans. If

different subsurface conditions from those encountered during our exploration are observed or

appear to be present in future excavations or site work, the geotechnical consultant should be

promptly notified for review and reconsideration of recommendations.

Our investigation was performed using the degree of care and skill ordinarily exercised,

under similar circumstances, by reputable geologic/geotechnical engineers practicing in this or

similar localities. No other warranty, express or implied, is made as to the conclusions and

professional advice included in this report. This report has been prepared for the sole use of the

Montecito Fire Protection District.

This report should be submitted to the appropriate government regulatory agencies to

determine the need, ifany, for supplemental geologic studies.
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Ifyou have any questions concerning this report, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,
Campbell·Geo, Inc.

SHC\rig
Clients\MFPD\Stn 3\Stn 3-Geo_RI.doc

Steven,H. Campbell
Professional Geologist

State of California, #5576
Certified Engineering Geolo~~

State' of California, #1729 '

Attachments: Table ()
Plates (6)
Appendices

cc: AMEC Earth and Environmental
Attn: Mr. Dan Gira, Program Manager

bcc: Hetherington Engineering
Attn: Mr. Mark Hetherington (electronic copy)
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TABLE I
SUMMARY OF REGIONAL FAULTS AS POTENTIAL SOURCES OF SEISMIC SHAKING

Montecito Fire Protection District, Proposed Station 3
2500 East Valley Road, Montecito, California

source: EQFAULT, ver. 3.0, 2005

February 2011

E rth akeEdM ·Etis mate Ulmum a lqu vent

Maximum Peak Site Est. Site Shaking

Approximate Distance(1) Earthquake Accelera- Intensity (modified

FAULT NAME mi (km) Mag. (M,,) tion (g)(2) Mercal6 Scale)(2)

Mission RidgelArroyo Parida (More Ranch) 0.2 (0.3) 7.2 0.832 XI
Santa Ynez (East) 3.7 (6.0) 7.1 0.560 X
Red Mountain 4.2 (6.7) 7.0 0.749 XI
Santa Ynez (West) 4.4 (7.1) 7.1 0.446 X
North Channel Slope 7.3 (11.7) 7.4 0.696 XI
Ventura - Pitas Point 9.0 (14.5) 6.9 0.377 IX
Oak Ridge Mid-Channel Structure 9.4 (15.2) 6.6 0.320 IX
Channel Island Thrust (Eastern) 14.7 (23.7) 7.5 0.374 IX
Oak Ridge (Blind Thrust Offshore) 18.6 (29.9) 7.1 0.213 VIII
Big Pine 19.1 (30.8) 6.9 0.153 VITI
Anacapa - Dume 23.3 (37.5) 7.5 0.249 IX
San Cayetano 24.8 (39.9) 7.0 0.161 VIII
Oak Ridge (onshore) 25.7 (41.4) 7.0 0.156 VIII
Los Alamos - West Baseline 30.0 (48.2) 6.9 0.132 VIn
Simi - Santa Rosa 30.0 (48.3) 7.0 0.144 VIII
Santa Cruz Island 30.6 (49.3) 7.0 0.137 VITI
Santa Rosa Island 33.6 (54.1) 7.1 0.134 VIII
Pleito Thrust 34.8 (56.0) 7.0 0.126 vm
San Andreas .. whole 35.6 (57.3) 8.0 0.170 VIII
Lion's Head 40.7 (65.5) 6.6 0.089 vn
San Gabriel 45.2 (72.7) 7.2 0.093 VII
Malibu Coast 45.7 (73.6) 6.7 0.087 VII
San Luis Range (S. margin) 46.4 (74.7) 7.2 0.110 VII
Garlock (West) 46.9 (75.5) 7.3 0.095 VII
Casmalia (Orcutt Frontal Fault) 51.6 (83.0) 6.5 0.070 VI
San Juan 53.4 (85.9) 7.1 0.077 VII

NOTES:
(1) With the Crouse and McGuire (1994) attenuation factor, EQFAULT estimates the closest perpendicular distance between the site and the fault plane based on the geometry of

the fault plane.
(2) Peak Site Acceleration and Site Intensity per EQFAULT with the Boore, et al. (1997) attenuation factor and Site Class D. VALVES NOT INTENDED FOR FINAL DESIGN
MFP~.3 Geo Tl.xIs CAM P BEL L G E 0, INC.
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PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENT 
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TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS 
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one per day. 

• 24/7 minimum staffing of suppression personnel will consist of three personnel 
with shift change occurring at 0800 every day. Three coming on and three going 
off 

• Currently during periods with indications of a high threat of wildland fire the 
staffing is increased to four personnel 24/7 at our Station 2. We would 
anticipate the same staffing at the Station Three site. Our history shows to 
be on average 120 days per year. For long range planning purposes, 5 to 20 
years, we would like to staff at four personnel 24/7 all year long. 

• We would have an eight hour per day staff person in the future, 2 to 4 years. 
This staff person would start at around 0800 and leave at 1700 with trips in a 
staff car during the day. A rough estimate of 5 to 10 trips per day. 

• We predict that initial volume of emergency calls would 350 per year 
and increase to 600 as the east end of Montecito and the west end of Carpinteria 
is developed. 

• The engine company would average non emergency per hour 
• Multi-engine training at the proposed station 3 would be about 1 per quarter. 

Multi-engine training would consist of 3 to 4 engines at a time 
• The projected emergency equipment at Station 3 would consist a front 

engine, a reserve engine, a wildland engine, and water tender. Except for large 
scale emergencies only one unit at a time would be used. 

for maintenance, Chief visits, supplies 

Proposed Station 3 M D 
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DAILY TOTALS ~ 

0 20 
00:30 0 1 12:30 23 
00:45 1 3 1 3 12:45 92 14 
01:00 0 2 13:00 25 
01:15 1 0 13:15 24 
01:30 1 0 13:30 28 
01:45 0 2 0 2 13:45 13 72 17 
02:00 1 0 14:00 22 20 
02:15 0 0 14:15 21 17 
02:30 1 0 14:30 21 17 
02:45 0 2 0 14:45 19 83 29 
03:00 1 0 15:00 31 17 
03:15 1 0 15:15 32 20 
03:30 0 0 15:30 46 26 
03:45 0 2 0 15:45 45 154 23 
04:00 1 0 16:00 52 26 
04:15 1 0 16:15 56 21 
04:30 0 0 16:30 so 23 
04:45 0 2 1 1 16:45 56 214 21 
05:00 0 0 17:00 67 20 
05:15 0 0 17:15 60 13 
05:30 1 1 17:30 61 10 
05:45 1 2 2 3 17:45 51 239 11 
06:00 3 3 18:00 51 13 
06:15 4 3 18:15 39 20 
06:30 10 7 18:30 21 17 
06:45 18 35 8 18:45 20 131 11 
07:00 12 13 19:00 14 13 
07:15 9 12 19:15 11 11 
07:30 12 37 19:30 15 14 
07:45 14 47 46 19:45 5 45 3 
08:00 18 28 20:00 6 7 
08:15 17 38 20:15 8 6 
08:30 19 36 20:30 5 5 
08:45 16 70 19 20:45 4 23 2 
09:00 30 22 21:00 5 6 
09:15 10 18 21:15 11 3 
09:30 15 34 21:30 6 1 
09:45 21 76 40 21:45 6 28 1 
10:00 18 25 22:00 4 3 
10:15 20 30 22:15 2 2 
10:30 16 20 22:30 2 2 
10:45 20 74 14 22:45 2 10 0 7 
11:00 25 18 23:00 1 1 
11:15 19 27 23:15 6 
11:30 20 1 

DAILY TOTALS ~ 

City: Montecito 

Project II: CA16_8036_001 

Day: Thursday 

Date: 4/21/2016 

VOLUME 
E Valley Rd W/0 Ortega Ridge Rd 

Prepared by NDS/ ATD 
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Executive Summary 

A broad investigation of academic literature revealed that fire station presence in a 

neighborhood typically adds to the value of that neighborhood rather than detracting from it. 

While some drawbacks of placing a fire station in a neighborhood (such as noise) clearly exist, 

studies indicate that the benefits of having nearby fire protection outweigh the costs. Relevant 

research fell into several categories: a directly-applicable case study, several studies on the 

economic impact of fire stations on nearby properties, studies using hedonic models to identify 

the specific impact of ‘neighborhood variables’, studies pertaining to insurance, studies on 

ambient noise pollution, studies evaluating the impact of non-fire station public facilities on 

surrounding neighborhoods, studies on how to correctly site emergency service facilities, and 

studies concerning the impact of wildfire risk on property values. In each of these categories, the 

research indicated that the presence of a fire station would not be harmful to a community. 

The examined case study (page 3) found that in four cities, residents viewed fire stations 

as a “stabilizing element” of their neighborhood with benefits that outweighed concerns about 

noise, traffic, and pollution. Further, the location of a fire station in a community had no negative 

economic impacts and, in some cases, numerous positive economic impacts on the community. 

Economics-based studies of fire stations (page 8) found that, among other things, fire 

station benefits to properties increase as distance to the fire station lowers, and that satisfaction 

with fire services leads to higher property values. 

Of the several hedonic models evaluating the impact of public services on property 

prices, one (page 14) specifically found that the presence of fire stations positively impacted 

surrounding property values. Other research (page 17) indicates that, more generally, public 

amenities such as fire stations tend to increase property values. 
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Using a different approach, a study using the Insurance Services Office’s Public 

Protection Classification (page 22) indicates that having a high-quality fire station nearby is 

generally associated with the benefit of having lower fire insurance costs. 

Studies on ambient noise pollution (page 26) identified that residential properties near 

highways and airports incur both benefits and drawbacks, and that property value diminishes 

with rising ambient noise levels, but generally agree that ambient noise levels of less than 55 

decibels do not tend to negatively affect property values.  However, these studies did not focus 

on short duration sounds such as fire sirens. 

Three studies on the impact of other types of public facilities on property values help 

confirm the above research. Two studies on the presence of mental health hospitals in a 

community (page 36 and 37) concluded that tolerance of even these “stigmatized” institutions 

increased with exposure, indicating that public institutions like fire stations would likely also 

gain acceptance in a neighborhood over time. The other study reported an increase in property 

values in a neighborhood after the introduction of a sports stadium (page 39). 

Several different methods (page 42) have been proposed in the literature for siting fire 

stations and similar institutions to maximize the benefit to surrounding communities. They take 

alternative approaches to addressing both quantitative and qualitative problems of siting 

emergency service facilities. 

Finally, it is clear from the literature that wildfires occurring close to a property decrease 

the property value (page 46), possibly due to increased perceptions of risk, but also due to the 

decreased amenity level of living near a burned area. From this, one can assume that the presence 

of a fire station nearby that could protect properties from the above harm would be of significant 

perceived and actual value.  



Copyright 2011 Phillips Fractor Gorman, APOC (626)744-3540   www.rule26.com 3

Case Study 

The first case study examined four cities with growing fire station districts and found that 

residents’ acceptance of fire stations outweighed their concerns about noise, traffic, and 

pollution. Additionally, research shows that the location or relocation of a fire station had no 

negative economic impacts on a given neighborhood. In several cases, the study found a number 

of positive economic impacts related to fire stations and public investment within a community. 

For example, residents had a perceived increase in public safety due to the presence of a nearby 

fire station. Finally, the study observed that residents viewed the presence of fire stations as a 

“stabilizing element” in the neighborhood, and therefore accepted the noise and activity level 

that is typical of any fire station.  

 The second case study is a summary appraiser’s report which includes interviews of 

residents who live near fire stations.  The qualitative evidence is that the proximity to fire 

stations had no impact on property values. 
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Fire Station #1 Relocation Real Estate / Economic Impact Report 

Integra Realty Resources - Portland, SERA Architects, Inc., and The Bookin Group. "Fire 

Station #1 Relocation Real Estate / Economic Impact Report." Portland Development 

Commission, 13 Apr. 2004. Web. June 2011.  

Four cities, Seattle, WA, Austin, TX, San Diego, CA, and Charlotte, NC, were examined 

in this report because the fire stations in these cities are located “within a growing entertainment 

district and within areas that have experienced significant revitalization over the last two-to-three 

decades.” 

The study states that “while some stations do receive complaints from neighbors 

regarding noise, traffic, light pollution, and exhaust, these concerns have been outweighed by 

each community's acceptance of, or enthusiasm for, a fire station in its midst. In none of the 

cases studied were negative economic impacts reported as being caused by the location (or 

relocation) of a fire station within a given neighborhood. Further, in several cases, positive 

economic impacts were cited as being related to the significant public investment within a 

community that a fire station represents. Lastly, all cases reported a perceived increase in public 

safety due to the 24/7 presence of an operating fire station.” 

In Seattle, Pioneer Square has become one of Seattle's most popular nightlife districts and 

one of its hottest housing markets despite the noise, light pollution, and traffic generated by Fire 

Station 10. However, the city considers the fire station to be “inadequate to accommodate 

modern fire-fighting apparatus” and a new site has been chosen for Station 10. “According to the 

Downtown Neighborhood District Coordinator, the residents and businesses of Pioneer Square 

do not worry overly about the station's relocation, primarily because it will be moving only a few 

blocks away...The Program Manager for the City of Seattle's Fleets and Facilities Department 
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explains that residents and businesses there ‘welcome the services and sense of security a fire 

station will bring’ to their neighborhood.” 

In Austin, new condominiums have been built across the street from Fire Station 1, 

located one block from the center of the Sixth Street entertainment district. The occupants view 

the station as “a stabilizing element in the neighborhood, and they accept the noise and activity 

level that are typical of any fire station. According to a representative of the Avenue Lofts 

Homeowners Association, ‘The fire department provides security by having a 24 hour-a-day 

presence.’ With regard to impacts caused by the fire station, he said that the owners recognized 

that the station has been there so long that it is simply part of the urban landscape--it is just 

something that one has to consider when choosing to live downtown.”  

In Charlotte, Fire Station 2, located in historic South End, does not receive the complaints 

about noise and light pollution that other station in Charlotte does, even though it is considered 

to be one of the busier stations. “One of the fire station's captains attributes the neighborhood's 

acceptance of the station to the general liveliness of the district, of which the occasional sirens, 

flashing lights, and engine noise are only a part. According to a manager within the City's 

Economic Development Division, the station actually contributes to the South End scene: ‘Fire 

stations and firefighters are seen as cool, as part of what makes South End neighborhood a fun 

and interesting nightlife area in which to hang out.’” The staff in South End performs outreach to 

the community, “including giving regular tours of the station to school, church, and youth 

groups; they also fund a ‘Fire Explorers’ program to teach area youth about fire safety and fire 

operations.” The station is also a designated “Safe Place” for those in need such as runaways and 

victims of abuse. Station representatives often attend community meetings and functions, are 

invited to neighborhood parties and barbecues, and are “flooded” with gifts during the holidays. 
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“As a show of support for the station, the community successfully defeated a proposal in the late 

1990s that would have relocated the Station 2 operations elsewhere. As the City's Employment 

and Business Services Manager explains, residents believe that you can't have a neighborhood 

center without certain types of civic buildings, such as a post office or a fire station.” 

The report does not discuss in detail the effect that fire stations have had on residential 

property values. 
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Summary Appraisal Report of Montecito Fire Station No. 3 Site 

“Summary Appraisal Report of Rancho San Carlos (the Petan Company Property) Proposed 

Montecito Fire Protection District No. 3 Site 2500 and 2600 East Valley Road, Montecito, 

California, Report dated November, 2009.”  

Schenberger, Taylor, McCormick & Jecker, Inc., November, 2009, Rep. Print. July 2011 

A fire station proximity study was included in this appraisal report. The objective of that 

study was to determine the potential impact or damages generated by the operation of a proposed 

fire station on the value of nearby properties. Four fire stations, two from the Montecito fire 

Protection district and two from the Santa Barbara County, were chosen as comparable stations. 

All four stations had similar locations and land uses compared to the proposed fire station. A 

market data survey was conducted to identify sales of properties surrounded those fire stations. 

From 2003 to 2009, there were six sales of properties that were proximate to those fire stations: 

adjacent, across the street, or one lot away from the fire stations. No statistical analysis of impact 

of fire station on proximate properties’ value was performed. Instead, the appraiser directly 

interviewed brokers and/or buyers of those six properties. According to all of the interviewees, 

those fire stations had no impact on the marketability or price of those properties. Hence, the 

appraiser concluded that there was no evidence that show that fire stations have an adverse 

impact on the values of adjacent or surrounding properties. 
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Fire Services Economic Studies 

A variety of studies have explored the economic aspects of fire services. Charles 

Tiebout’s theory of fiscal decentralization is one of the pioneer works in this area. His theory 

identified that benefits from a fire station diminish when properties are located further from the 

fire station. One study summarized below performs a cost and demand analysis of fire protection 

services through a sample fire station in New York. Another discusses the relationship between 

the appreciation rate of properties and special districts such as fire, water, and sewer. A positive 

relationship between satisfaction with fire services and property values is also found in one of 

the studies below. 
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Economic Theory of Fiscal Decentralization  

Tiebout, Charles M. "An Economic Theory of Fiscal Decentralization." Public Finances: Needs, 

Sources, and Utilization. National Bureau of Economic Research, 1961. Web. June 2011.  

This paper discusses fiscal federalism—fiscal decentralization—from the point of view of 

economic efficiency. The author introduces a set of assumptions: there are no states, countries, 

metropolitan authorities, etc., and private goods are produced by activities organized along the 

lines of a Losch spatial patterning. 

The author discusses the implications of two communities with similar tastes that want 

different amounts of fire protection due to one community having a higher level of income than 

does the other. The wealthier community may have a larger geographic fire district with more 

output.  

The author uses the costs associated with police protection to illustrate the two sources of 

potential cost increases. The first is an increase in output, or protection, the second an increase in 

the area served. The relevant cost is simply the cost per resident. A larger population lowers the 

cost per resident, but not the amount of the pure public service received.  

A table in this article shows that for each level of output per resident there is one precinct 

size where cost per person is lowest (minimum average cost). The author points out that fire 

protection, air raid sirens, emergency hospital treatment, and parks are examples of benefits that 

diminish with distance. In the case of a fire station, protection falls as the distance from the fire 

station increases. In terms of the cost of providing fire or police protection, the total cost of 

providing the same per capita amount of protection will go up as more people are added to a 

given size fire or police precinct, but it is not clear whether it will cost more or less per resident. 

According to the author, communities with high levels of public service tend to have high rental 
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and housing prices. Finally, the existence of positive externalities, or "benefit spillovers," 

indicates that one community's wellbeing depends on the public goods provided by its neighbors. 

The author fails to discuss the implications that fire stations, police stations, hospitals, or parks 

have on residents and residential property values. 
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Cost and Factor Substitution in the Provision of Local Fire Services  

Duncombe, William D. "Costs and Factor Substitution in the Provision of Local Fire  

Services."The Review of Economics and Statistics 74.1 (1992): 180-84. Web. 6 July 

2011. 

 This study conducts a cost and demand analysis of fire protection services at a sample 

fire department in New York. Its objective is to find evidence on “factor substitution and demand 

in the production of local fire services.”  The study also tests the effects of physical and socio-

economic environment on cost and factor substitution.  

 The author used a framework developed by Bradford, Malt, and Oates to estimate the 

public production and cost function.  The public services cost function is derived from the 

translog cost function of Christensen, Jorgensen, and Lau.  The empirical results from the sample 

show that “neither CES, Cobb-Douglas nor Leontief productions functions fit production 

technology for fire protection”.  This happens because “costs are not homogenous with respect to 

output” and “factor substitution falls between the restriction imposed by Leontief and Cobb-

Douglas technology”.  The author also found that socio-economic variables can significantly 

affect “the public sector cost and the estimates of factor substitution”. 
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Intrametropolitan Decentralization: Is Government Structure Capitalized in Residential 

Property Values? 

Billings, Stephen, and Thomas G. Thibodeau. "Intrametropolitan Decentralization: Is  

Government Structure Capitalized in Residential Property Values?" The Journal of Real 

Estate Finance and Economics 42.4 (2009): 416-50. 10 Sept. 2009. Web. 28 June 2011. 

 This paper’s objective is to test the effects of decentralizing local public good providers 

on residential housing appreciation rates. The author resolved issues that often arise in previous 

studies by comparing the appreciation rate of property values on both areas that add and don’t 

add new local government, and by limiting the self-selection of areas that decentralize 

government. The result shows that intrametropolitan decentralization has no effect on the 

appreciation rate of property values. Also, special districts such as recreation, fire, water, and 

sewer have no impact on the appreciation rates of properties. 
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Public Services Satisfaction and Single-Family House Prices in the USA 

James E. Larsen, John P. Blair, (2010) "Public services satisfaction and single-family house  

prices in the USA", International Journal of Housing Markets and Analysis, Vol. 3 Iss: 4, 

pp.278 – 289 

The two authors performed an empirical study on the effects of public services 

satisfaction on residential housing values. This research is developed from Tiebout’s theory 

about consumers’ choice of location, which is based on location characteristics. Many studies 

have been conducted to test Tiebout’s theory but few of them explored the effect of specific 

public services on property value. Surveys were conducted in 2007 in 59 neighborhoods around 

Dayton, Ohio in order to identify the satisfaction level of residents with seven public services: 

fire protection, paramedic services, police protection, trash removal, snow removal, street 

maintenance, and neighborhood parks. These seven satisfaction measures were then grouped into 

three variables that corresponded with the departments providing the services. In this hedonic 

analysis, real transaction prices of residential house in 2007 were regressed against those three 

satisfaction variables as well as against other characteristics of the properties. All three 

satisfaction measures were positively related to transactional prices. This result strongly supports 

Tiebout’s theory, even in the case of non-education public services. 
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Fire Station Hedonic Price Model  

There are a few hedonic price studies that explore the effects of neighborhood variables 

on residential housing value. However, only one study included fire stations as a variable in its 

model. In this instance, regression analysis showed that fire stations had a positive impact on the 

value of surrounding properties. 
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Neighborhood Impacts on Suburban Housing Values 

Sucahyono, Hadi. "Neighborhood Impacts on Suburban Housing Values." Diss. Ohio State  

University, 2006. Web. 27 June 2011. 

 This author performed a hedonic price study on the housing markets of Delaware County, 

Ohio. With data available from the Geographical Information System (GIS) and Census 2000 

data, the study explored the impact of six different categories of neighborhood variables on 

single-family housing values. Those categories were: “house characteristics and conditions, 

amenities, accessibilities, socio-economic characteristics, existing land use, and land-use 

regulations (zoning and comprehensive planning)”.  Neighborhood units were formed by three 

circular buffers that surround each single-family housing unit, with radii of 100 meters, 400 

meters, and 1 mile.  

There were two models estimated: “the individual neighborhood model” and “multi-

neighborhood model”. The first model considered each neighborhood separately, while the 

second model utilized all the significant variables from the first model. The first model included 

fifty variables and was estimated with 3144 observations. It used OLS estimation, with property 

sales values in natural logarithm form as the dependent variable. The first models found that 

accessibility of single houses to fire stations had a significant positive impact on the house prices 

of all neighborhood types. The second model consisted of 30 variables that were statistically 

significant in the first model. Fire stations also had a “significant and positive” impact on 

residential value. A possible explanation for this result is that people feel safer when they stay 

closer to a fire station, which makes them willing to pay more for a property. 

The study did a marvelous job using a hedonic price model to explain the impact of 

neighborhood characteristics on property values. The method is quite different from previous 
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studies since it uses the circular buffer surrounding each housing unit to form three different 

neighborhood units. It also utilizes the GIS tool to converted neighborhood data and Census data 

into buffers. 
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Hedonic Price Models 

 

According to one study, the market value of a residential property is a function of (1) 

characteristics of the lot, (2) characteristics of the improvement, (3) neighborhood amenities, (4) 

proximity variables, and (5) the period when the housing data were collected. Fire stations would 

be considered a neighborhood amenity. Location characteristics also influence home prices, one 

of which is the quality of municipal services, such as police and fire departments. One study 

found that hedonic price models that omit accessibility, congestion, pollution, and unsightliness 

characteristics produce biased estimates of house prices. These studies emphasize the importance 

of including location characteristics as well as neighborhood amenities and disamenities, as they 

do have an effect on residential property values.  

Another study found that there are no hedonic pricing studies relating to the impact of the 

presence of a fire station on nearby residential properties. However, the author argues that having 

a fire station near one’s home is a mixed blessing, as fire stations generate sudden, loud noises, 

but also provide safety benefits.  
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Age-Related Heteroskedasticity in Hedonic House Price Equations 

Goodman, Allen C., and Thomas G. Thibodeau. "Age-Related Heteroskedasticity in Hedonic 

House Price Equations." Journal of Housing Research 6.1 (1995): 25-42. Web. June 

2011.  

The results of this study were obtained with a semilog hedonic house price equation from 

data on nearly 8,500 transactions of single-family homes in Dallas. The article is an example of a 

hedonic equation for home values as determined by five housing characteristics. 

A hedonic equation for homes relates an “estimate of the property's market value to the 

various characteristics that determine its value. Housing characteristics can be loosely grouped 

into five categories: (1) characteristics of the lot, (2) characteristics of the improvement, (3) 

neighborhood amenities, (4) proximity variables, and (5) the period when the housing data were 

collected.” The market value of the property is a function of these five characteristics. 

Neighborhood amenities include “percentage of improved land area in the neighborhood 

allocated to owner-occupied homes, percentage nonresidential, percentage undeveloped, 

employment density, public school achievement scores, police and fire department response 

times, crime rates, etc.” 

This article does not focus on the effect that neighborhood amenities have on the value of 

homes. Rather, it focuses on age-related heteroskedasticity and depreciation in hedonic housing 

models. 
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Analysis of Spatial Autocorrelation in House Prices 

Basu, Sabyasachi G., and Thomas G. Thibodeau. "Analysis of Spatial Autocorrelation in House 

Prices." The Journal of Real Estate Finance and Economics 17.1 (1998): 61-85. Web. 

June 2011.  

Hedonic house price equations are used to explain variation in home prices using 

property structural and location characteristics. Location characteristics, such as distance to 

transportation, quality public schools, crime rates, and so on, are more difficult to measure than 

structural characteristics and are thus “rarely included in publicly available data.”  

According to the author, home prices are spatially autocorrelated for two reasons: “First, 

neighborhoods tend to be developed at the same time, so neighborhood properties have similar 

structural characteristics…Second, neighborhood residential properties share location amenities. 

For example, the same police and fire departments protect area residents, and neighborhood 

children have access to the same public schools.”  

Key Passage: 

“Location characteristics that influence house prices include: 
neighborhood characteristics, accessibility, and proximity externalities. 
Neighborhood characteristics include socioeconomic variables (for example, 
average household income, percent of households whose heads have a high school 
or college degree, and so on). Predominate neighborhood land use (such as 
percentage of land area that is undeveloped, devoted to residential uses, devoted 
to single-family detached homes, percent owner-occupied, and so on), and the 
quality of municipal services (such as quality of police and fire departments and 
neighborhood public schools). Accessibility determinants of house prices include 
distances to employment centers, to transportation networks, and to recreation and 
shopping facilities. Proximity externalities may have either positive or negative 
influences on house prices. Examples of proximity externalities include distance 
to nearby nonresidential land uses (parks, commercial properties, highways, and 
so on) as well as area levels of air and noise pollution.” 

 
According to the author, there are a variety of ways of incorporating location 

characteristics in hedonic house price equations.  
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Key Passage:  

“Li and Brown (1980) separated the positive influence that accessibility 
has on residential real estate values from the negative effect that proximity to 
nonresidential use has on residential property values. They established that house 
price studies that omit accessibility, congestion, pollution, and unsightliness 
characteristics produce biased estimates of house prices. Proximity variables 
included in the Li and Brown study are proximity to a corner grocery store, 
neighborhood park, school, river, ocean, conservation land, expressway 
interchange, or major thruway. Dubin and Sung (1990) group neighborhood 
characteristics into three broad categories--socioeconomic status of neighborhood 
residents (for example, household income, education, and occupation), quality of 
municipal services (such as education and public safety), and racial composition. 
Using data on 486 sales of Baltimore homes in 1978, they test the relative 
importance of these neighborhood characteristics in determining house prices. 
They conclude socioeconomic status and racial composition are more important 
than the quality of public services in determining house prices.” 

 
According to the author, “many empirical hedonic house price studies omit some or all of 

these important location characteristics. If these attributes are capitalized in house prices, then 

omitting them may produce spatially autocorrelated residuals.” 

The article does not discuss the size of the effect of location characteristics on housing 

prices or if the omission of location characteristics increases or decreases the value of homes. 
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Rethinking Ward and At-large Elections in Cities: Total Spending, the Number of 

Locations of Selected City Services, and Policy Types 

Langbein, Laura I., Philip Crewson, and Charles Niel Brasher. "Rethinking Ward and At-large 

Elections in Cities: Total Spending, the Number of Locations of Selected City Services, 

and Policy Types." Public Choice 88.3-4 (1996): 275-93. JSTOR. Web. June 2011.  

According to the author, “there are no hedonic pricing studies of the impact of location 

next to a fire station on residential property values. Having a fire station next to your home is 

expected to be a mixed blessing, however. On one hand, fire stations generate sudden, loud noise 

(as do aircraft); but they also engender safety benefits - in case of fire or other emergency, 

location next to fire and rescue services may well be an advantage.” 

McMillan, Reid, and Gillen’s (1980) hedonic pricing study showed that aircraft noise 

significantly reduces property values and that “public safety (measured as the relative absence of 

crime) raises home values (and rents) when other variables are held constant (Clark and 

Cosgrove, 1990). Overall, then, while parks are expected to be an instance of locally provided 

‘pork’ and community centers and libraries are expected to be instances of [locally unwanted 

land uses], the expectation for fire stations is not clear.” 
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Insurance Related Issues 

 The Insurance Services Office (ISO) has created the Public Protection Classification 

(PPC), which categorizes fire protection services on a scale of 1 through 10, 1 indicating superior 

fire protection and 10 indicating the need for improvement. One important factor the PPC 

considers is the fire department, including equipment, staffing, training, and geographic 

distribution of fire companies.  

ISO’s PPC information plays an important role in the decisions insurers make affecting 

the availability and price of property insurance. In general, the price of fire insurance in a 

community with a good PPC is substantially lower than in a community with a poor PPC, 

assuming all other factors are equal. Finally, the PPC program provides an economic benefit and 

an incentive for communities to invest in their firefighting services. 
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Insurance Services Office – PPC Program 

Fire Protection Class ISO PPC Program." Insurance Services Office, 2011. Web. June 2011.  

"Fire Suppression Rating Schedule FSRS Overview." Insurance Services Office, 2011. Web.  

"ISO's PPC Program - Page 3." ISO - Information about Property Casualty Insurance Risk. 

Insurance Services Office, 2011. Web. June 2011.  

"ISO's PPC Program - Page 5." ISO - Information about Property Casualty Insurance Risk. 

Insurance Services Office, 2011. Web. June 2011.  

"ISO's PPC Program." ISO - Information about Property Casualty Insurance Risk. Insurance 

Services Office, 2011. Web. June 2011.  

The Insurance Services Office (ISO) is an advisory organization that collects information 

regarding property/casualty insurance risk. ISO collects information on municipal fire-protection 

efforts and analyzes the data using its Fire Suppression Rating Schedule (FSRS), which measures 

the major elements of a community’s fire-suppression system: water supply, fire department, fire 

service communications, fire safety control, climate, and divergence between fire department and 

water supply. It then assigns a Public Protection Classification from 1 to 10. Class 1 indicates 

superior property fire protection and Class 10 indicates that the area’s fire-suppression program 

does not meet ISO’s minimum criteria. ISO’s PPC information plays an important role in the 

decisions insurers make, which affect the availability and price of property insurance. 

In general, the price of fire insurance in a community with a good PPC is substantially 

lower than in a community with a poor PPC, assuming all other factors are equal. On average 

across the country, the cost of fire losses for homeowner policies in communities graded Class 9 

is 65% higher than in communities graded Class 5*. A Community’s PPC depends on: fire alarm 

and communication systems, including telephone systems, telephone lines, staffing, and 
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dispatching systems; the fire department, including equipment, staffing, training, and geographic 

distribution of fire companies; the water supply system including condition and maintenance of 

hydrants, and a careful evaluation of the amount of available water compared with the amount 

needed to suppress fires. The PPC program provides an economic benefit and an incentive for 

communities to invest in their firefighting services. Classifying communities’ ability to suppress 

fires allows them to measure the effectiveness of their public fire-protection services. The 

program provides an objective, countrywide standard that helps fire departments in planning and 

budgeting for facilities, equipment, and training. The PPC program also has a significant effect 

on losses: statistical data on insurance losses shows that excellent fire protection (as measured by 

the PPC program) reduces fire loss.   

*According to loss data collected by ISO from insurance companies for accident years 1994 to 

1998.  

Excerpt from When a Fire District Improves its PPC, the Entire Community Can Benefit 

Economically: 

“If a fire district improves its PPC, homeowners and businesses in the community often 

save money on their insurance premiums. If property owners spend their savings in the 

community, the extra cash can help improve the local economy. And a community with 

improved fire protection may find it easier to attract new business, increasing jobs and boosting 

the economy even more. 

“In 2000, the Rural Fire Protection Work Group, a committee appointed by Arkansas 

Governor Mike Huckabee, quantified the economic benefits of improved fire protection for that 

state. The work group considered a series of measures designed to improve the Public Protection 

Classifications of rural Arkansas communities. In its final report, submitted to Governor 
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Huckabee in August 2000, the work group estimated the statewide cost of those projects at about 

$150 million — or $15 million a year for 10 years. Next, the work group projected the reduction 

in property insurance premiums when each of 839 rural fire departments has improved its PPC to 

Class 7. According to that analysis, the statewide savings would total more than $100 million per 

year. More than 425,000 homeowners would share the benefits, with an average annual savings 

of $235 per household. 

“The Arkansas work group projected increased economic activity at more than $2 billion 

over a period of 13 years. According to the work group's analysis, that economic activity would 

generate additional state and local sales-tax revenue more than offsetting the cost of the 

improvements.” 

Other than the Arkansas example, the ISO fails to prove empirically the amount by which 

a better PPC rating lowers insurance rates. Also, the ISO does not discuss the drawbacks of 

having more fire stations and the effect this has on homeowners. 
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Ambient Noise Pollution 

Hedonic price studies have shown that airport and highway noise have an overall 

negative impact on residential property values. However, accessibility to airports and highways 

provides some value. For example, residents located near an airport can benefit from 

employment opportunities as well as from ease of access to the airport. Thus, a major airport 

may have both positive and negative effects on property values. Highway accessibility is 

convenient for nearby residences, but highway noise can be a nuisance if properties are too close 

to the highway.  

One study reveals that a property located at 55 decibels (dB) would sell for about 10 to 

12 percent less if it were located at 75 dB, all other things held constant. In other words, under 

these same circumstances, a $200,000 house located at 75 dB would sell for $20,000 to $24,000 

less than one located at 55 dB, which yields a hedonic price of $1000 to $1200 per decibel. 

Another study discusses the depreciation sensitivity index (NDSI), which calculates the 

percentage value change caused by a 1 dB decrease in noise exposure. They found that property 

values rise by an average of 0.4 percent if road traffic noise is reduced by 1 dB, and by 0.6 

percent if noise from air traffic decreases 1 dB. 

 Another study found that if sound levels exceed 65 dB, prices appear to be substantially 

affected by traffic noise. Most studies agree that sound levels below 55 dB do not harm property 

prices, but for each additional decibel, the property loses on average 0.4 percent of its value. 
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Environmental Conditions, Reservation Prices, and Time on the Market for Housing 

Huang, Ju-Chin, and Raymond B. Palmquist. "Environmental Conditions, Reservation Prices, 

and Time on the Market for Housing." Journal of Real Estate Finance and Economics 

22.2 (2001): 203-19. SpringerLink. Web. June 2011.  

The objective of this paper was to investigate the impact of environmental disamenities 

on property values and duration of sales by “taking into account the interrelationship between 

prices and time to sell.” The author focuses on highway noise and its effect on reservation prices 

and the duration of sales.  

 In another study, “Nelson (1982) reviews nine studies of the impact of highway noise on 

property values and selling time. He concludes that noise has a significant impact on property 

values but that there is no significant noise effect on selling time.” According to the author, 

"...certain environmental disamenities, such as noise, can have a strong effect on the probability 

of receiving an offer in a given time period since a portion of potential home buyers may simply 

rule out the possibility of purchasing a house with such disamenities.” 

The authors studied “an upper-middle-class suburb east of Seattle, Washington.” The 

area was mainly single-family homes, and Interstate highway I-405 traverses the neighborhood. 

“The distance of houses from I-405 in [the] sample ranges from less than 100 feet to 5,900 feet. 

The neighborhood is relatively homogeneous. There was no other noticeable undesirable land 

use in the area during the period studied...” The authors used decibels (dB) to measure noise. In 

both models (traditional hedonic price equation and hedonic reservation price model) the 

“NOISE coefficient” is negative and significant at .001, which means highway noise negatively 

affects the sale price of a home.  
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In the study of the housing market in Kingsgate, Washington, highway noise had no 

significant impact on market duration. “This result may support our analytical model that the 

duration of sales of noisy houses can be influenced by two conflicting effects: the higher 

probability of accepting an offer due to a relatively lower reservation price and the lower 

probability of receiving an acceptable offer. In contrast, highway noise shows a significant 

negative impact on reservation and sale prices--as expected.” 

Although highway accessibility is convenient for nearby residences, highway noise can 

be a nuisance if properties are too close to the highway. The author’s results reveal that highway 

noise has a significant negative impact on forming reservation prices and predicting sale prices, 

but it does not have a significant effect on duration of sales. 

This article focused mostly on the duration of homes staying on the market and on sellers' 

reservation prices. 
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Highway Noise and Property Values: 

Nelson, Jon P. "Highway Noise and Property Values: A Survey of Recent Evidence." Journal of  

Transport Economics and Policy 16.2 (1982): 117-38. Print. 

 The paper analyzed the noise effect of highways on residential property values based on 

the evidence found in previous studies covering 14 different housing samples from Canada and 

the United States. The first part of the paper discussed underlining assumptions of hedonic 

pricing models on residential housing values. Then, the author reviewed previous empirical 

studies concerning the relationship between traffic noise and property values. There were three 

common issues addressed by those studies: the problem of randomly selecting a homogenous 

sample that possesses a co-variation between traffic noise and property sales price, of measuring 

traffic noise levels as well as find an adequate noise index; and taking into account the pros and 

cons of having a freeway in order to “derive an unbiased cost for noise”. In addition, the author 

also reviews three other studies on other adverse effects of highway noise housing values; and 

suggests that there is no negative effect of highway noise on the time on the market for property. 

He concludes that the estimates are fairly consistent with the economic theory of land rents. 
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Meta-Analysis of Airport Noise and Hedonic Property Value 

Nelson, Jon P. "Meta-Analysis of Airport Noise and Hedonic Property Values." Journal of 

Transport Economics and Policy 38.1 (2004): 1-28. Web. June 2011.  

 The author studied twenty hedonic property value studies, covering 33 estimates of the 

noise discount for 23 airports in Canada and the United States. “About one-third of the estimates 

have not been previously reported in the literature or were not included in previous meta-

analyses. A meta-regression analysis examines the variability in the noise discounts that might be 

due to country, year, sample size, model specification, mean property value, data aggregation, or 

accessibility to airport employment and travel opportunities. The analysis indicates that country 

and model specification have some effect on the measured noise discount, but the other variables 

have little systematic effect.”  

Since proximity to an airport provides access to travel and employment opportunities, “a 

major airport might be expected to have both positive and negative effects on property values. 

Ignoring accessibility could result in a downward bias for the effect of noise alone.” The 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA, 1982) cautions that at noise levels above 75 dB, severe 

health effects may occur for some portion of the population, including temporary hearing loss. 

“Those persons who are frequently outdoors are of greatest concern, including young children, 

retired people in warm climates, and people in certain outdoor occupations.” 

Consumers reveal the implicit value they place on quietness by the explicit choices they 

make in the housing market.  

Key Passage: 

“The willingness to pay for quietness and other amenities are part of the 
asset price of the ‘housing bundle,’ and econometric techniques are available that 
unbundle complex products and thereby reveal the implicit or hedonic price. It is 
rare that two residential properties will be identical in all respects, except for the 
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pollutant in question. Consequently, in order to isolate a given hedonic price, it is 
necessary to control statistically for other influences on property values, such as 
the size of house and lot, quality of construction, design of the house, merits of 
the neighborhood, quality of local schools, crime rates, governmental services, 
and so on. 

 “Given differences in statistical methods, samples, time periods, and 
urban locations, empirical studies have not produced a singular value for the 
effects of airport noise on property values. However, hedonic price studies have 
shown that airport noise has a negative impact on residential property values, and 
central tendencies can be determined based on the distribution of estimates. 
Further, meta-analysis can establish the extent to which the variation is 
systematic. 

“The findings of empirical studies of airport noise can be summarized by 
means of a Noise Depreciation Index (NDI), which is the percentage rate of 
depreciation per dB (Walters, 1975). For two properties that differ except for their 
level of noise exposure, the absolute amount of housing depreciation per decibel 
(the unit cost of noise) is given by D = (difference in the total noise discount) / 
(difference in noise exposure in dB). Dividing D by the price of the given house 
(or an average house price), the percentage rate of depreciation is given by NDI = 
(D / property value) x 100 = (difference in total percentage depreciation) / 
(difference in noise exposure in dB). 

“Major airports are commercial facilities that have the potential to create 
significant travel and employment opportunities. Employment opportunities exist 
at the airport site as well as at commercial facilities, which develop in the vicinity 
of a major airport. For individuals who might work at (or near) the airport or who 
use the airport for travel, the benefits of proximity can be reflected in residential 
property values. Because it is possible for an airport to have negative and positive 
effects on property values, the net effect can be negative or positive. The 
empirical problem is the extent to which a particular empirical study has separated 
out the effect of noise from the effect of accessibility (if any). Failure to allow for 
accessibility could lead to a downward bias in the hedonic price of airport noise. 

“Previous studies have addressed the accessibility problem in a variety of 
ways. DeVany (1976) was the first to investigate this issue, and he proposed a 
solution using a dummy variable specification. Nelson (1979) suggested another 
solution based on the elongated shape of aircraft noise contours and sampling for 
limited areas with more or less the same degree of accessibility. Li and Brown 
(1980) examined the general effects of disamenities and accessibility on property 
values in the Greater Boston metropolitan area. Several studies of the Manchester 
Airport (UK) have reached conflicting conclusions about the importance of 
accessibility and noise. In particular, Tomkins et al. (1998) used straight-line 
distance to the airport as a measure of accessibility. The NDI was 0.78 per cent, 
but they found that the effect of accessibility was greater for certain properties. 
Hence, for some properties, the net effect of the Manchester Airport on property 
values was positive. 

“The results in the present study are consistent with an earlier contribution 
by the author (Nelson, 1980), which concluded that the noise discount was about 
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0.50 to 0.60 per cent per dB. The present study expands the sample of estimates 
from 18 to 33, including a doubling of the number of estimates for US airports. 
Although a number of estimates…employ data for the 1970s, there does not seem 
to a measurable effect of time on the NDIs. Hence, a given property located at 55 
dB would sell for about 10 to 12 per cent less if it was located at 75 dB, all other 
things held constant. Stated differently, under these same circumstances, a 
$200,000 house would sell for $20,000 to $24,000 less, which yields a hedonic 
price of $1000 to $1200 per dB. The noise discount in Canada appears to be 
greater, 0.80 to 0.90 per cent per dB, and may reflect differences in legal rules as 
well as other economic differences. 

“It remains to be seen whether the results in this paper are robust in the 
face of other analytical methods, such as GIS studies, contingent valuation 
methods, and new hedonic studies that consider spatial autocorrelation of housing 
prices (Salvi, 2003)…Lastly, caution should be exercised in applying the 
estimates in this paper to residential areas near airports that are affected by noise 
in excess of 75 dB. Survey studies by Feitelson et al. (1996) and Frankel (1991) 
suggests that the noise discount per dB could be substantially higher where the 
level of noise exposure makes land virtually unsuitable for any residential use.” 
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Planes, Trains, and Automobiles: The Impact of Traffic Noise on House Prices 

Theebe, Marcel A. J. "Planes, Trains, and Automobiles: The Impact of Traffic Noise on House 

Prices." The Journal of Real Estate Finance and Economics 28.2/3 (2004): 209-34. 

SpringerLink. Web. June 2011.  

The author discusses the depreciation sensitivity index (NDSI), which calculates the 

percentage value change caused by a 1-decibel decrease in noise exposure. In two review studies 

(1980, 1982), Nelson “found that property values rise with on average 0.4 percent if road traffic 

noise is reduced by 1 dB, and with 0.6 percent if noise from air traffic decreases 1 dB. According 

to Nelson, the different NDSI's for road and air traffic noise are due to differences in 

methodology and data, although the higher price for airplane noise is in line with the higher 

perceived annoyance from air traffic for the same sound level of road traffic…Palmquist (1980) 

on the other hand suggested that property prices in high-income areas will show a larger discount 

than properties in low-income areas.” 

The study found that if the sound level exceeded 65 dB, prices appeared to be 

substantially affected by traffic noise.  

Key Passage: 

“This is in line with the 68-dB level Bateman et al. (2001) found for 
Scotland. The negative impact rises with the sound level, but the maximum price 
impact is rather modest, between 5 and 6 percent. This is in accordance with the 
results of most other studies too, if we assume a NDSI value of 0.4 percent per 
decibel, an ambient noise level of 65 dB, and maximum noise of just above 75 
dB. However, since the discount does not rise linearly with sound level, it is not 
correct to assume a constant price per decibel. Remarkable is the premium for 
very quiet locations. In between 40 and 65 dB, the impact of noise is insignificant 
or is smaller than 1 percent.” 

 
Some literature also suggests that high-income areas will be more affected by noise than 

low-income areas. This study’s results indicate a lower noise tolerance for high-income 
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municipalities, but “the premium for quiet locations is only significant for the submarket with the 

highest income.”  

Key Passage: 

“Most studies found that sound levels below 55 dB do not harm property 
prices, but for each additional decibel, the property loses 0.4 percent of its value, 
on average...Usage of spatial autoregression techniques will yield more accurate 
estimates than conventional estimation techniques. Moreover, we use dummy 
variables for noise ranges instead of one noise index, to allow for a nonlinear 
relationship between noise level and property prices. No study known to us has 
ever tried this intuitive approach before. We also include accessibility variables to 
correct for positive effects of the infrastructure.” 

 
The study found that traffic noise had a significant impact on property prices.  

Key Passage: 

“Noise levels above 65dB appear to be capitalized into prices, with a 
maximum discount of approximately 12 percent, if extremes are ignored. Not 
including distances to highway on ramps and railway stations, which are 
positively correlated to noise, yields only slightly different estimates. For 
properties confronted with traffic noise levels between 41 and 65 dB, the actual 
noise level does not matter. However, if the property is located in a very quiet 
area (below 40 dB), it might sell at a premium up to 6.5 percent. Estimated prices 
per reduction of noise (NDSI) depend on the original noise level, but range 
between 0.3 and 0.5 percent. These findings are in line with literature.” 

 
The study found “weak evidence that properties in high-income areas are affected more 

by traffic noise than properties in low-income areas. Residents of high-income areas are annoyed 

with lower noise levels than other residents. Since high-income areas have a larger percentage of 

detached single-family properties and will have a lower address density than other areas, more or 

less the same results are found if sub-markets are created with these other dimensions.” 

Additionally, “most results indicate that traffic noise will impact property prices if it 

exceeds 65 dB. Moreover, most specifications show a maximum impact on property prices up to 

12 percent. 
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Hedonic Property Value Studies of Transportation Noise: Aircraft and Road Noise 

Ramirez, Jose Vincent., Caroline Schaerer, Philippe Thalmann, and Andrea Baranzini. "Hedonic 

Property Value Studies of Transportation Noise: Aircraft and Road Noise." Hedonic 

Methods in Housing Markets: Pricing Environmental Amenities and Segregation. New 

York: Springer, 2008. 57-82. Print. 

The authors summarized the above Theebe (2004) article as follows: “Correcting for 

spatial autocorrelation, Theebe (2004) finds that traffic noise has little effect on house prices at 

sound levels below 65 dB. Above 65 dB, the NDI varies from 0.3% to 0.5% per dB.” 
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Similar Public Facilities 

Looking at studies of similar public facilities provides us with some perspectives about 

how fire stations can possibly affect property values. For instance, mental health hospitals are 

usually considered to be stigmatized urban facilities. A majority of the studies about mental 

health hospitals perform comparative analysis of attitudes of residents of neighborhoods that host 

and do not host mental health hospitals. Surveys about the level of tolerance as well as the desire 

for similar facilities, such as fire stations and police stations, are also conducted in those studies. 

The results from this research show that with experience, people often become more tolerant of 

stigmatized urban facilities. Also, a study about the effects of stadiums on property values is 

included in this section. In different case studies, stadiums are found to increase the value of 

surrounding properties.
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Neighborhood Responses to Stigmatized Urban Facilities: A Private Mental Hospital and 

Other Facilities in Pheonix, Arizona 

Gordon, Rena J., and Leonard Gordon. "NEIGHBORHOOD RESPONSES TO STIGMATIZED  

URBAN FACILITIES: A Private Mental Hospital and Other Facilities in Phoenix,  

Arizona." Journal of Urban Affairs 12.4 (1990): 437-47. Print. 

 The authors conducted a survey to compare the attitudes of residents in a neighborhood 

hosting a mental hospital with one without such a facility. Both neighborhoods were middle class 

areas of Phoenix, Arizona, and each contained three zones: 1 block, 2-6 blocks, and 7-12 blocks, 

from the mental hospital. Survey questions also explored people’s views on other public urban 

facilities such as general hospitals, sewage treatment plants, fire stations, etc.  

 The results of the survey indicated no significant differences between host and non-host 

neighborhoods regarding their desire for a mental hospital. However, the host neighborhood 

responded to impact variables such as traffic, noise, and value of property far less negatively 

than did the non-host neighborhood. Among the other public facilities, the non-host 

neighborhood fire station was the most desirable public facility. That fire station is located 

adjacent to the non-host neighborhood while the host neighborhood is not close to such facility. 

The findings support the hypothesis that “experiences tend to change perception toward more 

tolerance.”  
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External Effects of Mental Health Facilities 

Dear, Michael, S. Martin Taylor, and G. B. Hall. "External Effects Of Mental Health 

Facilities." Annals of the Association of American Geographers 70.3 (1980): 342-52. 

Web. 6 July 2011. 

The paper used a survey to study the attitude of a community in Toronto, Ontario toward 

a mental health facility hosted in the community. A significant number of respondents believed 

that such facilities had no impact on their community. Residents were most worried about the 

negative effects of the facilities on their property values, traffic volumes and residential 

satisfaction. Those who were aware of the existence of the mental health facility showed more 

tolerance in their attitudes towards the facilities. Also, the closer to the mental health facilities 

the residents were, the more they believed the facility would negatively affect their 

neighborhood. This study lacks a comparative analysis with other public services as well as with 

a non-host community. 
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Neighborhood Economic Impacts of the Proposed San Jose Stadium 

Neighborhood Economic Impacts of the Proposed San Jose Stadium. Bay Area Economics, Nov. 

2006. Web. June 2011.  

For its report for The San Jose Redevelopment Agency, Bay Area Economics researched 

a number of cities with newly built stadiums, focusing mainly on San Francisco's AT&T Park. 

The study on Jacob's Field in Cleveland, OH found that “the economic development in a stadium 

can come at the expense of other neighborhoods.” The study on Coors Field in Denver, CO 

found that “rents for residential and commercial space doubled and sometimes tripled between 

1995 and 1997...However, the dramatic increase in housing units suggests that these factors have 

not alienated residents.” One lesson learned from the Coors Field study is that “a stadium district 

can help uplift an entire Downtown...Today Lower Downtown’s active street life creates a sense 

of security and promotes a larger trend of urban living, shopping, and entertainment.” It also 

found that “rising rents can push out desired uses and tenants. While in general rising rents 

connote a thriving, popular area, high costs can force out businesses and residents that the 

neighborhood may value...Cities should be aware of the changes rising rents can effect in a 

stadium district.” 

In the study on the Home Depot Center in Carson, CA, Bay Area Economics interviewed 

the City of Carson's Economic Development Director, Lance Burkholder, who said that 

“property values in Carson have risen sharply since the Center opened in 2003, although at rates 

in line with other nearby cities. The new Dominguez Hills Village housing development, 

completed in 2005, just north of the Home Depot Center, sold out quickly.” Also, noise 

canceling design elements were helpful in lessening the impact of the stadium's noise on the 

surrounding residents' homes. 
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Bay Area Economics studied San Francisco's AT&T Park, located in South Beach, 

because AT&T Park and the proposed San Jose stadium had similar characteristics, making it an 

appropriate model for the study.  

Key Passage: 

“This analysis focuses exclusively on condominiums as they make up 
virtually all the units in South Beach. In addition, the analysis only includes units 
built prior to the construction of AT&T Park in 2000. This conservative 
methodology effectively excludes newer units which might represent a different 
product type and price point, thereby masking actual appreciation rates in older 
projects...The data finds that South Beach condominiums consistently command 
higher sale prices than comparable condominiums citywide. In any given year 
between 2000 and 2006, the median price of South Beach units was 15 to 44 
percent greater than units throughout San Francisco. In terms of appreciation 
following the ballpark construction, South Beach units generally appreciated at a 
comparable rate to San Francisco units as a whole...In 2001, prices in both South 
Beach and San Francisco corrected to coincide with the regional economic 
slowdown. Between 2001 to 2006, a more economically stable period, average 
annual appreciation rates in South Beach and San Francisco were identical at 6.4 
percent. A more detailed look at specific projects in South Beach shows that some 
properties have appreciated at a greater rate than condominiums throughout San 
Francisco. For example, the median sale price of units in 301 Bryant Street 
appreciated from $864,000 to $1.1 million between 2000 and 2006, a 4.2 
percentage average annual increase. Over the same years, units at 1 Clarence 
Street appreciated from $779,500 to $1.1 million, a 5.9 percent average annual 
increase. These findings suggest that AT&T Park contributes to higher home 
values in South Beach compared to condominiums throughout the city. However, 
appreciation rates in both South Beach and the city as whole generally remained 
comparable following construction of the ballpark...The data show that South 
Beach apartments have commanded higher average rents than comparable units 
throughout the city since 2002. The difference ranges from 1.0 to 10.8 percent, 
with the gap growing every year since 2002. Before 2002, South Beach and San 
Francisco apartments showed similar average rents, with a difference of only 1.2 
to 1.7 percent. While both geographies saw rents fall between 2000 and 2006, 
South Beach apartments experienced a less dramatic decline. Between 2000 and 
2006, South Beach rents fell by an average annual rate of 1.0 percent, compared 
to 2.9 percent for rents throughout San Francisco. South Beach rents also 
recovered more rapidly after both areas saw sharp drops in 2001. Between 2003 
and 2006, South Beach rents climbed by an average of 5.9 percent per year, 
compared to 3.7 percent a year for San Francisco rents. These findings suggest 
that AT&T Park generally contributes to a positive effect on the South Beach 
residential rental market relative to the city as a whole. The ballpark's positive 
impact may be more pronounced on the rental than ownership market because 
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younger households who are more likely to be renters may prefer living near 
AT&T Park and its surrounding amenities such as bars and restaurants.” 

 
According to the report, “brokers consistently stated that AT&T Stadium has had a 

positive effect on the retail real estate market in South Beach. One interviewee declared that 

prior to the ballpark's opening in 2000, retail space in the area typically leased for $1.50 to $2.00 

per square foot, compared to $3.00 to $4.00 today. Brokers also reported that the number of 

eateries and retail outlets has expanded since construction of AT&T Stadium, and properties near 

the stadium continue to attract strong demand from tenants.” 

The report emphasizes, “…The more successful case studies, including AT&T Park in 

San Francisco, weaved the stadium into the urban fabric, surrounding the development with new 

residential and commercial projects. While the stadium and associated infrastructure 

improvements may lay the groundwork for this development, ultimately it is the new residents 

and local workers that sustain the local economy.” 
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Siting Fire Stations 

One of the major issues that has usually been addressed in studies about fire stations is 

how to solve the location problem of emergency service facilities, including fire stations. An 

early researcher decided to use response time as the primary constraint to locate emergency 

service facilities. By using linear algebra, the researcher was able to find a solution for that 

problem. Since then, different problems have also been raised, including: location set covering 

problems, additional coverage problems, and the probabilistic covering problem. Later studies 

were able to develop models to solve those problems. However, those studies rarely took into 

account the effects of those emergency service facilities on surrounding properties when they 

developed the model to locate ambulances and fire companies.
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Siting Ambulance and Fire Companies: New Tools for Planners 

ReVelle, Charles. "Siting Ambulances and Fire Companies: New Tools for Planners." Journal of  

the American Planning Association 57.4 (1991): 471-84. Web. 27 June 2011. 

The study focuses on different approaches to siting new fire stations.  There are three 

main models: Primary Covering Models, Additional Coverage Models, and Probabilistic 

(Reliability) Models. Each model addresses a specific problem. Primary covering models focus 

on the number of fire stations within time or distance standards and where the stations, engines 

and truck companies within a specific distance should be located.  On the other hand, additional 

coverage models consider the deployment of ambulances. Probabilistic models apply new 

constraints to try to find the actual availability of a coverer for an individual demand area within 

a time or distance standard. The study also discusses possible improvements to emergency 

service siting models.  
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The Locations of Emergency Service Facilities 

Toregas, C., R. Swain, C. ReVelle, and L. Bergman. "The Location of Emergency Service  

Facilities." Operations Research 19.6 (1971): 1363-373. Print. 

 The objective of this paper was to determine the location for emergency facilities based 

on time response constraints, to ensure that no more than a specified time period would elapse 

before a response could occur to any fire. Linear programming was used to solve the coverage 

problems.  
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Siting a Fire Station by Leveraging Soft Constraints and Supporting Science 

Richard L Hewitt.  "Siting a fire station by leveraging soft constraints and supporting  

science." Interfaces  32.4 (2002): 69-74. ABI/INFORM Global, ProQuest. Web.  20 Jun. 

2011. 

 The author recommended taking a non-technical approach for obtaining approval for 

building a new fire station. His new fire station-siting method offered solutions for the political, 

interpersonal, and perception-based issues that have been seen in previous cases. His method 

received positive feedback from the chief of a fire department in Denver as well as from city 

council persons and other firefighters.  

 

 



Copyright 2011 Phillips Fractor Gorman, APOC (626)744-3540   www.rule26.com 46

Wildfire Risk 

The presence of wildfire risk, even without fire damage to property, should theoretically 

be capitalized in the price of a home. If a wildfire burns the forest area surrounding homes, for 

instance, the aesthetic amenities of the forest are destroyed and there are fewer recreational 

opportunities, as well as decreased water quality, even if no homes are burned.  

One study summarized below found that home prices drop approximately 9.71% after 

one wildfire occurs, and 22.7% after a second wildfire. According to the study, the second 

wildfire causes an initial drop in property values followed by an increase in property values. 

Most of this is attributed to homeowners selling their homes and new, less risk-averse 

homeowners moving in. Wildfires also increase demand for fire resistant roofing and siding.  

Another study found that prior to a wildfire, households placed a premium on living near 

a forest area, and that that the presence of a wildfire had no effect on the overall value that 

homeowners place on living near the forest. However, the value for living near the burned area 

did fall in response to the decreased amenity level.  
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Do Repeated Wildfires Change Homebuyers’ Demand for Homes in High-Risk Areas? A 

Hedonic Analysis of the Short and Long Term Effects of Repeated Wildfires on House 

Prices in Southern California 

Mueller, Julie, John Loomis, and Armando González-Cabán. "Do Repeated Wildfires Change 

Homebuyers’ Demand for Homes in High-Risk Areas? A Hedonic Analysis of the Short 

and Long-Term Effects of Repeated Wildfires on House Prices in Southern California." 

The Journal of Real Estate Finance and Economics 38.2 (2009): 155-72. SpringerLink. 

Web. June 2011.  

This study looks at whether the drop in residential property values from a second wildfire 

is equal to the drop in property values from one wildfire, and if so, whether the second wildfire 

has a different effect than the first on the demand for homes and thus home prices in high-risk 

areas. 

Previous research found that wildfires have a negative initial impact on home prices. 

Based on the study’s hedonic pricing model, home prices drop approximately 9.71% after one 

wildfire and 22.7% after a second wildfire. For example, with a mean deflated sale price of 

$151,907, the marginal effect of one wildfire within 1.75 miles is an initial decrease in home 

price of $14,744. A second wildfire within 1.75 miles causes an additional decrease of $34,453 

in home prices. The aggregate effect of the two wildfires on the selling price of an average house 

is a $49,198 drop.  

The study also found that elevation and proximity to open space have a negative effect on 

home prices. The study used hedonic pricing models to analyze both the immediate and long-

term effects of repeated wildfires on home prices in Los Angeles County.  

The authors discuss the importance of the public’s perception of wildfire risk and argue 
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that a lack of information on natural disaster risk contributes to the public’s inaccurate perception 

of the probability of loss. For example, Bin and Polasky (2004) found that “after a natural 

disaster, increased risk perception causes a decrease in the value of houses located in high-risk 

areas.” One explanation is that homeowners believe that the first wildfire is going to be the only 

wildfire near their home for a long time, so they remain in their homes. When the second 

wildfire occurs, homeowners realize that they are living in a high-risk area and that their homes 

are at a greater risk for wildfires than they previously perceived. As the authors explain, “a single 

wildfire may not be a sufficient stimulus to cause homeowners to move, while a second wildfire 

causes more risk-averse homeowners to move to areas less prone to wildfire…In other words, it 

takes more than one wildfire to induce a permanent reaction (in the form of moving) from 

current homebuyers.”  

According to the study, “the first wildfire causes an initial drop followed by a continued 

decrease in house price, but the second wildfire causes an initial drop followed by a subsequent 

increase in house prices...It takes between 5 and 7 years for house prices to recover after a 

second fire.” After a second wildfire, risk-averse homeowners sell their homes to less risk-averse 

homeowners and home prices begin to recover, which explains the subsequent recovery of home 

prices after two wildfires. The authors also conclude that the wave of homeowners who sell their 

homes after the second wildfire never wanted to live in an area with repeated wildfires and that 

they may not have been fully aware of the actual wildfire risk. The authors view this as a market 

failure because the homebuyers had an inaccurate view of the risks associated with the homes 

purchased.  

Fortunately, the patterns in home price losses and recovery do not appear to be affected 

by fire insurance considerations. “Insurance companies have not changed their requirements on 
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homeowners living in fire prone areas of Southern California. Regular homeowners insurance 

policies still cover wildfire losses.”  

 



Copyright 2011 Phillips Fractor Gorman, APOC (626)744-3540   www.rule26.com 50

Fire in the Wildland-Urban Interface: An Examination of the Effects of Wildfire on 

Residential Property Markets 

Hugget, Jr., Robert James. "Fire in the Wildland-Urban Interface: An Examination of the Effects 

of Wildfire on Residential Property Markets." Diss. North Carolina State University, 

2003. Web. June 2011.  

According to the author, only one study previously analyzed the behavior of housing 

prices in response to a wildfire event: “In early 2001, PricewaterhouseCoopers performed an 

analysis of how the Los Alamos, New Mexico real estate market responded to the Cerro Grande 

fire that occurred the previous summer.” The results of this study showed that housing prices did 

drop temporarily after the fire. However, the author found flaws in the PricewaterhouseCoopers 

study, the most important being that only a simple dummy variable – before fire versus after fire 

– was used and the report did not attempt to determine the mechanism that brought about the 

decline.  

According to the author, “the presence of wildfire risk alone (without the realization of 

fire) should be capitalized in the price of a residence.” He studied the wildfire in Chelan, County, 

Washington to fill in the gap in the literature by attempting to “measure the relationship between 

wildfire and property markets by accounting for spatial variability in fire risk and the change in 

amenity level brought about by a fire event.” 

 A wildfire that does not damage residential property has two impacts. First, the aesthetic 

amenities of the forest are destroyed. Second, there are fewer recreational opportunities, as well 

as decreased water quality, impaired wildlife habitat, and damaged trails and roads.  

 The author also discusses how wildfires “affect the valuation of private and public risk 

reduction.” Individuals can privately take action by installing fire-resistant roofing and siding 
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material, and clearing combustible brush and debris. The author’s results show “an increasing 

willingness to pay for a Class A fire resistant roof for two years following the fires.” Public risk 

reduction includes “restrictions on development in high-risk areas and ordinances on materials 

used in housing construction (roofing, siding, windows). However, these may not be well-

accepted solutions if homeowners and residents view government mandates as intrusive and 

overbearing.” This has important policy implications: “Should government institutions allocate 

funds to collectively reduce risk, or should households be left to their own devices to mitigate 

risk on their own individual properties?” 

The study shows that “prior to the fires households placed a premium on living near the 

forest area that burned.” And, “…while the fire had no impact on the overall value that 

households place on living near the national forest, the value for living near the burned area did 

fall in response to the decreased amenity level.” 
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Wildfire Risk and Housing Prices: A Case Study from Colorado Springs 

Donovan, Geoffrey H., Patricia A. Champ, and David T. Bury. "Wildfire Risk and Housing  

Prices: A Case Study from Colorado Springs." Land Economics 83.2 (2007): 217-33. 

Web. 6 July 2011.  

The author examines the relationship between wildfire risk and property values in 

Colorado Springs, CO. There was very little research done previously to this study because of 

the difficulty of measuring wildfire risk. In 2000, the Colorado Springs Fire Department 

developed a method to estimates the wildfire risk of 35,000 parcels in the area, and the resulting 

information was made available online for homeowners. The wildfire risk measurement model 

consists of 25 different variables, but four of them are the most important contributors to the 

rating system: “construction material, proximity to dangerous topography, vegetation density 

around the house and the average slope of the surrounding area.” A hedonic price model is built 

to test the effect of the wildfire risk ratings and the underlying variables on the housing price.  

A hedonic price model is usually used to estimate the effect of environmental amenities 

on property values. In this study, four models are estimated. Two of them focus on finding the 

effect of the overall rating system on residential price both before and after the rating is available 

online. The other two estimate the “effect on housing price of the four underlying variables” 

which are used in the rating system both pre- and post-web site.   

The results from the regression show that the overall wildfire risk ratings, in the pre-web 

site period, are positively related to the housing price. In other words, “positive amenity value of 

the house and neighborhood characteristics that affect a house’s wildfire risk outweighed the 

perceived loss in household utility from increased wildfire risk.” However, this relationship is 

not significant in the post-web period, suggesting that the availability of the rating increased 
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awareness of wildfire risk. Awareness is measured by the “change in preferences for roof and 

siding”.  Those results also recommend that researchers should account for amenity values when 

considering the effect of wildfire risk on property values. 

  



Copyright 2011 Phillips Fractor Gorman, APOC (626)744-3540   www.rule26.com 54

References 

“Fire Protection Class ISO PPC Program." Insurance Services Office, 2011. Web. June 2011.  

"Fire Suppression Rating Schedule FSRS Overview." Insurance Services Office, 2011. Web.  

"ISO's PPC Program - Page 3." ISO - Information about Property Casualty Insurance Risk. 

Insurance Services Office, 2011. Web. June 2011.  

"ISO's PPC Program - Page 5." ISO - Information about Property Casualty Insurance Risk. 

Insurance Services Office, 2011. Web. June 2011.  

"ISO's PPC Program." ISO - Information about Property Casualty Insurance Risk. Insurance 

Services Office, 2011. Web. June 2011.  

“Neighborhood Economic Impacts of the Proposed San Jose Stadium.” Bay Area Economics, 

Nov. 2006. Web. June 2011.  

“Summary Appraisal Report of Rancho San Carlos (the Petan Company Property).”  

Schenberger, Taylor, McCormick & Jecker, Inc., November 25, 2009 

Basu, Sabyasachi G., and Thomas G. Thibodeau. "Analysis of Spatial Autocorrelation in House 

Prices." The Journal of Real Estate Finance and Economics 17.1 (1998): 61-85. Web. 

June 2011.  

Billings, Stephen, and Thomas G. Thibodeau. "Intrametropolitan Decentralization: Is  

Government Structure Capitalized in Residential Property Values?" The Journal of Real 

Estate Finance and Economics 42.4 (2009): 416-50. 10 Sept. 2009. Web. 28 June 2011. 

Donovan, Geoffrey H., Patricia A. Champ, and David T. Bury. "Wildfire Risk and Housing  

Prices: A Case Study from Colorado Springs." Land Economics 83.2 (2007): 217-33. 

Web. 6 July 2011.  

Duncombe, William D. "Costs and Factor Substitution in the Provision of Local Fire  



Copyright 2011 Phillips Fractor Gorman, APOC (626)744-3540   www.rule26.com 55

Services."The Review of Economics and Statistics 74.1 (1992): 180-84. Web. 6 July 

2011. 

Dear, Michael, S. Martin Taylor, and G. B. Hall. "External Effects Of Mental Health 

Facilities." Annals of the Association of American Geographers 70.3 (1980): 342-52. 

Web. 6 July 2011. 

Goodman, Allen C., and Thomas G. Thibodeau. "Age-Related Heteroskedasticity in Hedonic 

House Price Equations." Journal of Housing Research 6.1 (1995): 25-42. Web. June 

2011.  

Gordon, Rena J., and Leonard Gordon. "NEIGHBORHOOD RESPONSES TO STIGMATIZED  

URBAN FACILITIES: A Private Mental Hospital and Other Facilities in Phoenix,  

Arizona." Journal of Urban Affairs 12.4 (1990): 437-47. Print. 

Hewitt, Richard L.  "Siting a fire station by leveraging soft constraints and supporting  

science." Interfaces  32.4 (2002): 69-74. ABI/INFORM Global, ProQuest. Web.  20 Jun. 

2011. 

Huang, Ju-Chin, and Raymond B. Palmquist. "Environmental Conditions, Reservation Prices, 

and Time on the Market for Housing." Journal of Real Estate Finance and Economics 

22.2 (2001): 203-19. SpringerLink. Web. June 2011.  

Hugget, Jr., Robert James. "Fire in the Wildland-Urban Interface: An Examination of the Effects 

of Wildfire on Residential Property Markets." Diss. North Carolina State University, 

2003. Web. June 2011.  

Integra Realty Resources - Portland, SERA Architects, Inc., and The Bookin Group. "Fire 

Station #1 Relocation Real Estate / Economic Impact Report." Portland Development 

Commission, 13 Apr. 2004. Web. June 2011. 



Copyright 2011 Phillips Fractor Gorman, APOC (626)744-3540   www.rule26.com 56

Langbein, Laura I., Philip Crewson, and Charles Niel Brasher. "Rethinking Ward and At-large 

Elections in Cities: Total Spending, the Number of Locations of Selected City Services, 

and Policy Types." Public Choice 88.3-4 (1996): 275-93. JSTOR. Web. June 2011.  

Larsen, James E., and John P. Blair, (2010) "Public services satisfaction and single-family house  

prices in the USA", International Journal of Housing Markets and Analysis, Vol. 3 Iss: 4, 

pp.278 – 289. 

Mueller, Julie, John Loomis, and Armando González-Cabán. "Do Repeated Wildfires Change 

Homebuyers’ Demand for Homes in High-Risk Areas? A Hedonic Analysis of the Short 

and Long-Term Effects of Repeated Wildfires on House Prices in Southern California." 

The Journal of Real Estate Finance and Economics 38.2 (2009): 155-72. SpringerLink. 

Web. June 2011.  

Nelson, Jon P. "Highway Noise and Property Values: A Survey of Recent Evidence." Journal of  

Transport Economics and Policy 16.2 (1982): 117-38. Print. 

Nelson, Jon P. "Meta-Analysis of Airport Noise and Hedonic Property Values." Journal of 

Transport Economics and Policy 38.1 (2004): 1-28. Web. June 2011.  

Ramirez, Jose Vincent., Caroline Schaerer, Philippe Thalmann, and Andrea Baranzini. "Hedonic 

Property Value Studies of Transportation Noise: Aircraft and Road Noise." Hedonic 

Methods in Housing Markets: Pricing Environmental Amenities and Segregation. New 

York: Springer, 2008. 57-82. Print. 

ReVelle, Charles. "Siting Ambulances and Fire Companies: New Tools for Planners." Journal of  

the American Planning Association 57.4 (1991): 471-84. Web. 27 June 2011. 

Sucahyono, Hadi. "Neighborhood Impacts on Suburban Housing Values." Diss. Ohio State  

University, 2006. Web. 27 June 2011. 



Copyright 2011 Phillips Fractor Gorman, APOC (626)744-3540   www.rule26.com 57

Theebe, Marcel A. J. "Planes, Trains, and Automobiles: The Impact of Traffic Noise on House 

Prices." The Journal of Real Estate Finance and Economics 28.2/3 (2004): 209-34. 

SpringerLink. Web. June 2011.  

Tiebout, Charles M. "An Economic Theory of Fiscal Decentralization." Public Finances: Needs, 

Sources, and Utilization. National Bureau of Economic Research, 1961. Web. June 2011.  

Toregas, C., R. Swain, C. ReVelle, and L. Bergman. "The Location of Emergency Service  

Facilities." Operations Research 19.6 (1971): 1363-373. Print. 

 

 

  



Copyright 2011 Phillips Fractor Gorman, APOC (626)744-3540   www.rule26.com 58

Appendix: A Quick Introduction to Hedonic Regression Analysis 

 Hedonic Regression Analysis is a statistical method used to explain variation in prices across 

otherwise similar goods by looking at different features or characteristics of those goods.  Hedonic 

models, also called “Hedonic Price Indexes”, have been used to explain differences in property values, 

automobile prices, wage rates, and even interest rates charged on corporate debt.  Hedonic modeling is 

widely used including by the United States Department of Labor to account for technological changes 

when computing the Consumer Price Index.  Many communities use hedonic regression to estimate real 

estate prices for purposes of mass appraisal.  The method is also widely used to analyze the impact of 

specific environmental or local factors (such as fire stations) on local property values. Hedonic 

regression is now a standard technique, taught widely in economics programs throughout the world. 

 The method can be traced at least back to Frederick V. Waugh’s 1929 Doctoral Dissertation at 

Columbia University.  In his “Quality as a determinant of vegetable prices”, he used measures of quality 

(e.g., the color and size of a tomato) to explain variations in produce prices.  A. T. Court, working for the 

Automobile Manufacturer’s Association, is credited as the first to use use the term “Hedonic Price 

Indexes” when he presented a paper of that name at a national conference on “The Dynamics of 

Automobile Demand” in 1938.  Following his work, the applications for hedonic regression continued to 

expand and, with the advent of widely available computer based statistical software, the application of 

hedonic regression became almost commonplace in the 1970s and beyond. 

 A basic hedonic regression is estimated in the following way.  First, a measure of price for a good 

or service is obtained.  This might be a price per unit, a price per square foot, a change in price, or even a 

percentage interest rate.  Second, various explanatory variables are identified which are intended to 

reflect the aspects of the good or service which are considered by consumers.  Third, mathematical 

techniques are used to decompose the price into an equation which is related to the explanatory 

variables. 

 Perhaps the simplest example of a hedonic model is a “component pricing model”.  Suppose 

that cream, skim milk, and packaging are all separately available at a store.  Then, the price for a quart of 

milk could be explained as some combination of the prices of cream, skim milk, and packaging reflecting 

how much of each are found in that quart of milk.  The difference between a component pricing model 

and a more usual hedonic model is that a component pricing model begins with the observed prices of 

the component goods and aggregates them to find the price of the “bundled good” (e.g., noting the 

price of cream and such then figuring out what the proper price would be for milk).  The hedonic model 

begins with the price of the bundled good and the amounts of each attribute found in the good to solve 

backwards for the prices associated with each attribute.  If the prices for a quart of whole milk, a gallon 

of 2% milk, and a pint of light cream were all known, then knowing how much cream, skim milk, and 

packaging were in each bundle would allow mathematically solving for the prices of cream, skim milk, 

and packaging.  The hedonic model uses statistical techniques to solve for the implicit prices of the 

attributes.  (A wide range of hedonic models are described in various Bureau of Labor Statistics papers 

linked at http://www.bls.gov/cpi/cpihqablsbib.pdf.) 
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 In real estate, a measure of property value (say, price per square foot) is related to various 

attributes.  These might include characteristics of structures on the property, distance to freeways, 

environmental variables, social variables, even the names associated with the property development. 

There would also be a “constant term” to reflect the average value of any attributes that were not 

included in the model.  Using statistical methods, the impact on overall value can be teased out, just like 

finding the value of cream or skim milk.  This way, econometricians are able to identify whether or not 

there is an impact on price from attributes included in the model.  For example, proximity to some 

attributes (e.g., parks, freeway on-ramps) may have statistically important values but proximity to other 

attributes (e.g., telephone poles) might have statistically unimportant values.  By estimating a hedonic 

equation, testing whether or not the price associated with an attribute is statistically significant, and 

then assessing whether the impact would be to raise or lower the value of the good being analyzed, 

econometricians are able to assess the overall economic impact of a wide variety of features including 

parks, zoning laws, public buildings, environmental features, and even relative sizes of buildings in the 

neighborhood.  (A further discussion of hedonic methods used in real estate is available in the Appraisal 

Institute’s The Appraisal of Real Estate, 13e, chapters 14 and 28.) 

 While conceptually simple, properly implementing  hedonic price models can be difficult 

requiring carefully collected data, a properly specified statistical model, and adequate testing of the 

results to show that the results are valid.  (More detailed discussions are available in numerous 

econometrics texts, such as Ramanathan’s Introductory Econometrics with Applications, chapter 6, or 

numerous examples throughout Halcoussis’ Understanding Econometrics.) 

 Consider the following hypothetical application offered to illustrate typical steps in hedonic 

modeling.  Suppose one is interested in estimating the impact of a public good, say a fire station, on 

surrounding properties. 

 First, one would determine whether the study was primarily focusing on residential or 

commercial properties.  For this purpose, assume that the analysis focuses primarily on residential 

property values.  Then, one approach is to identify a group of similar communities in terms of 

sociodemographic variables such as average income, education levels, and perhaps population.  Then, 

identify the locations of various public facilities including fire stations as well as locations of potential 

wildfire areas.  Historical property transactions data are obtained for the identified communities.  The 

distance from each transacted property to the fire station and to the wildfire areas would be computed.   

 Using statistical methods, an equation modeling transaction prices for the properties would be 

estimated.  Predictive variables might include property specific characteristics, local demographic 

variables, national or regional economic data, the distances of each location to the environmental and 

public good characteristics identified for the model, and a variety of binary variables for zoning, market 

prestige, and such.  The overall equation would be estimated and statistical tests would be performed to 

determine whether the “fire station” variables were significant or not.  If they were significant, then the 

coefficients could be analyzed to obtain estimates of the impact  (positive or negative) of the fire station 

proximity to the property being studied including estimates of the “plus or minus” factors associated 

with the estimated values.  
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AGRICULTURAL POLICY ANALYSIS





APPENDIX K 

COUNTY AGRICULTURAL THRESHOLDS ANALYSIS 

The County of Santa Barbara utilizes Agricultural Resource Guidelines to assess potential 
project-related impacts to agricultural resources.  These Guidelines employ weighted 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 Manual (Santa Barbara County, 2008). As outlined in Table 1 below, the proposed 
2.5-acre project site, 76.87-acre APN 155-070-008 and 20.69-acre CC (03CC036) were assessed 
under the County Agricultural Resource Thresholds and Guidelines.  The County’s weighted 
point system uses a figure of 60 points to identify what constitutes a significant viable 
agricultural operation.  Review of the project site indicates that it would receive a total of 54 
points, which is below the County significance threshold.

The project site remained below the County significance thresholds primarily due to the very 
small acreage proposed for development, the site’s residential land use designation of 2 acres 
(Semi-Rural Residential [SRR-0.5]), the inability of the site to qualify for agricultural preserve 
status due to its urban designation, and its small contribution to the site’s overall combined 
farming operation. APN 155-070-008 was found to remain viable after loss of 2.5 acres as the 
site would retain more than 51 acres of active agriculture, a large parcel size, prime soils, 
relatively adequate water availability, and compatible surrounding uses.  Similarly, the remaining 
18+ acres of CC 03CC036 would remain viable after loss of the 2.5-acre project site for similar 
reasons, although its smaller parcel size would leave it less viable (e.g., 61 points), but still above 
the County’s thresholds of 60 points.



Table 1.  Agricultural Viability Rating of the Proposed Project Site 

Criteria Possible
Points

Points Assigned 

Comment APN 155-
070-008 03CC037 Project Site

Parcel Size 15 10 7 2 

The project site’s 2.5 acres is 
mid-way on available point scale 
of 1-3 points.  Rating for existing 
APN or CC after loss of 2.5 
acres would remain unchanged 
due to available acreage closely 
matching point scale.    

Soil 
Classification 15 14 14 14 

The site’s Class II soils are 
highly suitable for orchards and 
have only moderate constraints 
for erosion and avocado root rot.  

Water
Availability 15 13 13 13 

Adequate water supply is 
available to the project site 
through Montecito Water 
District, wells and stream 
diversions.  

Crop 
Suitability 10 10 10 10 The project site is highly suitable 

for irrigated orchard crops. 

Existing and 
Historic Land 

Use 
5 5 5 5 

Historic and existing lemon 
orchard cultivation on the project 
site and larger CC and APN. 

Comprehensive 
Plan

Designation 
5 0 0 0 

The project site is designated as 
Semi-Rural residential (SRR-
0.5) 

Adjacent Land 
Use 10 9 9 9 

The project site is partially 
surrounded by agricultural 
operations with some urban uses 
adjacent, in a region with 
adequate support uses 

Agricultural 
Preserve
Potential 

7 0 0 0 
The project site is too small to  
qualify for prime agricultural 
preserve with adjacent parcels 

Combined 
Farming

Operations 
5 5 3 1 

The project site comprises a 
small component of a combined 
farming operation while the CC 
and APN constitute increasingly 
larger portions of the combined 
operation. 

TOTAL 87 66 61 54  

Sources: Santa Barbara County 1993; 2008. 
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4. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCE GUIDELINES (Approved by the Board of Supervisors 
August 1993) 

A. Introduction. 
The State: California's 36,000,000 acres of agricultural land produce important economic and 
environmental benefits to the people of the state, nation, and world. Covering one-third of the state, 
agricultural land supports one of California's major industries and is responsible for the production of 
an important portion of the nation's food and fiber. The state is also a major exporter of produce to the 
rest of the world. A unique combination of geography, climate and soils enables California agriculture 
to produce many crops that are produced nowhere else in the United States. 

The state's agricultural land also plays a critical environmental role. Farmland is an important filter for 
rain and snowfall runoff, allowing groundwater basins to recharge themselves. Farms and ranches are 
wildlife habitats for many common game and endangered species. Agricultural land provides valuable 
open space, giving visual relief for urban dwellers, and protecting the rural way of life important to 
farmers, ranchers, and small-town residents. Because of these great public benefits, the unnecessary 
and/or premature conversion of agricultural lands to urban uses should be discouraged. 

Achieving the goal of agricultural land conservation requires wise and efficient land use, and a strong 
commitment to that goal by local officials. A California appeals court in Cleary vs. County of 
Stanislaus (1981) 118 Section App. 3d 348, has indicated that the conversion of agricultural land to 
nonagricultural uses may in itself be considered a significant environmental impact. To assure that the 
impacts of agricultural land conversion are considered in project decisions, environmental documents 
should contain information about the impacts of projects on agricultural land. Government officials can 
make better decisions affecting agricultural land when they have complete data about the land and its 
relationship to the agricultural economy. 

The County: Agriculture continues to be Santa Barbara County's major producing industry with a 
gross production value for 1991 of more than $500 million. This is an increase of nearly two hundred 
million dollars from the 1981 total. Santa Barbara County's agricultural industry includes vegetable, 
field, fruit and nut, and seed crops, nursery products, livestock, poultry, and aviary products. (Santa 
Barbara County 1991 Agricultural Report) 

The diversity of our agriculture continues to provide a strong economic base through its multiplier 
effect on our local economy. With thirty-seven different commodities exceeding a million dollars in 
value, our local agricultural diversity provides stability against the cyclic nature of weather, pests, and 
especially market fluctuations which currently are plaguing agriculture in other parts of the nation. (Op 
cit) 

Agricultural preservation in the County has been extremely successful to date in placing lands adjacent 
to urban areas, as well as more remote lands, under Williamson Act agreement which provides for 
taxation according to agricultural rather than market value of the land. 

Qualifications for lands to be designated as agricultural preserves are found in "Criteria for 
Agricultural Preserves", adopted by the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors. The land must 
either be in a Class I or II Soil Capability classification, as prescribed by the U.S. Soil Conservation 
Service, or qualify for an 80 to 100 rating in the Storie Index System to be designated prime land, in 
which case the minimum size of a preserve is 40 acres. Land also can qualify as prime if it fulfills one 
of the following: it supports livestock at a density of one animal per acre; is in orchard use that can 
return at least $200 per acre; or is devoted to other agricultural production that generally would return 
$200 per acre. Farm land not meeting these qualifications is classified as non-prime, and the minimum 
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size for an agricultural preserve is 100 acres. However, in certain instances, super prime land of at least 
5 acres in a separate ownership may be combined with adjacent prime land to meet the 40 acre 
minimum requirements. 

B. Determination of Significant Effect. 
CEQA Section 15064 states that: 

“(b) The determination of whether a project may have a significant effect on the environment 
calls for careful judgment on the part of the public agency involved, based to the extent 
possible on scientific and factual data. An ironclad definition of significant effect is not 
possible because the significance of an activity may vary with the setting. For example, an 
activity which may not be significant in an urban area may be significant in a rural area. 

(d) In evaluating the significance of the environmental effect of a project, the Lead Agency 
shall consider both primary or direct and secondary or indirect consequences. 

(1) Primary consequences are immediately related to the project such as the dust, noise, 
and traffic of heavy equipment that would result from construction of a sewage 
treatment plant and possible odors from operation of the plant. 

(2) Secondary consequences are related more to effects of the primary consequences than 
the project itself and may be several steps removed from the project in a chain of 
cause and effect. For example, the construction of a new sewage treatment plant may 
facilitate population growth in the service area due to the increase in sewage treatment 
capacity and may lead to an increase in air pollution.” 

CEQA Appendix G states that a project will normally have a significant impact on the environment if 
it will: 

1. Conflict with adopted environmental plans and goals of the community where it is located. 

2. Convert prime agricultural land to non-agricultural use or impair the agricultural 
productivity of prime agricultural land. 

C. Comprehensive Plan Policies and Goals. 
The following agricultural goals and policies are taken from the County's Comprehensive Plan Land 
Use Element, the Environmental Resources Management Element (ERME), the Local Coastal Plan, 
the Agricultural Element, and adopted Community Plans. 

Land Use Element 
Agriculture: In the rural areas, cultivated agriculture shall be preserved and, where conditions allow, 
expansion and intensification should be supported. Lands with both prime and non-prime soil shall be 
reserved for agricultural uses. 

Carpinteria - Summerland Area Goal: The agricultural economy and the semi-rural qualities of the area 
should be preserved. Every effort should be made to preserve fertile lands for agriculture. 

Santa Ynez Valley Area Goal: Agriculture should be preserved and protected as one of the primary 
economic bases of the Valley. 

Goleta Area Goal: Existing orchards and groves should be preserved, and expansion of agricultural 
land use, particularly orchards and grazing, should be encouraged. 

Lompoc Area Goal: Prime agricultural lands should be preserved for agricultural use only. 
Preservation of lesser grades of presently producing or potential agricultural land should be actively 
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encouraged. 

Environmental Resource Management Element (ERME) 
The Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan Environmental Resources Management Element 
(ERME) states that existing croplands on prime soils should be preserved. For agricultural lands on 
less than prime soil, is should be preserved insofar as possible. 

Under Category A, Urbanization should be prohibited in: 

 Existing croplands with a high agricultural suitability rating (within study areas) or a Class I or 
II soil capability classification. Modification to permit urban uses may be made, within Urban 
areas, on parcels of 10 acres or less. 

 Agricultural preserves subject to Williamson Act agreements. 
Under Category B, Urbanization should be prohibited except in a relatively few instances in: 

 Existing croplands with a moderate or low agricultural suitability rating (in urban areas) or a 
Class III or IV soil capability classification. 

 Lands highly suitable for expansion of cultivated agriculture. 

It is noted that agricultural preserves, although not subject to environmental constraints, are included in 
Category A. The reason is that in entering into Williamson Act agreements, the County has made a 
legal commitment that the land will remain in agricultural use for a minimum of ten years, subject to 
automatic annual renewal. 

Agricultural Element 
The Agricultural Element Goals and Policies can be found on pages 7 - 14 of the document. These 
goals and policies are briefly summarized below: 

Goal I speaks to the preservation, encouragement, and enhancement of agriculture. This is 
accomplished through policies which discourage incompatible uses, promote an agriculturalist's 
freedom for determining methods of operation, encouraging land improvement programs, supporting 
the Williamson Act, recognizing certain nuisances are part of agricultural operations, protecting the 
availability of resources for agriculture, and encouraging sustainable agricultural practices on 
agricultural land. 

Goal II calls for agricultural land to be protected from adverse urban influence. This is accomplished 
through policies which prevent flooding and silting from urbanization, protect agricultural property 
from being illegally violated, discourage expansion of urban spheres of influence, and discouraging 
conversion of highly productive agricultural lands. 

Goal III calls for the preservation of remaining agricultural lands in cases where it is necessary to 
convert agricultural lands to other uses. This accomplished through policies which discourage 
expansion of urban development into active agricultural lands, and to promote and retain productive 
agricultural land within urban boundaries. 

Goal IV recognizes that agriculture can enhance and protect natural resources, and therefore these 
operations should be encouraged to incorporate resource protection techniques. This is accomplished 
through policies which encourage range improvement and fire reduction programs, the use of 
agriculture on certain slopes to prevent erosion, and preventing grading and brush clearing on hillsides 
which would cause excessive erosion. 

Goal V calls for the County to allow for areas and installations of uses supportive to agriculture. It 
accomplishes this through policies allowing the installation of commercial support uses on-farm, and 
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allowing areas for supportive agriculture services within a reasonable distance to the farm user. 

Goal VI calls for making provisions to allow for effective access to agricultural areas. This includes a 
policy which encourages the County to design roads in agricultural areas with agricultural vehicles in 
mind. 

Coastal Land Use Plan 
Agricultural policies in the Coastal Land Use Plan (CLUP) are found on Pages 106 - 113 of that 
document, and are listed as Policies 8-1 through 8-10. Briefly, these policies speak to the following 
issues: 

 Defining the criteria for assigning agricultural land use designations in rural areas. 

 Defining the criteria for allowing conversion of agriculturally designated land not contiguous 
with an urban/rural boundary. 

 Defining the criteria for allowing conversion of agriculturally designated land contiguous with 
an urban/rural boundary. 

 Defining the finding which must be made for approving a land division of any land designated 
as Agriculture I or II. 

 Setting the criteria and findings for environmental review of greenhouse projects of 20,000 or 
more square feet. 

 Setting setback and maximum lot coverage requirements for greenhouses, hothouses, and 
accessory structures. 

 Setting landscaping and screening requirements for greenhouses and/or accessory buildings. 

 Setting the criteria for the protection of large, non-prime agricultural operations of 10,000 acres 
or more in the Gaviota Coast or North Coast planning areas or large, non-prime operations in 
the Channel Islands planning area, including the findings and conditions which must be 
made/required in order to approve any development/land division on such property. 

 Setting the criteria for subdivision of legal parcels of non-prime agricultural land in excess of 
2,000 acres which are designated as AG-II-320. 

Goleta Community Plan 
Policy LUA-GV-1: Land designated for agriculture within the urban boundary shall be preserved for 
agricultural use, unless the County makes findings that the land is no longer appropriate for agriculture 
or there is an overriding public need for conversion to other uses for which there is no other land 
available in the Goleta urban area. 

Policy LUA-GV-2: New development adjacent to agriculturally zoned property shall include buffers to 
protect agricultural operations. 

Policy LUS-GV-4: In consideration of conversion of any agricultural land within the urban boundary 
to urban uses, the County shall first consider smaller, more isolated parcels with greater 
urban/agricultural conflicts prior to larger blocks of agricultural land. 

Summerland Community Plan 
Policy LUA-S-1: Existing land designated for agriculture shall be preserved for agricultural use. 

Policy LUA-S-2: New development adjacent to agricultural zoned property shall include buffers to 
protect the viability of agricultural operations adjacent to the community. 
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Montecito Community Plan 
Policy LUG-M-2.1: Agricultural activities on residential parcel that are consistent with the provisions 
of the applicable residential zone district shall be supported and encouraged by the County. 

D. Methodology in Determining Agricultural Suitability and Productivity 
The County Initial Study form contains two questions pertaining to impacts on agricultural resources. 
The first is as follows: 

“10.d. Will the proposal result in the conversion of prime agricultural land to non-agricultural 
use, impairment of agricultural land productivity (whether prime or non-prime), or 
conflict with agricultural preserve programs?” 

The following weighting system is provided to perform a preliminary screening of a project's 
agricultural impacts during the initial study process. The initial study screening looks at the value of a 
site's agricultural suitability and productivity, to determine whether the project's impact on loss or 
impairment of agricultural resources would be a potentially significant impact. These are guidelines, to 
be used with flexibility in application to specific sites, taking into account specific circumstances and 
specific agricultural uses.  

The weighted point system is utilized to assign relative values to particular characteristics of a site's 
agricultural productivity (e.g., soil type, water supply, etc.). Where the points from the following 
formula total 60 or more, the following types of projects will be considered to have a potentially 
significant impact: 

 A division of land (including Parcel and Final Maps, etc.) which is currently considered viable 
but would result in parcels which would not be considered viable using the weighting system. 

 A Development Plan, Conditional Use Permit, or other discretionary act which would result in 
the conversion from agricultural use of a parcel qualifying as viable using the weighting 
system. 

 Discretionary projects which may result in substantial disruption of surrounding agricultural 
operations. 

If a potentially significant impact is identified using these criteria, further more detailed, site-specific 
evaluation of agricultural impacts is completed in an EIR. This analysis should focus upon the factors 
and criteria, but not the points, in the weighting system of these guidelines, and any other relevant 
factors such as the history of agricultural use on the site, land use trends, etc. Final determination of the 
project's level of impact will be based on this analysis. 

As a general guideline, an agricultural parcel of land should be considered to be viable if it is of 
sufficient size and capability to support an agricultural enterprise independent of any other parcel. To 
qualify as agriculturally viable, the area of land in question need only be of sufficient size and/or 
productive capability to be economically attractive to an agricultural lessee. This productivity standard 
should take into consideration the cultural practices and leasehold production units in the area, as well 
as soil type and water availability. For dry land farming and grazing operations the production or 
carrying capacity should be based upon normal rainfall years only, not periods of drought or heavy 
rainfall. It should be noted that the Santa Barbara County Cattlemen's Association has stated that an 
appropriate threshold for impacts to grazing land in the County is the displacement or division of land 
capable of sustaining between 25 to 30 animal units per year. This "threshold" utilizes a carrying 
capacity threshold similar to the weighting system below. Because of this, on grazing projects, detailed 
information of the number of animal units supportable on a particular parcel should also be considered 
in the project's environmental document. 
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The Agricultural Threshold is weighted toward physical environmental resources rather than 
economics. This emphasis is in keeping with CEQAs emphasis on physical environmental impacts and 
not social or economic impacts (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131). Given high land values in the 
County and the subdivision and turnover of agricultural lands in some areas of the County, agricultural 
production on some lands may be economically marginal. Because of these factors, economics is 
considered primarily a planning issue and will not be addressed in environmental documents. 

The following determination of agricultural land value is divided into nine components which are 
weighted according to their estimated resource value. These nine areas are: 

Parcel size Agricultural Suitability Adjacent Land Uses 
Soil Classification Existing & Historic Land Use Agricultural Preserve Potential 
Water Availability Comprehensive Plan Designation Combined Farming Operations 

1. Parcel Size. Large parcel size is, in general, an important indicator of potential agricultural 
suitability and productivity. However, because of the wide variability in the value of 
various agricultural products, suitable and productive parcel sizes also vary. Smaller parcels 
may be viable for high value crops, while significant acreage is necessary for viable grazing 
operations. 

Project Parcel Size Points Assigned 
less than 5 acres 0 - 3 
5 acres to less than 10 acres 4 - 6 
10 acres to less than 40 acres 7 - 8 
40 acres to less than 100 acres 9 - 10 
100 acres to less than 500 acres 11 - 12 
500 acres to less than 1000 acres 13 - 14 
1000 acres or greater 15 

2. Soil Classification. Points in this category are based primarily upon soil capability classes 
from the US Soil Conservation Services Soil Surveys. 

The Soil Conservation Service has defined eight soil capability classes. Classes I and II are 
considered to be prime agricultural soils because they impose few limitations on 
agricultural production, and almost all crops can be grown successfully on these soils. More 
limited agricultural soils are grouped into Classes III and IV either because fewer crops can 
be grown on these soils, special conservation and production measures are required, or both 
these conditions exist. Classes V, VI, and VII include soils that are suited primarily for 
rangeland. (Class V is not found in the County.) Finally, soils and landforms that are 
unsuited for agricultural use are placed in Class VIII. 

Where a variety of soil types are present on a site, weight should depend upon extent of 
useable prime/non-prime acreage. As appropriate, points may be assigned according to 
approximate percentages of site area containing various soil classifications. 

Application of points within the ranges should be based on area and site-specific 
considerations. For grazing land, the SCS survey should be checked for opinion on soil 
suitability, and site vegetation should be inspected for forage value. Sites with soils which 
can support good forage should be assigned higher points within the range. Similarly, sites 
with soils classified as non-prime, but which can support specialized high cash crops (e.g., 
strawberries, avocados and specialty crops) should be assigned higher points within the 
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ranges. 

In addition, initial studies should note whenever a site contains large, contiguous areas of 
prime soil, as this may constitute a separate significant impact. 

Soil Classification Points Assigned 
Class I (prime) 14 - 15 
Class II (prime) 11 - 13 

Class III 8 - 10 
Class IV 6 - 7 
Class V 1 - 5 
Class VI 1 - 5 
Class VII 1 - 5 
Class VIII 0 

3. Water Availability. Availability of water of suitable quantity and quality is a critical 
component of agricultural suitability and productivity. Assignments of points within the 
ranges should take into account suitability of water resources for the type of agriculture 
practiced (i.e. crops or grazing). 

Water Availability Points Assigned 
Land has an adequate water supply from on/offsite sources suitable for crops or grazing 12 - 15 
Land has water, but may be marginal in quantity or quality suitable for crops or grazing 8 - 11 
Land does not have developed water supply but an adequate supply is potentially 
available 3 - 7 

Land does not have developed water and potential sources are of poor quality/quantity 0 - 2 

4. Agricultural Suitability. Based upon the Conservation Element of the Comprehensive 
Plan (p. 195) County lands were assessed and mapped for agricultural suitability 
classifications based on a computer model which applied weighted factors, including soil 
classification, water availability, slope, and environmental constraints (flood hazard, local 
water resources, biological tolerance-intensity, and high groundwater). 

Because the Conservation Element does not fully account for the effects of weather on crop 
suitability, the assessment of suitability should account for the approximate frequency and 
intensity of frosts and other climactic factors in applying points within the ranges. Parcels 
which are relatively frost free and may accommodate multiple croppings may be considered 
more suitable than those which can support only a single crop or limited crop types due to 
climactic factors. 

Agricultural Suitability Points Assigned 
CROPS  
Highly suitable for irrigated grain, truck and field, orchard, or vineyard crops 8 - 10 
Highly suitable for irrigated ornamentals, pasture, alfalfa, or dry farming 6 - 8 
Moderately suitable for irrigated crops, orchard, ornamentals or dry farming 4 - 5 
Low suitability for irrigated crops, orchard, ornamentals or dry farming 1 - 3 
Unsuitable for crop production because of soil capabilities, environmental constraints, etc. 0 
GRAZING  
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Highly suitable for pasture or range 6 - 10 
Moderately suitable for pasture or range 3 - 5 
Low suitability for pasture or range 1 - 2 
Unsuitable for pasture or range 0 

5. Existing and Historic Land Use. Current or previous use of a property for agriculture can 
provide a practical measure of its suitability for agriculture, while urban development 
generally indicates a lack of suitability. 

Existing and Historic Land Use Points Assigned 
In active agricultural production 5 
In maintained range/pasture 5 
Unmaintained, but productive within last ten years 3 - 5 
Vacant land: fallow or never planted with range of suitabilities of agricultural potential 1 - 3 
Substantial urban or agricultural industrial development onsite 0 

6. Comprehensive Plan Designation. The County general plan land use maps designate 
property for long-range uses. Agricultural and open space designations generally provide an 
indicator of agricultural suitability. However, some older land use designations provide for 
smaller agricultural parcel sizes than are suitable or viable for sustaining agriculture today. 
Designations applied more recently by the County as part of community plan updates 
establish agricultural designations with more realistic parcel sizes. This should be taken 
into account in assessing suitability with this factor. 

Comprehensive Plan Designation Points Assigned 
A - II 5 
A-I 4 
MA 3 - 4 
Existing public/private open space or recreation 3 - 4 
Proposed public/private open space or recreation 3 - 4 
Open lands 3 - 4 
Rural residential 40 - 100 acres 3 - 4 
Residential Ranchette 5 - 20 acres 2 
Residential less than 5 acres 0 
Commercial, Industrial, Community Facility 0 

7. Adjacent Land Uses (existing). Adjacent land uses can play an important role in the 
continuing suitability and productivity of a property for agricultural uses. In general, being 
surrounded by agricultural or open space is conducive to continued agricultural use, while 
encroachment of urban uses may be problematic. However, applying points within the 
ranges should be based on specific circumstances and uses, recognizing that some urban 
uses are more compatible with agricultural, (e.g., industrial, public facilities), while others 
conflict (e.g., residential). In addition, the existence or ability to create buffers between 
incompatible uses should be considered in assessing agricultural suitability with this factor. 
The adequacy of agricultural support in the vicinity may be another factor affecting 
agricultural suitability. 
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Adjacent Land Uses Points 
Assigned 

Surrounded by agricultural operations or open space in a region with 
adequate support uses 9 - 10 

Surrounded by agricultural operations or open space in a region without 
adequate agricultural support uses 7 - 8 

Partially surrounded by agriculture/open space with some urban uses 
adjacent, in a region with adequate agricultural support uses 1, 2 7 - 8 

Partially surrounded by agriculture/open space with some urban uses 
adjacent, in a region without adequate agricultural support uses 1, 2 3 - 6 

Immediately surrounded by urban uses, no buffers 0 - 2 

Notes: 
1. Various types of urban uses create more potential conflicts than others (e.g., residential 

could create more spraying problems than light industrial). 
2. If project is well buffered, it may be agriculturally viable even with adjacent urban uses 

(e.g., stream, roadway). 

8. Agricultural Preserve Potential. Qualifying for agricultural preserve designation under 
State Williamson Act agreement for prime and non-prime preserves entails meeting criteria 
for soil type, parcel size [individually or jointly with adjacent parcel(s)], and/or 
productivity/value on return. Agricultural preserves have constituted one of the most 
successful means of sustaining and preserving land in agriculture in California. 

Agricultural Preserve Potential Points 
Assigned 

Can qualify for prime agricultural preserve by itself, or is in a preserve 5 - 7 
Can qualify for non-prime agricultural preserve by itself 2 - 4 
Can qualify for prime agricultural preserve with adjacent parcels 3 - 4 
Can qualify for non-prime agricultural preserve with adjacent parcels 1 - 3 
Cannot qualify 0 

9. Combined Farming Operations1. This section is designed to award bonus points to 
parcels which provide a component of a combined farming operation. The reason these 
points are assigned as a bonus is to address cumulative impacts and to recognize the 
importance of combined farming operations in Santa Barbara County. 

 

Bonus Points for Combined Farming Operations Points 
Assigned 

Provides a significant component of a combined farming operation 5 
Provides an important component of a combined farming operation 3 
Provides a small component of a combined farming operation 1 
No combined operation 0 
Cannot qualify 0 

E. Use of State Important Farmlands Map 
A second question on agricultural land resources is included in the Initial Study under Land Use: 

                                                 
1   Combined farming operation refers to more than one separate parcel managed as a single agricultural operation. 
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“e. Will the proposal result in any effect [potentially significant adverse effect] upon any 
unique or other farmland of State or Local Importance?” 

The State Important Farmlands Map is used in answering this question. The map is also 
considered in applying points under the "Agricultural Suitability" category. 

The map identifies lands in the following categories: 

Prime Farmland - (Land with the best combination of physical and chemical features for 
the production of agricultural crops) 

Farmland of Statewide Importance - (Land with a good combination of physical and 
chemical features for the production of agricultural crops) 

Unique Farmland - (Land of lesser quality soils used for the production of the State's 
leading agricultural cash crops) 

Farmland of Local Importance - (All dry land farming area and permanent pasture) 

Grazing Land - (Land on which the existing vegetation is suited to the grazing of 
livestock) 

Urban and Built-up Land - (Land occupied by structures or infrastructure to 
accommodate a building density of at least one unit to one and one-half acres, or 
approximately six structures to ten acres) 

Other Land - (Land which does not meet the criteria of any other category) 

 

 

 

 

 







THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK



APPENDIX L 

PROJECT HYDROLOGICAL DESIGN





Appendix L Contents: 

1. The HydroCAD calculations for 2-100 year storm events. 
2. The detention basin outlet structure concept sketch, which will be further detailed in the final 

engineering phase. 
3. Calculation for water quality treatment – Flow through (for swale). 
4. Calculation for water quality treatment – detention basin. 
5. County standard for storm water BMPs.  On page 3, the minimum length for the vegetated swale 

is 100’.  The proposed southerly swale is 105’ long with no greater than 2% slope, which meet 
the requirement. 

6. Post construction BMP (City), appendix G plant list recommendation for swale and basin.  The 
project planting for swale and basin shall follow be in conformance with this guideline, which 
will be further designed by landscape consultant in final engineering phase. 
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COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA 

STANDARD CONDITIONS FOR PROJECT PLAN APPROVAL –WATER 
QUALITY BMPS

1. All new residential, commercial, industrial, and transportation development projects, 
including redevelopment projects, must address water quality through the use of best 
management practices (BMPs) as determined by the Director of Planning & 
Development and/or the Public Works Director. BMPs shall be applied in the 
following order of priority: site design, source control, and treatment control. 
Examples of good site design include reducing directly connected impervious areas 
and incorporating drainage system elements into site design. Examples of source 
control include covered parking or use of Integrated Pest Management techniques in 
landscape maintenance. Examples of treatment control include systems that either 
detain or filter water to remove pollutants prior to discharge. Furthermore, projects 
will seek to reduce post-development runoff volumes from pre-development volumes 
through such measures as infiltration, evapotranspiration, and storage/reuse. 

2. Treatment control BMPs shall meet the following specific design requirements unless 
otherwise approved by the Public Works Director. 

3. At a minimum, these specific design requirements for treatment control BMPs apply 
to all new or redevelopment projects of the following sizes: residential 1 acre or 
greater in disturbance; and commercial industrial , and transportation / vehicle 
facilities which are 0.5 acres or greater in disturbance. Treatment control BMPs may 
be required on new development or redevelopment projects at the discretion of the 
Public Works Director, based upon the categories listed in Attachment A. The 
selection of BMPs shall be based upon the ultimate use of the drainage area, unless the 
facility will be re-built/sized during subsequent phases of construction.  

4. Projects cannot be subdivided or phased to avoid complying with these requirements. 
Development and redevelopment of the same or adjacent property(ies) permitted 
within 5 years may be considered together for purposes of assessing the above criteria. 

5. All water quality facilities will require regular maintenance. A Maintenance Plan shall 
be submitted to the Public Works Department, Water Resources Division for approval 
prior to Final Map Recordation or Zoning Clearance, whichever applies or comes first. 
The Maintenance Plan shall identify the person(s) responsible for maintenance, 
describe the long-term activities intended to maintain the performance requirements of 
the water quality facilities, and include a schedule for performing those activities. 
Maintenance records shall be retained by the property owner for the prior 5 years of 
record and shall be provided to the County of Santa Barbara upon request. Applicants 
are required to enter a maintenance agreement with Public Works, Water Resources 
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Division, to ensure adequate performance and to allow Public Works emergency 
access.  The agreement is perpetual and requires the present and future owners of the 
property to be responsible for the construction, ownership, and maintenance of all 
private water quality facilities. 

6. Detention Basins. Detention of storm water runoff allows for the settling of fine 
particles and associated pollutants. Detention times for water quality control are longer 
than for flood control. Although a detention system for water quality could be 
combined with a flood control system, the volume assigned for water quality control 
must meet minimum detention times. The required design volume for detention-based 
storm water quality treatment facilities is equal to the runoff volume that would occur 
from the contributing area from a 1.2-inch rainstorm event.   

a) The volume calculation will be computed as follows: 

WQDV = (.05 + 0.9 x IMP) x 1.2" x A x 3630
where,

WQDV = water quality design volume (cubic feet) 
 IMP = total impervious area, expressed as a percentage 
 A = tributary area (acres) 
 3630 = factor to convert units from acre-inch to cubic feet 

b) The draw-down (or draining) time for the detention volume, which is intended to drain 
down completely (vs. permanent wet volume), shall be greater than or equal to 36 hours.
For the top half of the detention volume, the drawdown time shall be greater than or equal 
to 12 hours.  The remaining bottom-half of the detention volume must drain in no less 
than 24 hours. The outlet shall be sized using Figure 1 to achieve the required detention 
times and shall be large enough that clogging is unlikely to occur.  Pipes less than 4 inches 
in diameter should not be used. Perforated risers are acceptable for controlling the flow 
rate. However, potential clogging of the perforations should be addressed in the 
maintenance plan.   

c) The detention system shall be designed to maximize the distance between the inlet and 
outlet, and to minimize "dead spaces" (areas where little or no exchange occurs during a 
storm event), thereby limiting short-circuiting.  A minimum flow-path length to width 
ratio of 3 is recommended and can be achieved using internal berms or other means to 
prevent short-circuiting. 

d) For ponds designed to be permanently wet, the applicant must show a water balance 
that demonstrates that there will be sufficient dry weather flows to maintain the planned 
pool volume, without creating stagnate conditions.  A Mosquito Management Plan or 
Service Contract must be approved or waived by the Santa Barbara Coastal Vector 
Control District for any facility that maintains a pool of water for 72 hours or more. 
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e) For dry extended detention ponds, the applicant must show that the pond will be able 
to handle dry-weather flows (such as irrigation return flows) without causing a nuisance 
(visual eye sore, stagnate water, etc.). 

f) Detention based water quality systems are recommended to be off-line from flood 
conveyance.  If they are to be on-line or combined with a flood detention facility, then the 
facility must be designed to pass the appropriate flood without damage to the facility, as 
well as to minimize re-entrainment of pollutants. 

7. Flow-through Facilities. Flow-through based storm water quality facilities are ones 
where either the flow is passed with little or no storage through a filtration media or 
infiltrated into a subsurface soil matrix. The purpose is to remove, through filtration, the 
smaller sized fraction of particles. Examples of these BMPs include vegetated swales, 
infiltration facilities, bioretention filters, and some types of commercial filters.  

a) The required flow rate for flow-through based storm water quality treatment 
facilities is the runoff that would be produced from a rainfall intensity of 0.3 inches 
per hour. Water quality treatment shall be maintained at this rate for a minimum of 
four hours.  Flows above this rate can either be by-passed, or routed through the 
facility if it can be demonstrated that velocities will not re-entrain captured pollutants. 

b) The flow-through based facility must be able to completely treat the flow rate 
based upon the following: 

WQFR = (0.05 + 0. 9 x IMP) x 0.3 x A 

where,
WQFR = water quality flow rate in cubic feet per second 
IMP = total impervious area, expressed as a fraction 
A  = area of the site in acres 

c) Infiltration facilities shall only utilize highly permeable soils with significant 
pollutant removal capacities. The applicant must demonstrate that slope stability, 
groundwater quality, and depth to groundwater are suitable for infiltration facilities. 
Infiltration facilities will require periodic maintenance to maintain permeability. 

d) Vegetated (wetland/native plants and/or grass) swales shall be designed so that 
at the water quality flow rate (WQFR), the swale width is such that the flow depth is 
no greater than 4 inches and the hydraulic grade line is no greater than 2 percent 
(unless drop structures are employed) between structures.  The inflow should be 
directed towards the upstream end of the swale as much as possible, but should at a 
minimum occur evenly over the length of the swale.  The length of flow in the swale 
should be a minimum of 100 feet or the bioswale should provide 10 minutes of contact 
time with the vegetation.  

p ,
 The length of flow in the swale y

should be a minimum of 100 feet 
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e) Bioretention filters are vegetated (landscaped) areas where runoff is directed 
through vegetation and soils for filtration.  In most cases, unless there is shown to be 
adequate infiltration capacity, underdrains and overflow drains should be included to 
collect filtered runoff to discharge to the storm drainage system.  The ponding depth 
should be 6 inches or less with a stabilized mulch layer of 2 to 3 inches.  A sandy 
planting soil of 2 to 3 feet should be used. Each facility should have no more than 1 
acre of tributary area, and shall be designed to convey larger flows in a manner that 
does not cause re-entrainment of trapped materials. 

f) Commercial (media) filters or such devices shall be accompanied by a 
certification from a licensed civil engineer that the filter/device will maintain an 
effluent quality of not exceeding 30 mg/L of total suspended solids with no visible 
oily sheen under design operating conditions. 

8. Combination facilities, or treatment trains, are encouraged to provide better treatment 
capability. For example, short-term detention may be placed upstream of a flow-through 
facility to reduce the size of the flow-through facility. In such cases, each facility will be 
reduced in size accordingly based upon demonstrated water quality effectiveness for the 
pollutants of concern. 

9. These are minimum requirements.  If the County determines that additional controls 
and/or lower thresholds for developments are required to meet specific water quality 
regulatory requirements (NPDES, TMDL, etc.) in watersheds that drain to sensitive 
receiving waters (as defined by the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board), 
additional requirements may be imposed.  These may include design requirements that 
result in larger or more effective facilities as well as additional types of structural or non-
structural controls. The design solution will be contingent upon the pollutants that are 
found to be impacting such water bodies and the regulatory status of the water body. 

10. Easements, fencing, grading, access roads, ramps, etc. for water quality facilities shall be 
provided in accordance with current policies of the Flood Control District.  Easements, if 
required, shall be dedicated on the Final Map or dedicated by a separate instrument.  The 
Developer will pay the cost for easement acceptance by the County and processing 
through County Real Property Agents. 

11. A Surety Bond for structural improvements in the public right-of way will be posted with 
the Public Works Department in an amount approved by the Public Works Director prior 
to recordation of the Final Map or Zoning Clearance.  Bond amounts will be based on the 
submitted cost estimates of proposed drainage improvements to be constructed outside the 
Public Road right-of-way. 

12. Water Resources Division shall be notified 5 working days in advance of storm drain and 
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attendant auxiliary construction of water quality facilities.  Water Resources Division may 
provide periodic inspection during construction at the developers cost.  A note shall be 
placed on the plans to this effect. 

13. During the construction process, the Water Resources Division will review and approve in 
writing any significant design revisions to the approved Plans prior to construction of the 
proposed revisions. 

14. Prior to occupancy clearance, the "As-Built" Plans shall be submitted to the Santa Barbara 
County Public Works Department, Water Resources Division. 

15. A Flood Control Encroachment Permit is required for improvements in the Flood Control 
District right-of-way.  An Encroachment Permit shall be executed prior to the start of 
construction within Flood Control District right-of-way.  Flood Control District 
notification shall be required 5 working days prior to the start of construction. An 
Encroachment Permit fee is required.  A note shall be placed in the plans to this effect. 

16. Review by the Public Works Department, Water Resources Division, of plans and 
granting of encroachment permits does not relieve the applicant, developer, contractor 
and/or owner from the responsibility to obtain all other required permits and approvals 
required by law, including but not limited to grading permits, building permits, 
environmental review for CEQA/NEPA requirements, Fish & Game permits, Army Corps 
of Engineers permits and other City, CalTrans or other County department approvals and 
the approval of the underlining property owner(s) of record 

17. The County reserves the right to modify these conditions as site conditions warrant. 

STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR WATER QUALITY  
RECOMMENDED BY: 

Signed copy on file Water Resources Division

Robert Almy 
Water Agency Manager 

Signed copy on file Water Resources Division 

Thomas D. Fayram, P.E. 
Deputy Public Works Director  
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Attachment A 

All discretionary development and redevelopment* projects defined by the Standard 
Conditions, or by the State Water Resources Control Board through the NPDES General 
Permit for Storm Water Discharges from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems, or 
that fall into one of the following categories are subject to these conditions of approval 

• Single-Family Hillside Residences 
• 100,000 Square Foot Commercial Developments 
• Automotive Repair Shops 
• Retail Gasoline Outlets 
• Restaurants 
• Home Subdivisions with 10 or more housing units 
• Parking lots 5,000 square feet or more or with 25 or more parking spaces and 
potentially exposed to storm water runoff 

* Redevelopment means the creation or addition of at least 5,000 sf of impervious area. 
Redevelopment includes, but is not limited to: the expansion of a building footprint or 
addition of a structure; structural development including an increase in gross floor area 
and/or exterior construction or remodeling; and land disturbing activities related with 
structural or impervious surfaces. Where redevelopment results in an increase of less than 
50% of the impervious surfaces of a previously existing development, and the existing 
development was not subject to these Standard Conditions, these Standard Conditions apply 
only to the addition, and not to the entire development.  (from WQO-2003-0005-DWQ -) 







APPENDIX M 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS 





Appendix M.  Public Participation Process 

Please see the attached documents detailing the public information dissemination for the MFPD 
Station #3 siting and subsequent environmental review.   

scoping hearing (3/31/11) 
Ad published in the SB News Press regarding the Notice of Preparation of the EIR 

Jan 22, 2008 – Regular meeting - Public Briefing from AMEC on Station 3 property 
identification study – unable to find sign in sheet 
March 12, 2008 - Station 3 Public Workshop - Time Certain 6:00 p.m. – sign in sheet 
attached 
May 27, 2008 - Station 3 Public Workshop - Time Certain 6:00 p.m.  – Sign in sheet 
attached 
Aug 18, 2008 - Station 3 Public Workshop - Time Certain 6:00 p.m. – unable to find sign 
in sheet 
Nov 17, 2008 – Regular meeting: Consider Fire Chief's and District Counsel's 
recommendations to secure appraisals and site specific environmental and engineering 
analyses of Site A "Palmer Jackson East" and Site B "Archdiocese of Los Angeles" 
parcels as described in AMEC's "Final Station 3 Site Identification Study" prepared for 
the District earlier this year." – unable to find sign in sheet 
Nov 24, 2008 Special Meeting - Consider Fire Chief's and District Counsel's 
recommendations to secure appraisals and site specific environmental and engineering 
analyses of Site A "Palmer Jackson East" and Site B "Archdiocese of Los Angeles" 
parcels as described in AMEC's "Final Station 3 Site Identification Study" prepared for 
the District earlier this year." – unable to find sign in sheet 
Jan 21, 2009 – Adjourned Regular meeting - Consider permanently removing all 
properties but Site A "Palmer Jackson East" and Site B "Archdiocese of Los Angeles" 

Distribution lists (2) used for notification of residences in the vicinity of the site 
Public hearing notice/mailer regarding the Site Identification Study (1/22/08) 
Notice published in the Montecito Journal regarding a public hearing held 5/27/08 
Sign-in sheets for Public hearings/workshops (3/12/08; 5/27/08; 4/21/11) 
Copy of Distribution letter for Initial Study (10/20/10) 
Copy of Distribution letter for the Siting Study (4/8/11) 
Ad published in the Montecito Journal regarding the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

distribution 
      •     Copy of State Clearinghouse Notice of Preparation of the EIR (2/25/14)  
      •     Copy of State Clearinghouse Notice of Completion of the Draft EIR (3/6/14)
Below is a list of meetings and hearings regarding the siting and environmental analysis 
of proposed Fire Station #3. 

(4/3/11) 
Copy of State Clearinghouse Notice of Preparation of the EIR (4/19/11) 
Copy of State Clearinghouse Notice of Completion of the Draft EIR (12/19/11) 
Copy of State Clearinghouse Acknowledgement of completion of state agency 



parcels as described in AMEC's "Final Station 3 Site Identification Study" from future 
consideration. – unable to find sign in sheet 
Nov 30, 2009 – Special Meeting - Consider Preliminary Analysis by AMEC Earth & 
Environmental regarding a potential site for proposed Station 3 at: 2184 East Valley 
Road/605 Romero Canyon Road/615 Romero Canyon Road (APNs 007-162-
009/010/011). – unable to find sign in sheet 
April 21, 2011 – Public scoping hearing for the EIR before the MFPD Board of 
Directors. 
January 17, 2012 – Public hearing on the Draft EIR before the MFPD Board of Directors. 
February 21, 2012 – Public hearing on the Recirculated Draft EIR before the MFPD 

Board of Directors.
•     February 25, 2014 - Notice of Preparation for the Draft EIR 
•     March 17, 2014 - Public hearing on the Draft EIR 



Notice of Public Briefing on January 22, 8:30am 
Montecito Fire Protection District (MFPD) 

 
On Jan 22nd, 2008, at the MFPD’s main station (595 San Ysidro Road), the MFPD Board 
of Directors will receive a briefing on the status, schedule and general content of the 
Station 3 Site Identification Study.  The goal of the Study is to provide the MFPD with a 
list of parcels in eastern Montecito which would be suitable for acquisition to support 
construction of a new fire station.  Although no action will be taken by the Board at this 
briefing, members of the public are welcome to attend and provide input as appropriate.   
 
Why is the Study Necessary?:  Portions of eastern MFPD lie outside of the 
recommended 5 minute emergency response time of the MFPD’s 2 existing fire stations.  
In order to address this issue, the MFPD has initiated the Station 3 Site Identification 
Study to establish a new Fire Station and provide improved levels of service.   
 
General Study Area Boundary: The Study area encompasses the eastern portion of 
Montecito, generally bounded to the west by Sheffield Dr and Romero Canyon Rd, to the 
east by Ladera Lane, to the south by Jameson Lane, and to the north by East Valley and 
Feather Hill Roads.   
 
Study’s Duration: The Study will run for approximately 3 months, from January of 2008 
through March 2008. 
 
Study Overview:  The Study will provide the following:  

• A Population Forecast for the MFPD, focused on eastern Montecito;  
• An emergency response time analysis from existing and potential new facilities 

focused on eastern Montecito that includes level of service comparisons to other 
areas in the community;  

• Development of site selection criteria to prioritize factors for site acquisition; and 
• A site specific constraints analysis to determine the suitability of available parcels 

 
Public Participation: Interested parties will have further opportunities to provide input 
on this project after this initial Public briefing.  For additional questions or concerns 
please contact MFPD Fire Chief Kevin Wallace at 969-7762.   
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REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE 
MONTECITO FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 

 
 
Held at Fire District Headquarters, 595 San Ysidro Road, January 22, 
2008. The meeting was called to order by President Pro Tem Venable at 
8:35 a.m. Present were Director Jensen, Director Venable and Director 
Newquist. Others present at the meeting:  L Bass, D. Gira, E. Hvolbøll, K. 
Johnson, J. Langhorne, C. Lim, T. McElwee, K. Powell, K. Wallace and G. 
Ventura. 
 
1. There was no public comment. 
 
2. On a motion made by Director Newquist, seconded by Director 
Jensen, the minutes of the December 17, 2007 Regular Meeting were 
unanimously approved.   
 
3. After a brief explanation of costs associated with renewal of CSDA 
membership, the warrants and claims for the month of December 2007 
were unanimously approved on a motion made by Director Jensen, 
seconded by Director Newquist. 
 
4. Dan Gira introduced himself and explained that AMEC  has been 
gathering data, including a response time analysis for their report. There 
will be additional opportunities to comment on the process of gathering 
information at a public workshop that will be held in late February or 
early March.  There will also be a public hearing at a board meeting 
sometime after the workshop. Mr. Gira advised that they plan to have all 
of their actions and information gathered transparent and readily 
available to the community. He explained that this study is to help the 
District identify the best possible location for a third station.   
 
Currently, many addresses on the Eastern end of the district are well 
outside the current standards for acceptable response time, which is 
identified by NFPA as arriving within 4 minutes of alarm reciept. The 
focus of this study is to identify a location for a third station that would 
provide an adequate response to residents and properties that currently 
fall outside of that standard. Mr. Gira asked for questions from the 
audience. 
 
Audience questions included: 
 
What is the criteria being used for the study?   

Meets response time criteria 
Site size, configuration and location 
Acquisition /development costs  
Public safety / Traffic impacts 
Neighborhood concerns 
Land use constraints (zoning, County policies, permitting issues) 
Exposure to hazards 
Environmental impacts 

 
What is the District’s policy on public notification?  

The District posts all Board meetings and Public notices at the entrance 
to Station One, and the Montecito Association and Montecito Water 
District are also provided copies to post as well.  For this particular 
topic, workshops and hearings will be noticed in the Montecito Journal, 
and emailed to anyone who requests to be added to our notification list. 

 
What is the response time of the furthest location in the District?  
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It takes approximately 10 minutes, 40 seconds to respond to Bella Vista 
at Ladera Lane. 

 
Did the Montecito Masterplan identify the need and/or location for a 
third station?  

Yes, the Montecito Masterplan does identify an additional fire station is 
needed in the east end of the District, but no specific site was 
identified. 

 
Has the District found a willing seller?   

Not at this time. Chief Wallace invited any interested sellers to arrange 
a meeting with him or District Counsel directly 
 

Is there any preference to purchasing raw land vs. developed land?  
This will be one of factors considered when they develop a list of 
potential sites.   

 
If the District doesn’t find any willing sellers, will the District consider 
offering any incentives?   

District Counsel advised that the District will gather as many facts that 
they can as well as gather input from the public when making their 
final decision. In terms of process, eminant domain is one of the options 
available to the Board, but the District will look for the most amacable 
way to handle the land aquisition.   

 
Is the study going to rank the locations that are submitted in their 
report?  

AMEC will be looking at all options within the study zone and narrow 
them down to up to 6 sites ranking the most optimum locations based 
on the criteria mentioned above.   

 
Where is center of the response zone study?  

East Valley at Sheffield, however all sites identified in the study zone 
map meet the response time criteria.   

 
What is the predicted impact to property values of surrounding homes or 
near a fire station? 

Mr. Gira advised that he has done studies in the past for similar 
projects and found there to be no impact to the value of surrounding 
properties, but the buy pool may be smaller. 

 
Will neighborhood compatibility be considered?  

District Counsel advised that this was a concern when Station One was 
built as well as the Station 2 remodel.  The District has demonstrated 
on both accounts to make good neighbors.  Additionally  we hope to 
have a site large enough (1-1.5 acres) to create a buffer between 
neighboring properties as we have done at Station One (which is only 
2/3 acres). 
 

What is the District’s policy on siren use, and how many calls does the 
District respond to on average? 

At Station One, sirens aren’t used until responding equipment reaches 
East Valley Road, unless traffic on San Ysidro necessitates it. We 
currently respond to approximately 1100-1200 calls per year, 3 calls on 
average, within a 24 hour day. 

 
What will the staffing and building size be at the new station?  

The District projects that there will be 3 firefighters on duty 24/7, with 
a 4th firefighter during peak fire season (July-Sept).  We hope to have a 
building similar to Station 2, but it wouldn’t necessarily have to be 2 
stories if the right lot were available.  We also hope that we can provide 
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storage to infrequently used equipment.   
 
Does the District have funding to purchase and build a third station? 

The District has identified and budgeted for the purchase of the land, 
and has projected 4 years to aquire the funds necessary to complete 
that construction of the station.  

 
The Board took no action. 
 
5. President Pro Temp Venable closed the Public Briefing and called 
for a recess at 9:17 am. 
 
6. The Board reconvened to open session at 9:29 am. 
 
7. Chief Wallace asked the Board to consider authorizing the hiring of 
three additional firefighters. He explained that we expect to have two 
openings within the next year: one employee is expected to retire, and the 
other has a medical condition and may retire. Additionally, Chief Wallace 
advised that he would like to begin staffing for the 3rd station now. He 
explained that it would be difficult to hire and train the 9 new employees 
that would be necessary to staff the 3rd Station all at the same time. If we 
hired one or two additional firefighters each year, we would have the 
necessary (fully trained) employees to staff the new station by the time it 
was completed, without overburdening the shifts with too many 
probationary firefighters all at once.   
 
Santa Barbara City Fire Department has agreed to let newly hired 
probationary firefighters attend their academy in May to give them their 
first two months of on the job training. (This is not to be confused with 
basic firefighter academy training; this or experience equal to a formal 
firefighter academy, along with EMT certification, is required before being 
hired as a firefighter here.) Chief Wallace explained that the hiring 
process entails much more work than it did in the past, and can often 
take more than 4 months before they can actually begin working for us.   
 
Director Newquist stated that he felt it was premature to consider hiring 
for the third station as well as to assume a retirement just because 
someone reaches retirement age.  He suggested that the District hire one 
firefighter at this time.  
 
Director Newquist asked if the additional firefighters would help with 
shift rotation. Chief Wallace explained that this year we have had an 
increased number of force hires, and adding the extra staffing will relieve 
some of that pressure.  Director Venable advised that he would like to 
approve two additional firefighters.    
 
On a motion by Director Newquist, seconded by Director Venable, the 
Board approved hiring two additional firefighters.   
 
8. Chief Wallace asked the Board to formally accept a donation in the 
amount of $5,714.29 from David Gersh on behalf of Stella Zedah. On a 
motion made by Director Venable, seconded by Director Newquist, the 
Board unanimously accepted the unrestricted gift of $5,714.29 from 
David Gersh on behalf of Stella Zedah. 
 
9. Director Newquist advised that he is no longer a Board member for  
the Montecito Association. He advised that they added a public agency 
category at the rate of $1,000 during their last meeting, and suggested 
that the District renew their membership at this rate. He advised that the 
Montecito Association works with the District to resolve problems, and 
has worked well as a tool to assist us with getting Fire District 
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information out to the community.   
 
Director Jensen advised that he was concerned with the negative 
comments that are often made about the Montecito Association in the 
local media. Director Newquist advised that most of the negative 
comments have been directed at the Montecito Planning Commission, 
which is not part of the Montecito Association. 
 
Director Venable advised that he does not think that it was wise for the 
District to jump from $100 membership dues to the highest level of 
membership when we are currently in the process of investigating a large 
project that could affect many home owners in the community (Station 
3).  District Counsel advised that if the Board feels that the amount of 
their contribution could influence any District projects, they should 
avoid increasing their contribution.   
 
On a motion by Director Newquist, seconded by Director Jensen the 
Board approved increasing membership dues to the Montecito 
Association to $500.  Director Venable abstained. 
 
10. Chief Wallace explained that the Montecito Firemen’s Association 
(MFA) participated in the recent Muscular Dystrophy Association(MDA) 
“Fill the Boot” fundraising campaign on December 15th.  He apologized 
for not informing the Board of this prior to the event.  
 
Keith Powell, MFA representative, provided the Board with background 
information on the Muscular Dystrophy Fill the Boot campaign.  He 
advised that Montecito Fire District was the only Fire Department in 
Santa Barbara County that hadn’t participated in the past.  He reported 
that 9 off duty firefighters and 2 MDA representatives raised $10,600.   
 
Director Newquist suggested that the District put an article in the local 
media prior to the event next year. 
 
The Board took no action. 
 
11. Director Newquist requested that the new MFA Board introduce 
themselves at the February Board meeting. He also requested that the 
Employee Housing Property Management Company give report to the 
Board at the February meeting.  
 
12.  At 10:04 am, the Board went into closed session pursuant to 
Government Code Section 54957.6, conference with labor negotiator to 
review its position and instruct its negotiator regarding Employee 
Organization: Montecito Firemen’s Association and Unrepresented 
Employees: Fire Chief, Division Chief/Fire Marshal, Division 
Chief/Operations, Battalion Chiefs, Accountant, and Administrative 
Secretary.  Present were Board Negotiator: J. Venable, Board members 
R.J. Jensen, and D. Newquist, District Counsel, Eric Hvolbøll and Fire 
Chief K. Wallace (for a portion only). 
 
At 10:57 a.m. the Board reconvened in open session. Director Jensen 
announced that the Board had reviewed its position with the Board 
Negotiator and no decisions were made. 
 
13. Mr. Hvolbøll reviewed the proposed salary and benefit package for 
MFA for fiscal years 2007-2008 and 2008-2009.  The proposal included;   

Two shift calendars per year per employee. 
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Increase shift trades from 12 to 16, effective 1/1/08 (exclusive of 
school trades). 

All paramedics (current and those promoted to other positions 
represented by MFA) will be paid overtime for attending continuing 
education classes for state certification, PALS, ACLS and National 
registry certification.  Reimburse tuition for PALS, ACLS, state 
licensing fee and national registry.  Anyone who receives the money 
must be available for the District to use them as paramedics if the 
unexpected/short term need arises.  Minimum staffing of paramedics 
is 5. The specifics will be determined at a later date as to time frame 
and how paramedic is chosen.  

Flex days taken can use vacation or holiday time hours. 

Holiday time ceiling of 23 days (552 hours), effective 7/1/08.  No 
additional holiday hours may accrue until the employee’s accrued and 
unused holiday benefits are used sufficiently so the total is less than 
552 hours.   

Text messaging allowance of $20 per month for those employees who 
turn in their pager. This allowance will be paid semi-annually, in 
arrears on Jan 1st and July 1st.  All pagers returned by 8/1/07, will 
receive 5 month allowance ($100) on 1/1/08.  Pagers returned after 
8/1/07, a monthly allowance will start accruing on 1/1/08. 

Effective July 1, 2007 

8% salary increase 

Longevity steps increased to 2.25% for each step 

Current steps: 2%, 4%, 6%, 8%, 10%, 12%, 14%, 16% 

Approved steps: 2.25%, 4.5%, 6.75%, 9%, 11.25%, 13.5%, 
15.75%, 18% 

Contribution of $100 per month paid by the District to Hartford 457 
plan for all full time employees after one year employment. 

Increase full time Wildland Specialist pay to equal 
Engineer/Inspector. 

Salary increase for Mechanic and Dispatchers of 5%.  This is above 
and beyond raises negotiated by MFA.  

Effective January 1, 2008 

2% salary increase 

Increase the District’s medical insurance contribution to $204 per 
month per employee. 

Effective July 1, 2008 

4% salary increase 

Longevity steps increased to 2.5% for each step 

Current steps: 2.25%, 4.5%, 6.75%, 9%, 11.25%, 13.5%, 
15.75%, 18% 

Approved steps: 2.5%, 5%, 7.5%, 10%, 12.5%, 15%, 17.5%, 
20% 

Effective January 1, 2009 

Longevity steps increased to 2.75% for each step. 

Current steps: 2.5%, 5%, 7.5%, 10%, 12.5%, 15%, 17.5%, 20% 

Approved steps: 2.75%, 5.5%, 8.25%, 11%, 13.75%, 16.5%, 
19.25%, 22% 
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Additional salary increase will be dependent upon increase in 
assessed valuation of the District for FY 08-09. If Assessed Value 
increases 10% or more, there will be a 2% salary increase. 

 
On a motion made by Director Newquist, seconded by Director Jensen, 
the Board unanimously voted to approve and ratify the salary and 
benefits package for the Montecito Firemen’s Association as submitted, 
effective July 1, 2007. 
 
14. Mr. Hvolbøll advised that the same salary and benefits package 
approved for the MFA was proposed for unrepresented employees 
including: Fire Chief, Division Chief/Fire Marshal, Division 
Chief/Operations, Battalion Chiefs, Accountant, and Administrative 
Secretary.  
 
On a motion made by Director Newquist, seconded by Director Jensen, 
the Board unanimously voted to approve and ratify the salary and 
benefits package for unrepresented employees including: Division 
Chief/Fire Marshal, Division Chief/Operations, Battalion Chiefs, 
Accountant, and Administrative Secretary as submitted, effective July 1, 
2007. 
 
15. President Pro Tem Venable adjourned the meeting at 11:48. 
 
 
 
 
 
_____________________________   _____________________________ 
Roland J. Jensen     John Venable   
 





Notice of Public Workshop on March 12, 2008, 6pm 
Montecito Fire Protection District (MFPD)

On March 12, 2008, the Montecito Fire Protection District (MFPD) will hold a public 
workshop for the Station 3 Site Identification Study at the MFPD’s headquarters located 
at 595 San Ysidro Road.  The goal of the Study is to assess the suitability of a range of 
parcels in eastern Montecito which could support construction of a new fire station.  The 
workshop will provide an opportunity for the public to review and provide input on a 
preliminary list of potential parcels in eastern Montecito that could be suitable for 
acquisition.  Members of the public are encouraged to attend and provide input as 
appropriate.

Why is the Study Necessary? Portions of eastern MFPD lie outside of the 
recommended five-minute emergency response time of the MFPD’s two existing fire 
stations.  In order to address this issue, the MFPD has initiated the Station 3 Site 
Identification Study to assist in its establishment of a new fire station and provide 
improved levels of service.   

General Study Area Boundary: The Study area encompasses the eastern portion of 
Montecito, generally bound on the west by Sheffield Drive and Romero Canyon Road, on 
the east by the MFPD boundary, on the south by Jameson Lane, and to the north by East 
Valley and Feather Hill roads.

Study’s Duration: The Study will run for approximately 4 months, from January 
through April 2008. 

Public Participation: Interested parties will have opportunities to provide input on this 
project during this public workshop.  For additional questions please contact MFPD Fire 
Chief Kevin Wallace at 805-969-7762.   





Notice of Public Hearing on May 27, 2008, 6pm 
Montecito Fire Protection District (MFPD)

On May 27th, 2008, the Montecito Fire Protection District (MFPD) will hold a public 
hearing to discuss the results and recommendations of the Draft Station 3 Site 
Identification Study at the MFPD’s headquarters located at 595 San Ysidro Road.  The 
goal of the Study is to assess the suitability of a range of parcels in eastern Montecito 
which could support construction of a new fire station.  The Draft Study was made 
available to the public on May 20th, 2008 and can be viewed at www.montecitofire.com.  
In addition, hardcopies of the Draft Study were also made available on May 20th at the 
MFPD’s headquarters.  The hearing will provide an opportunity for the public to provide 
input on the results and recommendations of the Draft Study.  Members of the public are 
encouraged to attend and provide input as appropriate. 

Why is the Study Necessary? Portions of eastern MFPD lie outside of the 
recommended five-minute emergency response time of the MFPD’s two existing fire 
stations.  In order to address this issue, the MFPD initiated the Station 3 Site 
Identification Study to assist in its establishment of a new fire station and provide 
improved levels of service.   

General Study Area Boundary: The Study area encompasses the eastern portion of 
Montecito, generally bound on the west by Sheffield Drive and Romero Canyon Road, on 
the east by the MFPD boundary, on the south by Jameson Lane, and to the north by East 
Valley and Feather Hill roads.

Public Participation: Interested parties will have opportunities to provide input on the 
Draft Study during this public hearing.  For additional questions please contact MFPD 
Fire Chief Kevin Wallace at 805-969-7762.   



ADJOURNED REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE 
MONTECITO FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 

 
 
Held at Fire District Headquarters, 595 San Ysidro Road, on August 18, 2008.  
The meeting was called to order by President Roy Jensen at 4:08 p.m.  Present 
were Directors Roy Jensen, John Venable and Dana Newquist.  Others present 
at beginning of meeting:  Kevin Wallace, Eric Hvolbøll, Terry Utterback and 
several firefighters, one with his family. 
 
 
1. During public comment, Chief Wallace presented a 20-year pin to Ed 
Fuentes.  There was no discussion and no further public comment. 
 
2. On a motion made by Director Venable, seconded by Director Jensen, the 
minutes of the May 27, 2008 meeting were approved.  Director Newquist 
abstained. 
 
3. On a motion made by Director Newquist and seconded by Director 
Venable, the minutes of the July 21, 2008 meeting were approved.  Director 
Jensen abstained. 
 
4. Chief Wallace noted that due to the outreach done by Curtis Vincent, the 
District was awarded a $5,000 grant from Fireman’s Fund.   
 
5. In reviewing the budget, Director Newquist questioned the necessity for a 
semi-annual expense of $3,000 for retaining a medical director for the District’s 
paramedic program.  Chief Wallace explained that the County requires each 
District to have a medical director and that the contract has a negotiated fee 
arrangement.  There has been no fee increase in many years. 
 
Chief Wallace noted that the cost for purchasing 20 sets of turnouts (i.e., coats, 
pants and suspenders) amounted to $2,000 per set.  These new turnouts have 
updated safety features with Kevlar type fabric which is more fire resistant and 
breathable.  The turnouts being replaced are kept as backups. 
 
Director Newquist questioned why the District is paying $3,500 to the Santa 
Maria Fire District and Chief Wallace responded that this is for the Forest 
Service expanded service for which the County Chiefs organization agreed to 
share resources and is beneficial to the District. 
 
The July budget showed a payroll expense of $437,000 with regular over time 
at $403,000 due to the unusual number of fires occurring during the month. 
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With no further discussion, the warrants and claims were unanimously 
approved for the month of July 2008 on a motion made by Director Newquist, 
seconded by Director Venable.   
 
6. Discussion ensued regarding pay increases for the two hourly employees.  
Chief Wallace explained that their compensation is reimbursed by either the 
OES or the Forest Service, that they provide a valuable link and there is no 
financial incentive for these employees to work beyond 960 hours since they 
would lose their retirement benefits.  After further discussion about the method 
of giving pay increases to the hourly employees, Director Newquist requested 
that the item be tabled. 
 
On a motion by Director Venable, seconded by Director Jensen, the Board 
voted to approve the hourly wage increases.  Director Newquist abstained. 
 
7. Chief Wallace explained that the District adopts the price and population 
numbers provided by the State and County in order to determine the 2008-
2009 appropriations limits pursuant to Proposition 4.  
 
On a motion by Director Venable, seconded by Director Newquist, the Board 
unanimously adopted the percentage change in California per Capita personal 
income and the change in population within the unincorporated area of Santa 
Barbara County as to price and population factors to be used in the 
computation of the District’s Proposition 4 limit for fiscal year 2008-09 by the 
following roll call vote: 
 

Ayes:   R.J.Jensen, J. Venable, D. Newquist 
Noes:  None 
Absent: None 

 
8. Fire Chief’s Report. 
 
Chief Wallace reported on several issues including the following:  Directors 
Jensen and Newquist ran for reelection unopposed and will be appointed by 
the Board of Supervisors to another term; new fire fighter academy graduation; 
a fire last week on Canon View that included the response of five Santa 
Barbara City engines; engine taken out of service due to damages from the 
Canon View fire; reminder that can not serve notices had been sent out to 
residents in the slide area that would remain in effect until the slide area has 
been corrected; and a meeting with Peter Kavoian, the architect representing 
the owner of 2280 Bella Vista property regarding property lines and siting the 
house.   
 
The Board did not discuss or take action on any items in the Fire Chief’s 
Report. 
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9. Director Newquist noted that there was an omission in the letter to 
Supervisor Carbajal, namely that there is a safety issue in Manning Park and 
surrounding areas if there is no ranger or other person on site, and the 
Montecito Association has long been concerned about loitering and the 
deterioration of drainage systems and structures at the Park.  Director 
Newquist asked to have this item put on the agenda for next regular Board 
meeting scheduled for September 15, 2008. 
 
At 4:30, the Board took a dinner break and reconvened at 6:00 p.m. to 
continue with the Public Workshop discussing the final Station 3 Study 
prepared by AMEC.  Approximately 15 members of the public, as well as two 
gentlemen from AMEC joined the meeting. 
 
10. Chairman Roy Jensen reconvened the meeting at 6:00 p.m. and turned 
the meeting over to Chief Wallace.  An audience member requested that Chief 
Wallace read aloud the letter that was hand delivered earlier (on August 18) by 
Palmer Jackson regarding the Station 3 land acquisition study.   
 
Director Newquist asked if the study could be accepted as submitted and 
District Counsel responded that because the letters from Mr. Jackson and Mr. 
Amerikaner had not been addressed in the study, AMEC should prepare an 
addendum. 
 
Dan Gira of AMEC gave a PowerPoint presentation of the findings and 
conclusions made in the final study.  He restated the reasons for the study, 
namely the concern over emergency response time for the eastern portion of 
Montecito which is currently underserved and the potential for population 
growth and a larger number of homes being underserved for emergency 
services.  The current response time standard is less than eight (8) minutes, 
the ideal is five (5) minutes.   
 
Mr. Gira explained that there have been at least four public meetings 
conducted on this study in order to get the maximum public input on its 
search for suitable sites and willing sellers along the East Valley 
Road/Sheffield/Romero Canyon corridor.  The objective site criteria were 
endorsed by the Board (though not adopted) with a minimum of 1-1/2 to 2 
acres being the desirable size.  AMEC’s recommendations are that the Palmer 
Jackson East parcel (Site A), the Palmer Jackson West parcel (Site B) and the 
Cleese parcel are the top three sites under consideration pursuant to AMEC’s 
analysis.  
 
Attorney Steve Amerikaner, representing Birnam Wood, presented a letter to 
the Board in which he stated that the Birnam Wood site is (1) too small based 
on setbacks shown in a Penfield & Smith graphic, and (2) the County could not 
conclude that changes to the Birnam Wood golf course would not have an 
adverse impact on their oaks and creek protection policies or parks and 
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recreation usage.  Mr. Amerikaner requested that Birnam Wood be dropped 
from consideration as a site.  Dan Gira responded that the oaks and creeks 
would be somewhat affected by realignment of the golf course, but that 
removing oak trees has not stopped the County from permitting removal of 
some oaks by homeowners on a case by case basis and he would not 
recommend dropping Birnam Wood from consideration. 
 
Questions from the Audience: 
 
Elden Dellanina asked how much the AMEC study cost? 
 The Fire Chief responded that the study cost approximately $76,000. 
 
Gene Sinser asked why the District is looking at this study now, and is this a 
reasonable need? 

Mr. Gira responded that the need was actually identified twenty years ago 
(confirmed by Director Venable) but no action was taken.  There is a 
potential for development of 375 homes in the eastern end of Montecito 
which is currently under served by the District.  Chief Wallace added that 
a response time of five minutes to emergencies, especially medical 
emergencies, is critical. 

 
Director Newquist discussed an AON Report of April 28, 2008 describing the 
process of dealing with government and layers of attorneys as being lengthy 
and expensive.  He expressed his concern that should the District adopt 
GASB45 report, the unfunded liabilities on the District’s ledgers would be 
exacerbated by the expense of building a third fire station.  Director Newquist 
concluded that he would like to table the Station 3 study and consider funding 
the OPEB instead. 
 
Mr. Dellanina concurred and stated that a new station would require more 
personnel, more equipment and more funding for benefits.  He questioned the 
need for a response time in less than eight minutes.  Chief Wallace responded 
that about 60% to 70% of their responses are for medical emergencies.  Mr. 
Dellanina questioned why a big fire truck is necessary to respond to a medical 
emergency, especially when an AMR ambulance seems to always respond to 
the same incident at roughly the same time.  Chief Wallace responded that 
AMR is under contract with the County to transport people, whereas the fire 
department is not.  Also, AMR is allowed up to a 15 minute response time to 
meet their contractual obligations.   
 
Director Venable mentioned that the Palmer Jackson property has the potential 
for developing 91 home sites. 
 
District Counsel advised the District that among its options are the following: 
 

1. Table the Station 3 proposal at this time; or 
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2. Get further information by hiring an engineer and appraiser to 

evaluate costs and develop more detailed site studies on the top 1-
3 sites recommended by AMEC, following receipt of AMEC’s 
addendum. 

 
Director Venable requested that the Amerikaner and Jackson letters be added 
to the AMEC report and wants to continue the discussion of a potential Station 
3.  Director Jensen would like AMEC to evaluate the Jackson and Amerikaner 
letters and to get more information. 
 
Director Newquist asked if the AMEC final report should be received.  Counsel 
advised that AMEC will consider the letters from Amerikaner and Jackson 
(copies of which are attached to these minutes) and prepare an addendum to 
the report before it can be received.  Dan Gira added that an addendum would 
take about 3 to 4 weeks to complete.   
 
Chief Wallace mentioned that he will be attending a meeting on August 20, 
2008 with the Archdiocese’s real estate attorney to discuss their property.   
 
The Board took no action on any matter pertaining to proposed Station 3. 
 
Director Jensen adjourned the meeting at 7:30 p.m. 
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MONTECITO FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 

 
 
October 20, 2010  
 
 
HADID, YOLANDA JJ 
2347 EAST VALLEY RD 
SANTA BARBARA, CA 93108 
 
 
RE: Notice of Preparation of Environmental Documentation for Montecito Fire 

Protection District Fire Station 3 
 
Dear Yolanda, 
 
The Montecito Fire Protection District (MFPD) is preparing an Initial Study of the 
potential environmental impacts associated with development of MFPD Fire Station 3 
under the California Environmental Quality Act.  The MFPD welcomes your early 
comments regarding potential issues of concern related to the scope and content of the 
environmental information to be included within the draft Initial Study.   
 
Fire Station 3 is proposed to be developed in the 2500 block of East Valley Road, on the 
mountain (north) side of the road, approximately 2,000 feet east of Sheffield Drive and 
1,000 feet west of Ortega Ridge Road (refer to map below).  The proposed project site is 
currently cultivated with a lemon orchard.  The project would include a main fire station, 
a smaller support building, and a reserve apparatus carport located on approximately 2.5 
acres of Assessors Parcel Number 155-070-008.  Proposed structures would be consistent 
in size and architecture with typical Montecito residential structures.   
 
Please submit any initial questions or comments not later than 29 November 2010 to the 
MFPD at 595 San Ysidro Road, Santa Barbara, CA 93108, attention Chief Kevin 
Wallace.  Site surveys, geological testing, or other studies may be undertaken on-site in 
support of the Initial Study over the next several months prior to release of the draft 
environmental document.  An additional formal public review period for the draft 
environmental document will occur upon release of the draft document and will be 
separately noticed.  
 
For additional questions or concerns please contact me at 805-969-7762.   
 
Respectfully, 

 
 
 

Kevin Wallace, Fire Chief 
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Insert:  Site location map for Proposed Station 3 
 
 
 

 
 



 
 

595 San Ysidro Rd ∗ Santa Barbara, California 93108 ∗ (805) 969-7762 ∗ FAX (805) 969-3598  
 

MONTECITO FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 

 
 
October 20, 2010  
 
 
HADID, YOLANDA JJ 
2347 EAST VALLEY RD 
SANTA BARBARA, CA 93108 
 
 
RE: Notice of Preparation of Environmental Documentation for Montecito Fire 

Protection District Fire Station 3 
 
Dear Yolanda, 
 
The Montecito Fire Protection District (MFPD) is preparing an Initial Study of the 
potential environmental impacts associated with development of MFPD Fire Station 3 
under the California Environmental Quality Act.  The MFPD welcomes your early 
comments regarding potential issues of concern related to the scope and content of the 
environmental information to be included within the draft Initial Study.   
 
Fire Station 3 is proposed to be developed in the 2500 block of East Valley Road, on the 
mountain (north) side of the road, approximately 2,000 feet east of Sheffield Drive and 
1,000 feet west of Ortega Ridge Road (refer to map below).  The proposed project site is 
currently cultivated with a lemon orchard.  The project would include a main fire station, 
a smaller support building, and a reserve apparatus carport located on approximately 2.5 
acres of Assessors Parcel Number 155-070-008.  Proposed structures would be consistent 
in size and architecture with typical Montecito residential structures.   
 
Please submit any initial questions or comments not later than 29 November 2010 to the 
MFPD at 595 San Ysidro Road, Santa Barbara, CA 93108, attention Chief Kevin 
Wallace.  Site surveys, geological testing, or other studies may be undertaken on-site in 
support of the Initial Study over the next several months prior to release of the draft 
environmental document.  An additional formal public review period for the draft 
environmental document will occur upon release of the draft document and will be 
separately noticed.  
 
For additional questions or concerns please contact me at 805-969-7762.   
 
Respectfully, 

 
 
 

Kevin Wallace, Fire Chief 
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October 20, 2010  
 
 
PINES TRUST 12/12/96 
2351 EAST VALLEY RD 
SANTA BARBARA, CA 93108 
 
 
RE: Notice of Preparation of Environmental Documentation for Montecito Fire 

Protection District Fire Station 3 
 
Dear Property Owner, 
 
The Montecito Fire Protection District (MFPD) is preparing an Initial Study of the 
potential environmental impacts associated with development of MFPD Fire Station 3 
under the California Environmental Quality Act.  The MFPD welcomes your early 
comments regarding potential issues of concern related to the scope and content of the 
environmental information to be included within the draft Initial Study.   
 
Fire Station 3 is proposed to be developed in the 2500 block of East Valley Road, on the 
mountain (north) side of the road, approximately 2,000 feet east of Sheffield Drive and 
1,000 feet west of Ortega Ridge Road (refer to map below).  The proposed project site is 
currently cultivated with a lemon orchard.  The project would include a main fire station, 
a smaller support building, and a reserve apparatus carport located on approximately 2.5 
acres of Assessors Parcel Number 155-070-008.  Proposed structures would be consistent 
in size and architecture with typical Montecito residential structures.   
 
Please submit any initial questions or comments not later than 29 November 2010 to the 
MFPD at 595 San Ysidro Road, Santa Barbara, CA 93108, attention Chief Kevin 
Wallace.  Site surveys, geological testing, or other studies may be undertaken on-site in 
support of the Initial Study over the next several months prior to release of the draft 
environmental document.  An additional formal public review period for the draft 
environmental document will occur upon release of the draft document and will be 
separately noticed.  
 
For additional questions or concerns please contact me at 805-969-7762.   
 
Respectfully, 

 
 
 

Kevin Wallace, Fire Chief 
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AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc. 
104 West Anapamu Street, Ste 204A 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
Tel  +1 (805) 962-0992 
Fax  +1 (805) 966-1706 www.amec.com

8 April 2011 

Montecito Association
1469 East Valley Road 
PO Box 5278 
Montecito, CA 93150 

Subject:  Montecito Fire Protection District Station 3 Site Identification Study 

Dear Board Member, 

Enclosed please find the Montecito Fire Protection District Station 3 Site Identification Study 
(August 2008).  We understand this project will be considered at the upcoming Montecito 
Association Board meeting.    

If you have any questions regarding the technical information provided in this study, please do 
not hesitate to call Mr. Dan Gira at (805) 962-0992.    

Sincerely,

Linn Zukor 
Assistant Project Manager 







California Home Tuesday, April 19, 2011  

OPR Home > CEQAnet Home > CEQAnet Query > Search Results > Document Description 

Montecito Fire Protection District Fire Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction 

SCH Number:   2011031094 

Document Type:   NOP - Notice of Preparation 

Project Lead Agency:   Montecito Fire Protection District 

Project Description

The proposed project would involve acquisition of 2.55 acres and the construction of a new fire station and accessory structures totaling ~14,000 sf to 
improve service to the Montecito area. Preliminary plans for the Station include construction of three buildings; a main station of 7,000 sf with 
apparatus bays, offices, and firefighter residential quarters; a support building of 4,800 sf with a hose drying tower of up to 35 feet in height, and an 
additional support building of 2,975 sf for carports and storage of reserve apparatus. Paved surfaces would occupy ~1.5 acres of the 2.55 acre site with 
landscaping covering~1 acre or ~40% of the site. Access would be available off East Valley Road via two driveways. 

Contact Information

Primary Contact:
Chief Kevin Wallace  
Montecito Fire Protection District  
805 969-7762  
595 San Ysidro Road  
Santa Barbara,   CA   93108  

Project Location

County:   Santa Barbara  
City:    
Region:    
Cross Streets:   East Valley Road/Sheffield Drive  
Latitude/Longitude:   34° 26' 2"  /  119° 35' 7"   Map
Parcel No: 155-070-008  
Township: 4N  
Range: 26W  
Section:  
Base:  
Other Location Info:   City/Nearest Community: Montecito 

Proximity To

Highways:   Hwy 192  
Airports:    
Railways:    
Waterways:   Romero Creek/Picay Creek  
Schools:  
Land Use:  

Development Type

Other (Fire Station) 

Local Action

Use Permit 

Project Issues

Growth Inducing, Aesthetic/Visual, Agricultural Land, Air Quality, Archaeologic-Historic, Biological Resources, Drainage/Absorption, Flood 
Plain/Flooding, Forest Land/Fire Hazard, Geologic/Seismic, Noise, Public Services, Recreation/Parks, Sewer Capacity, Soil 
Erosion/Compaction/Grading, Solid Waste, Toxic/Hazardous, Traffic/Circulation, Vegetation, Water Quality, Water Supply, Wetland/Riparian, Landuse, 
Cumulative Effects 

Page 1 of 2CEQAnet - Montecito Fire Protection District Fire Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction

04/19/2011http://www.ceqanet.ca.gov/DocDescription.asp?DocPK=650301



Reviewing Agencies (Agencies in Bold Type submitted comment letters to the State Clearinghouse) 

Resources Agency; Cal Fire; Office of Historic Preservation; Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; Department of 
Fish and Game, Region 5; Office of Emergency Services; Native American Heritage Commission; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 5; 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 3   

Date Received: 3/29/2011   Start of Review: 3/29/2011       End of Review: 4/27/2011 

CEQAnet HOME   |   NEW SEARCH
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION ATTACHMENT 
 

MONTECITO FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT STATION 3 ACQUISTION AND CONSTRUCTION  
 
The Montecito Fire Protection District (MFPD), as Lead Agency under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), is requesting comments on the release of a new Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) scope of work for the proposed project, described below and in the Notice of Preparation, 
and commonly referred to as the MFPD Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction Project. Please 
contact AMEC Environment & Infrastructure Project Manager, Dan Gira at (805) 962-0992.   
 
Project Location and Setting 
 
The project site is located on the north side of East Valley Road, east of Sheffield Drive and 
Romero Canyon Road, and west of Ortega Ridge Road, generally at or near 2500 East Valley 
Road, in the Montecito Planning Area of the First Supervisorial District (Figure 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, as represented by Mr. Palmer Jackson. 
 
The proposed project site slopes gently to the south and is part of a larger agricultural operation 
currently cultivated with lemon and avocado orchards (Figure 2). Mature coast live oak trees exist 
onsite fronting East Valley Road and along an intermittent drainage on the proposed site’s west 
end. No existing structures are located on the site, which is surrounded to the west, north, and east 
by lemon orchards. Two estate residences are located south of the site across East Valley Road.  
The surrounding area is generally designated for and developed with low density estate residential 
development. 
 
 

Site Information 
Site Location Nearest Major Intersection: Sheffield Drive and East Valley 

Road approximately 2,000 feet west of the site 
Assessor’s Parcel Number: a portion of 155-070-008 
Supervisorial District: First District 

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

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

Site Size +/- 2.56 acres 
Present Use & Development Agriculture (lemon orchard) 
Surrounding Uses/Zoning North: Lemon orchard; zoned Estate Residential 

South: Estate Residential 
East: Lemon orchard; zoned Estate Residential 
West: Lemon orchard; zoned Estate Residential 

Access East Valley Road/ State Highway 192  
Public Services Water Supply: Montecito Water District  

Sewage: Montecito Sanitary District 
Fire: Montecito Fire Protection District  
School District: Montecito Union School District (Primary); 
Santa Barbara School District (Secondary)   
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Figure 1. Project Location
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Project Description 
 
The proposed project would involve approval by the Montecito Fire Protection District Board of 
Directors of the acquisition of 2.56 acres and the construction of a new fire station and accessory 
structures totaling approximately 13,700 gross square feet (sf) to improve emergency services to 
the Montecito area.  Preliminary plans for the Station include construction of three buildings; a 
main station of 7,377 sf with apparatus bays, offices, and firefighter residential quarters; a support 
building of 3,445 sf with a hose drying tower of up to 35 feet in height, and an additional support 
building of 2,872-sf for carports and storage of reserve apparatus. Paved surfaces would occupy 
approximately 0.92 acres of the 2.56 acre site with landscaping covering approximately 1.3 acres, 
greater than half the site.  Access would be available off East Valley Road via two driveways.  
Final station design plans would be refined through the environmental review and approval 
process.    
 
Discretionary Permits 
 
The proposed project could require approval by the County of Santa Barbara for approval of a 
Parcel Map Waiver in accordance with County of Santa Barbara, Chapter 21, Subdivision 
Regulations, a Conditional Use Permit in accordance with the Montecito Land Use Development 
Code, and determinations of project consistency with Government Code Section 65402. The 
project design would be reviewed by the Montecito Board of Architectural Review (MBAR) and be 
subject to review and consideration by the Montecito Planning Commission. 
 
Probable Environmental Effects/Issues Scoped for EIR 
 
The key resource areas anticipated to be evaluated in the EIR include: 
 

• Aesthetics/Visual Resources: The project would entail development of structures in a 
location that is currently undeveloped or used for agriculture, potentially changing the visual 
character. 

• Agricultural Resources: Although designated for residential use, the site is currently in use 
for production of lemons, and the proposed project would discontinue such use. Further, 
the site is located on prime agricultural soils.  

• Air Quality:  The proposed project would result in emissions from construction equipment, 
suspension of fugitive dust during grading activities and limited emissions related to long-
term operation. 

• Biological Resources: The project site is located adjacent to an ephemeral drainage and 
supports stands of coast live oak trees along this drainage and East Valley Road.  All site 
development would be setback more than 50 feet from the drainage; however, removal of 
approximately 2 specimen and 6 smaller oak trees (<6 inches diameter) would be required 
for site access.  

• Cultural Resources: The site has been subject to a Phase I Cultural Resource records 
search and field survey and no archaeological or significant historic resources were 
identified.  In the event that previously unidentified cultural resources are discovered during 
site development, potential impacts would be mitigated by standard conditions.  

• Fire Protection: The proposed project would substantially improve fire protection and 
emergency response services throughout Montecito, particularly in the community’s east 
end, a beneficial impact.  

• Geologic Processes: The project site is located in the vicinity of both the Fernald Point and 
Arroyo Parrida faults; however, detailed geologic investigation has determined that no 
faults are present on the project site and set backs would be employed to ensure that 
structures are located at least 50 feet from any potential offsite fault locations.  Compliance 
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with Uniform Building Code standards would further reduce the risk of impact from geologic 
processes. 

• Hazards: The proposed project would be surrounded on three sides by active agricultural 
operations which are known to employ pesticides and herbicides to control pests; however, 
the project includes a 100-foot buffer between agricultural areas and the portions of the site 
that would experience heavy use: the fire station and surrounding apron area.  

• Land Use: Project development would entail construction of a public utility use in a 
residential zone district, which is permitted with a Conditional Use Permit under County 
ordinances. The EIR would consider consistency with surrounding uses as part of the 
review process.    

• Noise: Although the project site is located along a well-travelled roadway, the project 
vicinity experiences the low noise levels characteristic of a rural residential area.  
Introduction of noise from fire sirens would increase noise levels for residents in the vicinity; 
the EIR would review potential noise impacts, including “nuisance noise.”  

• Public Facilities: The development of the proposed fire station would incrementally increase 
demands for water and sewer service.  No major drainage or water quality control facilities 
would be necessary to serve the project beyond those incorporated into project design. 

• Transportation/Circulation: Construction and operation of Station 3 would incrementally 
increase traffic in eastern Montecito.  Introduction of larger slow moving construction and 
emergency vehicles onto East Valley Road could potentially create traffic hazards, 
although the line-of-sight along East Valley Road in the project vicinity has been 
determined to be adequate for safety. 

• Cumulative Impacts: In addition to addressing direct and indirect project-related impacts, 
the EIR would also identify potential cumulative impacts and the proposed project’s 
incremental contribution to such impacts.  Particular attention would be paid to issues such 
as Transportation and Circulation and Public Services (i.e., water and sewer service and 
capacities). 

• Additional CEQA Concerns: The EIR would briefly review irreversible impacts (if any), 
climate change and related legislation, with particular attention on potential growth 
inducement concerns and the role of the Montecito Growth Management Ordinance in 
regulating growth in the community.     

 
Other issues that are anticipated to be addressed in the Initial Study include: 
 

• Consistency with Adopted Plans and Policies: The EIR would review the project’s 
consistency with adopted environmental policies or regulations.   

• Energy:  Given the relatively small size of the project, the additional demand represented 
by this project could be considered incremental but not significant.  The project would not 
require the development or extension of any new sources of energy to serve its energy 
needs.  

• Hazardous Materials/Risk of Upset: There is no evidence that hazardous materials were 
used, stored or spilled on site in the past, and there are no aspects of the proposed use 
that would include or involve hazardous materials at levels that would constitute a hazard to 
human health or the environment (see also Hazards above).  

• Historical Resources: No structures or formal landscape features currently exist on the 
project site. The proposed development does not include the demolition or alteration of 
structures in excess of 50 years in age. 

• Recreation: Project development would not conflict with established recreational uses of 
the area, including biking, equestrian, or hiking trails, and would not directly result in 
greater demand on existing recreational facilities. 

• Water Resources/Flooding: The project site is not located in a floodplain, and would not 
substantially increase storm water runoff. The proposed project has been designed to 
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include a bioswale that would allow for some uptake of storm water runoff along with the 
uptake of potential surface water pollutants. 

 
Development of a Reasonable Range of Alternatives 
 
The EIR will evaluate a reasonable range of potential alternatives to the proposed project.  
Possible alternatives tentatively identified for further consideration include alternative site(s) and 
alternative station design configurations. These alternatives are general in nature since further 
environmental issue area analyses would be necessary before more specific project alternatives 
can be identified. Consideration of potential project redesign would be determined during the 
course of environmental review based on the need to avoid or minimize any potentially significant 
effects. 
 
The alternatives analysis will consider project objectives, alternative site suitability and availability, 
availability of infrastructure, Community Plan consistency, opportunities for project redesign, if 
feasible, and the alternative’s potential to reduce environmental effects.  The EIR will discuss the 
rationale for selection of alternatives that are feasible and therefore, merit in-depth consideration, 
and which are infeasible (e.g., failed to meet Project objectives or did not avoid significant 
environmental effects) and therefore rejected.   
 
Public Scoping Meeting 
 
A public scoping meeting has been scheduled to allow for any interested parties to provide input 
on issues to be discussed in the EIR: 
 
Date:  March 17, 2014  
Time:  4 p.m.   
Place: MFPD Station 1, 595 San Ysidro Road, Montecito, California 93108 
 
The meeting is an opportunity for MFPD and their consultants to gather information from the public 
regarding the potential environmental impacts of the project that need to be evaluated in the EIR.  
It is not intended to be a hearing on the merits of the project. Therefore, members of the public 
should keep their comments focused on potential significant changes to the environment that may 
occur as a direct result of project development.   
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PHASE 1-2 HISTORIC RESOURCES SURVEY:
Proposed Montecito Fire Protection District, Station No. 3

2500 East Valley Road
Montecito, California

INTRODUCTION

The project site is a 2.5-acre site located on the north side of East Valley Road (State
Highway 192) approximately .25 mile west of its intersection with Sheffield Drive.  The site is
situated near the southeast corner of a 76.87-acre parcel (APN 155-070-008) which, in turn, is
part of the larger approximately 237-acre Rancho San Carlos.  The project site contains a lemon
tree orchard. The project parcel has been part of the Rancho San Carlos for about 79 years and
its history is inseparable from the history of the ranch.  The following significance assessment
therefore will evaluate the potential historical significance of the Rancho San Carlos as a whole.
(See Site Boundaries and Vicinity Map, Appendix 1) The Montecito Fire Protection District
(MFPD) proposes to acquire the 2.5-acre site and build a fire station consisting of three
structures. (See Proposed Project Site Plan and Conceptual Station Elevations, Appendix 2)

Ronald L. Nye, historian, was retained by Amec Foster Wheeler to prepare a Phase 1-2
Historic Resources Survey on the study property. The survey followed the guidelines and
criteria for significance set forth in the County of Santa Barbara Resource Management
Department’s Cultural Resources Guidelines, Historic Resources Element document, dated
January 1993.  The property was also assessed using the criteria for significance established by
the California Register of Historical Resources and the National Register of Historic Places.

RECORDS REVIEW

Research for this study was conducted at the following repositories of historical
information:

Ancestry.com (city directories, federal census returns, voter registers)
Architecture and Design Collections, UCSB (architectural drawings)
Community Development and Conservation Collection, UCSB Library (local history archives)
County of Santa Barbara Planning and Development Department

Building and Safety Division (building permit street files)
Zoning Division (permit and violation street files)

County of Santa Barbara Surveyor’s Office (historical maps and property surveys)
Montecito History Committee Archives (historical maps, clippings, address files)
Santa Barbara Historical Museum, Gledhill Library (historical maps, clippings, biographical

files, history volumes, oral histories)
Santa Barbara Public Library (city directories, history volumes)
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FIELD INVENTORY

Neither the project site nor the Rancho San Carlos was accessible for on-site
reconnaissance.  The following description was based on: a visual inspection from East Valley
Road, which runs parallel to the study property and ranch proper on their southern boundaries; a
previous on-site visit to the Rancho San Carlos in 2015; and archival and online textual and
visual sources.

The project site contains a lemon orchard arrayed in rows of trees running east and west.
It is part of a larger orchard on the Rancho San Carlos that extends to the north and east of the
site. There are no structures on the site.  The 2.5-acre property is bordered by: orchard trees on
the north and east; an oak tree-lined drainage ditch on the west, followed by more orchard trees
on a separate ranch property; and by East Valley Road on the south.  A seven-foot-high chain
link and barbed wire fence runs along the property line facing East Valley Road.  The larger
ranch orchard extends to the north and northeast on a very gently south-sloping surface gradient
before gradually rising in elevation as it approaches finger-like foothills at distances varying
from about .25 to .5 mile from the study parcel. The approximately 420-foot-long East Valley
Road right-of-way that borders the project site contains a line of mature oak trees and scrub oak
that varies in height and density.  The gaps between trees and variations in foliage density allows
brief glimpses of the orchard, foothills, and Santa Ynez Mountains backdrop to motorists driving
by on the road.

The approximately 237-acre Rancho San Carlos features a rambling California Monterey
Revival Style estate house designed by Reginald G. Johnson and completed in 1932.  The home,
which is located about .5 mile north of East Valley Road, is considered one of Johnson’s finest
residential projects. It is a horizontally-massed one -and two-story home with several cross-
gabled roof forms topped by clay tile shingles.  The sprawling residence is perched on two

C.H. Jackson, Jr., estate house, Rancho San Carlos.
Source: suzanneperkins.com
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natural terraces and is arranged around a central courtyard. Its walls consist of a sophisticated
combination of rusticated red brick and sandstone block masonry.  The second-story bedroom
wing features an octagonal tower with a hipped roof and a long balcony with squared support
posts and ornamental wrought iron railing.  The home’s numerous wall openings are
symmetrically arranged, rectangular, and recessed, and contain multiple-light window sashes and
door leafs made of wood. Wood shutters adorn the windows. Johnson also designed the home’s
garage, ranch office building, three of the ranch’s ten residential cottages, a round stable, and
probably an adjacent U-shaped stable, all of which reflect the same rustic Spanish California
aesthetic exemplified by the estate house.  There are several additional equestrian- and
agricultural-related structures and facilities on the ranch.  The Jacksons retained the acclaimed
landscape architect Lockwood de Forest, Jr. to design the estate house’s grounds and gardens.
These landscaped grounds appear to be confined for the most part to the acreage immediately
surrounding the estate house and to be located approximately .5 miles north of East Valley Road.
The property presently includes over 100 acres of cultivated orchards that produce lemons,
avocados, oranges, and limes.1 (See Project Site Field Photographs, Appendix 3)

1 “Rancho San Carlos,” suzanneperkins.com; Alson Clark, “Reginald D. Johnson: Regionalism and Recognition,” in
Jay Belloli, et al., Johnson, Kaufmann, Coate: Partners in the California Style (Santa Barbara: Capra Press, 1992),
13-27; Reginald D. Johnson, architectural drawings, “Jackson, C. H. Stable,” 1927, on file at the Architecture and
Design Collections, Collection No. 146, UCSB; photograph of the Rancho San Carlos office, c. 1931, on file at the
Community Development and Conservation Collection, SBHC Mss 1, Department of Special Collections, UCS

Courtyard view of Rancho San Carlos estate house.
Source: suzanneperkins.com
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NEIGHBORHOOD OVERVIEW

The neighborhood in the vicinity of the project site may be generally classified as semi-
rural.  East Valley Road is the central feature that bisects neighborhood along its east-west-
running axis.  Orchards and oak trees, some in lines and some in groups, belonging to the
Rancho San Carlos, extend to the west, north and east of the project site. The adjacent Feather
Hill Ranch, an active orchard ranch, stretches approximately 600 feet to the west, on the north
side of East Valley Road, until it reaches Romero Canyon Creek.  The masonry Romero Canyon
Creek Bridge on East Valley Road, built in 1917, approximately 800 feet west of the project site,
has been found by Caltrans historians to be eligible for listing on the National Register of
Historic Places.2 Residential subdivisions consisting of one-acre and smaller lots extend
westward beyond the bridge for at least .5 mile on the north side of the East Valley Road.  East
of the project site on the north side of the road the Rancho San Carlos continues for
approximately .5 mile before giving way to oak forests interspersed with scattered homes on
large lots.  This stretch of State 192 is bordered on both sides by a semi-continuous but at times
dense stands of oak trees. Directly across East Valley Road from the project site is the 16-acre
“Stalloreggi” equestrian ranch and residential compound which extends approximately 1,800 feet
along the road from Romero Canyon Creek on the west to Ortega Ridge Road on the east.  A
seven-foot-tall slump block wall, interrupted by two driveways, parallels the road across from
the project site.  Two large two-story residences with clay tile roofing stand behind the wall, and
several yards behind them, sits a two-story, 16,000-square-foot, Spanish Colonial Revival Style
barn.  Horse corrals with wood fencing border the roadway for the approximately 600 feet from
the end of the slump block wall east to Ortega Ridge Road.3 The Birnam Wood residential and
golfing complex stretches along the south side of East Valley Road west of Romero Canyon
Creek.

Library; museum exhibition, Building Community: Reginald D. Johnson, Architect, Santa Barbara Trust for Historic
Preservation, March-September, 2016.
2 JRP Historical Consulting, “Historical Resources Evaluation Report: Masonry Features Within the Right-of-Way
along Route 192, Santa Barbara County, California,” May 2006, 32, on file at the Montecito History Committee
Archives (MHC).
3 “A Python Exits Zoo,” Los Angeles Times, July 8, 2007.

Round barn, Rancho San Carlos.
Source: suzanneperkins.com
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PROJECT SITE AND RANCH HISTORY

The area north of East Valley Road in the vicinity of its intersection with Sheffield Drive
was settled in the 1860s.  Most of the newcomers were farmers who had journeyed from one of
the eastern states or from Europe. By 1883, according to a map compiled by David F. Myrick,
the project site was part of a larger 45-acre holding whose southern boundary paralleled East
Valley Road.  The property was owned by Rollin Dunshee, a farmer who was born in Vermont,
and about whom little more is known.4

The 2.5-acre project site was not a part of the Rancho San Carlos when the Jacksons
purchased the ranch in 1927.  A recorded survey map of the Dunshee Tract reveals that by 1928
the tract had been subdivided into two parcels and sold to two new owners: the eastern 22 acres
adjacent to the Rancho San Carlos had been acquired by the Jacksons; and the western 23 acres,
which contained the future project site, had been purchased by Christian R. Holmes.  Holmes had
established the Feather Hill Ranch in 1924 by combining parcels of land lying on both sides of
Romero Creek.  The well-heeled rancher’s father was a prominent Ohio physician and hospital
developer, and his mother, Bettie Fleischmann, was the daughter of the founder of the
Fleischmann Yeast Company and the brother of local philanthropist Max C. Fleischmann.  He
initially began as a poultry rancher, but then developed an interest in collecting and exhibiting
exotic animals. What came to be known as his ranch “zoo” included bears, mountain lions,
chimpanzees, and an elephant.  Holmes had established an orchard in the eastern portion of the
2.5-acre future study parcel, as in shown by an aerial photograph from 1928.  The western
portion of it, in the vicinity of a tree-lined drainage channel which is still present today, was an
unplanted area containing scattered oaks trees. Holmes is said to have sold his ranch in the
1930s and it appears that the Jacksons acquired his 23-acre portion of the old Dunshee Tract in
about 1937.  An aerial photograph from 1938 indicates that by this time the entire tract had been
integrated into the operations of the Rancho San Carlos.  Orchards extended seamlessly across
the tract and the 2.5-acre project site assumed the appearance that it has retained to the present
time.7

4 Library; museum exhibition, Building Community: Reginald D. Johnson, Architect, Santa Barbara Trust for Historic
Preservation, March-September, 2016.
5 Myrick, Vol. I, 54; Myrick, Vol. II (1991), 400-403; city directories and federal census returns, 1900-1930, as
reproduced at Ancestry.com; W. W. Burton, real estate map of Santa Barbara and Montecito, 1899, as reprinted in
Myrick, Vol. II, front end paper; Montecito real estate maps, 1922 and 1924, on file at the MHC; recorded survey
maps, on file at the County Surveyor’s Office: F. F. Flournoy, “Black Lines Show the Boundary Line of Land
Owned by Mr. Radcliffe Whitehead,” 1896, Book 1, Page 48; F. F. Flournoy, “Map of…the W. S. Dunshee Tract
Owned by A. S. Whiting,” October 1913, Book 7, Page 68; F. F. Flournoy, “Map of…the Rancho San Carlos,
Property of C. B. Raymond,” August 1917, Book 11, Pages 117-120.
6 Myrick, Vol. II, 274-276; “Rancho San Carlos,” suzanneperkins.com; Petan Dairy pamphlets, c. 1947, on file at
the Gledhill Library; Charles H. Jackson, Jr. obituary, Santa Barbara News-Press, May 28, 1978; Ann Jackson
obituary, Santa Barbara News-Press, October 16, 1990; annjacksonfamilyfoundation.org; aerial photographs from
1928 and 1938, as reproduced in Campbell Geo, Inc., “Phase I Environmental Site Assessment: Proposed Montecito
Fire Protection District – Station 3,” December 15, 2010, made available by Amec Foster Wheeler; County building
permit issued to Charles H. Jackson, Jr., No. 130, May 15, 1931, on file at the County Planning and Development
Department.
7 F. F. Flournoy, “Map of Survey…of the A. S. Whiting Tract [Dunshee Tract] Owned by C. R. Holmes and Charles
H. Jackson, Jr.,” June 1928, Book 19, Page 82, on file at the County Surveyor’s Office; Myrick, Vol. I, 204; aerial
photographs from 1928 and 1938, as reproduced in Campbell Geo, Inc., “Phase I Environmental Site Assessment:
Proposed Montecito Fire Protection District – Station 3,” December 15, 2010; Montecito real estate maps, 1930-
1960, on file at the MHC.
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REGINALD D. JOHNSON

Reginald D. Johnson (1882-1952), the designer of the Rancho San Carlos estate house
and additional structures on the ranch, is recognized as one of the most distinguished architects
to have practiced in Santa Barbara and Southern California.  He was born in New York State,
and after graduating from MIT and working in a Los Angeles architectural firm, he established
his own practice in Pasadena in 1912. Johnson went on to become an acclaimed architect who
was known for his unique version of the Spanish Colonial Revival style that blended elements
from the English vernacular, Mediterranean, and early California Hispanic traditions.  His
residential estate designs for his wealthy clientele emphasized horizontal, flowing forms and a
restrained, informal sophistication.  He was one of the leaders of a generation of architects who
collectively cultivated an architectural style that reflected California’s singular historical and
cultural heritage. His best known buildings in the Santa Barbara area include: Jefferson House,
“Mira Flores,” 1915, 1918; Rives House, “Casa del Sueno,” 1916; Gavit House, “Cuesta
Linda/Lotusland,” 1919; Chase House, “Las Terrasas,” 1925; Santa Barbara Biltmore Hotel,
1926-1927; Clark House, “Bellosguardo,” 1936; and Santa Barbara Post Office, 1937.8

LOCKWOOD DE FOREST, JR.

Lockwood de Forest, Jr. (1896-1949), a celebrated landscape architect, designed the
Rancho San Carlos grounds and gardens. De Forest was one of a small group of California
designers known as Regionalists who are recognized primarily for their work on behalf of
wealthy estate owners during the 1920s. Regionalist landscape design is characterized by the
integration of three elements: formal components, such as those found in the traditional gardens
of the Mediterranean Basin and favored by estate builders of the time; newly-available exotic
and tropical plant materials; and the natural palette of plants and trees unique to California.  His
best known landscape projects in the Santa Barbara area include: De Forest Garden, 1926;
Dickenson Estate, 1928; Ludington Estate, “Val Verde,” 1926-1939; Meeker Estate,
“Constantia,” 1930; “Lotusland,” 1941; Steedman House, “Casa del Herrero,” 1920s; and Santa
Barbara Botanic Garden, 1920s-1940s.9

SITE HISTORICAL THEMES

A broad theme in Montecito and Southern California history is the building of great
estates during the years 1890-1945.  During this period many of the newly rich who derived their
wealth by exploiting the nation’s emerging industrial economy, as well a number of those whose
wealth was “old,” sought to display their affluence by recreating the formality and grandeur of
the great European estates.  This trend coincided with the newly-found interest in Mediterranean
architectural themes, particularly Mission Revival and Spanish Colonial Revival, and other
revival styles.10

8 Herb Andree, et. al., Santa Barbara Architecture (Santa Barbara: Hennessey & Ingalls, 2005) 126-131, 313; Clark,
“Reginald D. Johnson: Regionalism and Recognition,” 13-27.
9 Maria Churchill, “The Landscaping Artistry of Lockwood de Forest,” Montecito Magazine, Spring 1995, 14-19,
78-81; Victoria Padilla, Southern California Gardens (Santa Barbara: Allen K. Knoll, 1994) 98-100; Nancy Goslee
Power, The Gardens of California (New York: Clarkson Potter, 1995) 6-8, 38-39, 53; David C. Streatfield,
California Gardens: Creating A New Eden (New York: Abbeville Press, 1994), 176-187.
10 Susan Crawford, et al., Gardens of Santa Barbara (Santa Barbara: Haagen Printing, 2000), 43-53; Streatfield,
California Gardens: Creating A New Eden, 104-111
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HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

As required by CEQA regulations, the historical significance of the property has been
evaluated in terms of its eligibility as a County of Santa Barbara Landmark or Place of Historic
Merit, and for listing on the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) and National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). CEQA defines a significant historical resource, for the
purposes of review, as a resource listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the CRHR,
or included in, or be eligible for listing in, a local register of historic resources (Section
15064.5(a)). By definition, the CRHR also includes properties formally determined eligible for,
or listed in, the National Register of Historic Places, as well as selected State Historical
Landmarks.  The study property is not presently listed on any local, state or national registers of
historic places.
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County of Santa Barbara Significance Criteria

According to County of Santa Barbara guidelines11, to qualify as a significant historical
resource, a property must:

A) Possess integrity of location, design, workmanship, material, and/or setting.
B) Generally, but not in all cases, be at least fifty years old.
C) Demonstrate one or more of the following association-related criteria:

1. Be associated with an event, movement, organization or person that/who has
made an important contribution to the community, state or nation.

2. Was designed or built by an architect, engineer, builder, artist or other designer
who has made an important contribution to the community, state or nation.

3. Is associated with a particular architectural style or building type important to the
community, state or nation.

4.   Embodies elements demonstrating a) outstanding attention to design, detail,
craftsmanship, or b) outstanding use of a particular structural material, surface
materials or method of construction or technology.

5. Is associated with a traditional way of life important to an ethnic, national, racial
or social group, or to the community at large.

6. Illustrates broad patterns of cultural, social, political, economic or industrial
history.

7. Is a feature (i.e., structure, building, structural element, object, tree, garden, etc.)
or a cluster of features that convey a sense of time and place that is important to
the community, state or nation.

8. Is able to yield information important to the community or is relevant to the
scholarly study of history, historical archaeology, ethnography, folklore or
cultural geography.

To evaluate a resource, each of the above elements is assessed and given a significance
ranking, from 1 through 3 and E, corresponding to the terms low (1), good (2), high (3), and
exceptional (E). Each element is ranked separately. The overall level or threshold of significance is
determined by the average of its individual rankings. The resultant level of significance is used to
determine what treatment a resource should be given within the planning process. An exceptional
rating in any element indicates that the resource should receive special consideration, usually
preservation, in the planning process. A good or high rating indicates that the resource is
significant, and should be recognized, but not necessarily through preservation. A low rating
indicates that the resource is not considered significant for planning purposes.

California Register of Historical Resources Criteria

The significance criteria for determining eligibility for the CRHR, as defined in Public
Resources Code Section 5024.1, are as follows:

11 “County of Santa Barbara, Resource Management Department, Cultural Resource Guidelines, Historic Resources
Element,” Revised, January 1993.
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A. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
California’s history and cultural heritage;

B. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;
C.  Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region or method of construction,

or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values;
or

D.  Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

The resource must also retain integrity of location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling and association.  Additionally, the resource must be over fifty years old to
qualify for the CRHR, unless of exceptional importance.

National Register of Historic Places Criteria

The significance criteria for determining eligibility for the NRHP, as defined in the Code
of Federal Regulations, Title 36, Part 60, are as follows:

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering
and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures and objects that possess integrity of
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association, and:

A.  That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history; or

B.  That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or
C.  That embody the distinctive characteristics of type, period, or method of construction, or that

represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or

D.  That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

ASSESSMENT OF HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE

The 2.5-acre project parcel has been part of the larger approximately 237-acre Rancho
San Carlos for about 79 years and its history is inseparable from the history of the ranch.  The
following significance assessment therefore will evaluate the potential historical significance of
the Rancho San Carlos as a whole.  These findings shall be considered preliminary due to the
fact that the ranch was not accessible for in-person surveying and documentation.  The
assessment methodology used in the following findings included the application of the County of
Santa Barbara, California Register of Historical Resources, and National Register of Historic
Places criteria for significance to the study property.

County of Santa Barbara Criteria

Integrity – 3 (high)

Integrity means that the resource retains the essential qualities of its historic character.  The
ranch has retained its integrity of location and setting because it remains in its original place,



Phase 1-2 Historic Resources Survey
2500 East Valley Road
May 26, 2016

Phase 1-2 Historic Resources Survey
2500 East Valley Road
May 26, 2016

Page
10
Page
10

although its neighborhood has been impacted somewhat by nearby semi-rural residential
development.  The ranch estate house, round barn, and other structures designed by Reginald D.
Johnson appear to reflect their original plans with few or no substantial alterations.  The
operating portions of the ranch, in addition, including its orchards, landscaping, horse facilities
and overall spatial organization, appear to have changed little since the 1930s. It therefore has
retained a high level of design integrity.  The Johnson-designed structures appear to have
retained most if not all of their original building materials as well as their features exhibiting
high levels of workmanship. Likewise, the ranch’s orchards, landscaping, and natural features
have retained their original historic horticultural and visual characteristics. The ranch has
retained a high level of integrity for its materials and workmanship qualities.

Age – 2 (good)

The ranch earns a good score for its age because it has existed in its present size and spatial
configuration for over 75 years.

Association with an event, movement, organization, or person important to the community, state,
or nation – 3 (high)

The ranch has a direct association with a pattern of events recognized as the era of great estate
building in Montecito and Southern California during the years 1890-1945.  The existing Rancho
San Carlos, established by Pete and Ann Jackson in 1927, exemplifies a period when wealthy
individuals built lavish country estates in the area that were inspired by European precedent and
often included a Mediterranean or Spanish architectural palette.  The ranch’s period of historic
significance is 1927-1945, encompassing its establishment, its development to its present
appearance, and the end of the great estate era in the 1940s.12

The ranch does not have a strong association with a person important to history. None of the
property’s owners, dating from the late nineteen century when the first ranchers operated
portions existing property, are recognized as individuals who have made important contributions
to local, state or national history or culture. The owners who acquired the Rancho San Carlos in
1927 and who were responsible for establishing the ranch as it exists today, Charles H. Jackson,
Jr. and his wife Ann Jackson, both died less than 50 years ago. Although both were successful in
business and ranching, were well known in the community, and were active in philanthropic
giving, sufficient time has not passed to determine whether they would be recognized as
significant contributors to local or regional history or culture.  Although at some time in the
future their significance may be acknowledged, it is too soon after their deaths to make that
assessment at this time.

Designer – E (exceptional)

Reginald D. Johnson (1882-1952), the designer of the Rancho San Carlos estate house and
additional structures on the ranch, is recognized as one of the most distinguished architects to

12 “County of Santa Barbara, Resource Management Department, Cultural Resource Guidelines, Historic Resources
Element,” Revised, January 1993, 7, 15-16.
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have practiced in Santa Barbara and Southern California. Lockwood de Forest, Jr. (1896-1949),
a celebrated landscape architect, designed the Rancho San Carlos grounds and gardens.

Architectural Style or Building Type – E (exceptional)

The ranch structures appear to represent an exceptional example of an equestrian and citrus ranch
complex dating to the period 1920s-1940s and an increasingly rare surviving example of its type.
It typifies the era during which large opulent estates were established, many incorporating the
outward trappings of agricultural production, while others, such as the Rancho San Carlos,
encompassed both recreational and horticultural operations.  The estate house, in particular, was
built in the California Monterey Revival Style and is considered to be one of the best examples
of the style in the Santa Barbara area. It appears to have retained all of its character-defining
attributes associated with this style, as well as its Johnson-inspired embellishments, including its:
one- and two-story horizontal massing; clay shingled gabled roofing; use of rusticated materials
such as red brick and sandstone block masonry in its walls; recessed wall openings; second story
balcony with ornamental iron railing; and its octagonal tower. Johnson also designed several
ranch and accessory structures that are stylistically the same or compatible in style, if not in
detail, with the main house.  These buildings appear to have retained their architectural integrity,
and among them, the round barn and the ranch office appear to exhibit a high level of stylistic
achievement. The ranch structures that were not designed by Johnson may not exhibit the same
architectural qualities as do his creations, but many appear to date to the ranch’s period of
significance, 1927-1945. The spatial organization of the ranch’s residential, agricultural,
equestrian, ornamental landscaping, and natural features appears to have undergone few
significant changes and has retained a high level of historical integrity.

Construction and Materials – 3 (high)

The ranch’s structural, horticultural, and natural features have retained most of their historic
design, materials, spatial organization characteristics.  The ranch estate house is an outstanding
example of the artistic use of construction materials and fine craftsmanship, as exemplified by its
brick and sandstone block walls; the siting of the structure on two hilltop terraces; ornamental
wood columns and wrought iron railings; and pedimented main entry doorway.  The ranch office
and round barn also rate a high score in this criterion. Several accessory and residential ranch
structures, in addition, appear to have retained a high level of original historical fabric and form.
The historic arrangement of the ranch land use sectors, such as residential and equestrian
clusters, orchards, and natural features, have retained their historic patterns and visual identities.

Traditional Lifeways – Not Applicable

Association with Broad Themes of History – 3 (high)

The ranch has a direct association with the broad historical theme of great estate building in
Montecito and Southern California during the years 1890-1945.  The existing Rancho San
Carlos, established by Pete and Ann Jackson in 1927, exemplifies a period when wealthy
individuals built lavish country estates in the area that were inspired by European precedent and
often included a Mediterranean or Spanish architectural palette.
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Conveys an Important Sense of Time and Place – 3 (high)

The Rancho San Carlos has retained a high level of historical integrity and therefore conveys an
important sense of time and place dating to the early twentieth century. Its potentially historic
residential and accessory structures, orchards, equestrian facilities, landscaping, and natural
topographic and vegetative features, remain in their original locations and relationships.  The
resource thus appears to contribute to a visual historic landscape that defines an earlier era dating
to the period 1927-1945.

Able to Yield Information – Not Applicable

Summary of County Significance Criteria Findings

The Rancho San Carlos, which includes the 2.5-acre project site, potentially earns an
overall exceptional rating in historical significance under County of Santa Barbara criteria as a
result of its: historical integrity; association with the great estate building pattern of events;
California Monterey Revival Style structures and their architect, Reginald D. Johnson;
exemplification of a great estate era ranch complex; representative structural, horticultural, and
natural materials and fabric; embodiment of the broad historical theme of great estate building;
and ability to convey a bygone historical era.  The property was thus found to potentially qualify
as a historic Landmark under County significance criteria.

California Register of Historic Resources Criteria

The ranch appears to have retained a high level of historical integrity and it is over 50
years old. It has a direct association with the broad historical theme of great estate building in
Montecito and Southern California, 1890-1945, and thus contributes to the broad patterns of state
history. It therefore meets Criterion A. It does not have a strong association with individuals
who are important to the history of the state of California.  Hence, it does not meet Criterion B.
The ranch’s California Monterey Revival Style structures, residential and operational secondary
structures, orchards, natural vegetation, and spatial arrangement of man-made and natural
features embody the distinctive stylistic and functional characteristics of the opulent ranch estate
type of properties developed in the 1890-1945 period in state history. It therefore meets
Criterion C.  The property would appear not to have the potential to yield information important
to history or prehistory, and thus does not meet Criterion D. In summary, the Rancho San Carlos
is potentially eligible for listing on the CRHR.

National Register of Historic Places Criteria

The ranch appears to have retained a high level of historical integrity and it is over 50
years old. It has a direct association with the broad historical theme of great estate building in
Montecito and Southern California, 1890-1945, and thus contributes to the broad patterns of
history. It therefore meets Criterion A. It does not have a strong association with individuals
who are important to the history of the state of California.  Hence, it does not meet Criterion B.
The ranch’s California Monterey Revival Style structures, residential and operational secondary
structures, orchards, natural vegetation, and spatial arrangement of man-made and natural
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features embody the distinctive stylistic and functional characteristics of the opulent ranch estate
type of properties developed in the 1890-1945 period in state history. It therefore meets
Criterion C.  The property would appear not to have the potential to yield information important
to history or prehistory, and thus does not meet Criterion D. In summary, the Rancho San Carlos
is potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP.

HISTORIC DISTRICT EVALUATION

According to the National Park Service (NPS), a Historic District is defined as “a
significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structures, or objects united
historically or aesthetically by plan or physical development.” To qualify for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places the NPS requires that a district meet the following criteria:

1. Its resources must constitute a “unified entity….which can convey a visual sense of the
overall historical environment or be an arrangement of historically or functionally related
properties.”

2. It must meet the significance criteria for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.
3. It must possess historic integrity.
4. It must be a “definable geographic area that can be distinguished from surrounding

properties.”13

My preliminary finding is that the Rancho San Carlos potentially qualifies as a Historic
District because it appears to meet the criteria established by the NPS. It meets Criterion 1
because the ranch has been operated as a unified entity since 1927 and has retained the historical
arrangement of its natural features and its functioning activities that was begun at that time.  This
includes its historical orchard growing, horse raising, ranch maintenance, and residential living
functions, which based on this initial review, appear to be largely unchanged.  The ranch meets
Criterion 2 because it qualifies under NRHP Criterion A for its association with the broad
historical theme of great estate building and NRHP Criterion C for its embodiment of the
distinctive stylistic and functional characteristics of the opulent ranch estate type of properties
developed in the 1890-1945 period in state history. It meets Criterion 3 because it has retained a
high level of historic integrity in its location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling,
and association aspects. With the exception of the development of semi-rural residential
neighborhoods in the vicinity of the ranch, there have apparently been few if any significant
changes since 1927 in the ranch’s location and setting; the design, materials, and workmanship
exhibited by its residential and operational structures; its feeling as expressed by its physical
features that convey a sense of a historical period of time; and its ability to convey its association
with the period of great estate building.  The ranch meets Criterion 4 because it exhibits a
definable geographic area that coincides with its 237-acre property boundaries. Its
orchards and grazing areas along its western property line are distinguishable from its
neighboring properties by the trajectories of Romero Canyon Road and a meandering line of oak
trees; its northern boundary is distinguishable because its water storage facilities and orchards
border neighboring oak trees and hillside vegetation; its oak tree woodland and equestrian

13 National Park Service, “How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation,” National Register Bulletin
No. 15, 1995, 5-6.
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facilities on the ranch’s east boundary are distinguishable because neighboring properties contain
hilly residential development; and its southern boundary parallels East Valley Road.

Summary of Property Significance Assessment

The Rancho San Carlos was found to be potentially eligible for listing as a County of
Santa Barbara Landmark. It was also found to be potentially eligible for listing as a historic
resource on the California Register of Historic Resources and the National Register of Historic
Places. Finally, it appears to qualify as a potential Historic District under National Park Service
guidelines.

ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL PROJECT IMPACTS

Proposed Project Overview

The proposed project would build a new MFPD 12,560-square foot fire station complex.
The station would include three structures: a Fire Station in the central portion of the parcel; a
Maintenance Building in the northeast portion of the site; and a Training and Hose Tower
Building in the northwest portion of the site.  The Fire Station would be a multiple-height, one-
story structure that would reach 27 feet in height at its tallest element. It would exhibit a 107-
foot horizontal frontage to East Valley Road.  The Maintenance Building would have a 44-foot
frontage and would reach 25 feet in height.  The three-story hose drying tower portion of the
Training and Hose Tower Building would be 35 feet in height while the structure’s total
horizontal frontage would be 46 feet.  The structures would be Mediterranean in style with
gabled roofs, clay tile roofing, stucco siding, and recessed wall openings. The structures would
be set back various distances from East Valley Road: Fire Station, about 60 feet; Maintenance
Building, about 180 feet; and Training and Hose Tower Building, about 205 feet.  Two
driveways would provide access to the station from East Valley Road.  Nearly all of the existing
mature oak trees that line East Valley Road in front of the project site would be retained. Fifty-
foot-wide densely-planted landscape buffers would be installed on the northern and eastern sides
of the project property. A habitat restoration buffer, 50 feet in width, would be planted on the
western boundary of the site.  A 50-foot wide landscape buffer of small and medium stature
shrubs and trees would be planted along East Valley Road on the southern boundary of the
project property. (See Proposed Project Conceptual Plans, Appendix 2)

Potential Project Impacts Analysis

The Rancho San Carlos, of which the 2.5-acre project site comprises a small part, was
found to potentially qualify as a historic resource under County, State, and National criteria for
significance. It was also found to potentially qualify as a Historic District under National Park
Service significance criteria.  Under CEQA, a significant impact to a historic resource occurs
when a substantial adverse change to the resource is brought about by “demolition, destruction,
relocation or alteration” of the physical characteristics of the resource or its immediate
surroundings such that its significance would be “materially impaired.” CEQA guidelines
provide that if a project involving significant historical resources adheres to “The Secretary of
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the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties,” the project shall be considered
to be mitigated to a level of Less Than Significant (Class III). (CEQA Guidelines 15064.5)

The following analysis will assess the potential impacts of the proposed project by
applying the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, Rehabilitation Approach (1995), where
applicable, to it.  The Standards are as follows:14

1.   A property shall be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires
minimal change to its distinctive materials, features, spaces and spatial relationships.

The proposed project meets this standard because although the fire station would
constitute a new use of the existing 2.5-acre project site, presently an orchard, the project
site occupies less than 3 percent of the Rancho San Carlos’s total land devoted to orchard
production, and the proposed project would therefore introduce minimal change to the
ranch’s distinctive materials, features, and spatial relationships.

2. The historic character of the property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of
distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces and spatial relationships that
characterize a property will be avoided.

The proposed project meets this standard because the Rancho San Carlos’s potentially
historic character would be retained and preserved. It would not physically remove or
alter any substantial amount of distinctive materials or features, spaces, or spatial
relationships that characterize the property.  The project site is located on the margin of
the 237-acre ranch property and near the southwest corner of a larger approximately 100-
acre orchard.  The proposed fire station would also be a considerable distance from
potentially historic as well as potentially non-historic structures. Potentially historic
structures are located at the following distances from the project site: ranch estate house,
.5 mile; ranch office, 1,650 feet; round equestrian barn and stables, 2,000 feet.  The
nearest potentially non-historic structures are a cottage, 400 feet distant, and a shop
building, 850 feet distant. The project site is located approximately 450 feet west of the
ranch’s main entry driveway.  There exists little or no meaningful visual continuity
between the project site and any structures due to the extended distances as well as
existing ranch topography, vegetation, orchards, and landscaping.

Existing views of the project site and Rancho San Carlos from East Valley Road along its
approximately 420-foot frontage include a foreground of oak trees, a middle area of
orchards, oak trees, and vegetated foothills, and finally the Santa Ynez Mountains
backdrop. Such public views are brief, however, because motorists’ views are limited to
intermittent gaps between oak trees along the road and by the typically relatively high
travel speeds along this portion of East Valley Road.  Viewing opportunities are from
passing motor vehicles are thus reduced to only a few seconds in duration. Passersby in
vehicles cannot clearly discern Rancho San Carlos structures from East Valley Road, if at

14U.S. Department of the Interior, The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation & Illustrated
Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1997) pp. vi-
vii; California Office of Historic Preservation, http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/pages/1054/files/standards, chart1.pdf.
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all. The proposed fire station project would nonetheless change existing views of the
ranch.  The proposed three project structures would be visible when viewed from East
Valley Road near the southwest corner of the project site or directly south of the project
site.  This would result in the loss of orchard views, but would not diminish mountain
views.  Views of the structures would be filtered by the existing line of oak trees in the
foreground, a proposed 50-foot-wide landscaping screen between the road and the
structures, and by their deep setbacks from the road.  The station structures’
Mediterranean Style, materials, size, and heights would also reduce visual impacts due to
their consistency with the style, materials, sizes, and heights of other structures in the
immediate vicinity of the proposed project.  Views of the proposed station structures
would be substantially filtered for motorists approaching the project site from the east on
East Valley Road due to an existing stand of oak trees and a proposed screen of
rehabilitated landscaping.  Motorists passing a gap in the oak tree line when approaching
from the west on East Valley Road would lose some nearby orchard views.  They would
view instead the proposed 50-foot landscape buffer on the east boundary of the station,
the oak trees running along the western boundary, and the mountain backdrop.

The Rancho San Carlos’s character defining features include its: potentially historic
structures; orchards; equestrian facilities; native oak woodlands; spatial organization of
these features; and semi-rural setting that affords extended views of orchards, foothills,
and mountains.  The proposed project would not directly or indirectly significantly
impact these features. While the project would remove about 2.5 acres of orchard, this
would result in a loss of than 3 percent of the larger orchard in which it is located.  The
proposed fire station would be located at the outer fringe of a 237-acre property and
hence physically widely separated from most of these features.  Although it would be
situated within an existing orchard, it would be located at its margin along its East Valley
Road frontage.  Motorists’ existing orchard and ranch views would be briefly interrupted
by the proposed project but existing views along the entire approximately .5 mile of
remaining ranch frontage would not be diminished.  The proposed project would not
change existing mountain views from East Valley Road. In summary, although the
proposed project would alter a small portion of the ranch property, it would retain its
character defining features and continue to convey its potential historical significance as a
potential historic district.

3.   Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place and use.
Changes that create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural
features or elements from other historic properties, will not be undertaken.

This standard is not applicable to the proposed project.

4. Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in their own right will be
retained and preserved.

This standard is not applicable to the proposed project.
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5.   Distinctive materials, features, finishes and construction techniques or examples of
craftsmanship that characterize a property will be preserved.

This standard is not applicable to the proposed project.

6.   Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity
of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature will match
the old in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible, materials.
Replacement of missing features will be substantiated by documentary and physical
evidence.

This standard is not applicable to the proposed project.

7. Chemical or physical treatments, if appropriate, will be undertaken using the gentlest
means possible. Treatments that cause damage to historic materials will not be used.

This standard is not applicable to the proposed project.

8.   Archaeological resources will be protected and preserved in place. If such resources
must be disturbed, mitigation measures will be undertaken.

This standard is not applicable to the proposed project.

9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic
materials, features and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new
work shall be differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the historic
materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing, to protect the historic
integrity of the property and its environment.

The proposed project meets this standard.  As noted above, the proposed project would
not destroy potentially historic materials, features, or spatial relationships that
characterize the property. The Rancho San Carlos’s character defining features include
its: potentially historic structures; orchards; equestrian facilities; native oak woodlands;
spatial organization of these features; and semi-rural setting that affords extended views
of orchards, foothills, and mountains.  The proposed project would remove less than 3
percent of the larger orchard in which it is located. The proposed fire station would be
located at the outer fringe of a 237-acre property and hence physically widely separated
from most of these features.  Although it would be situated within an existing orchard, it
would be located at its margin along its East Valley Road frontage.  There exists little or
no meaningful visual continuity between the project site and any structures due to the
extended distances as well as existing ranch topography, vegetation, orchards, and
landscaping.  Motorists’ existing brief orchard and ranch views would be somewhat
interrupted by the proposed project but existing views along the entire approximately .5
mile of remaining ranch frontage would not be diminished.  The proposed project would
not change existing mountain views from East Valley Road.  The isolated project site
would develop approximately 1 percent of the existing ranch property and would not
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physically or visually diminish in a substantial way the potential historic character of the
ranch.  The spatial organization of its large-scale features, such as its orchards,
residential areas, equestrian complex, and wooded oak lands would remain unchanged,
as would their potential historic integrity, thus preserving their semi-rural character and
setting. In summary, although the proposed project would alter the ranch property it
would retain its character defining features and continue to convey its potential historical
significance.

10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a
manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic
property and its environment would be unimpaired.

The proposed project meets this standard. In the unlikely event that the proposed fire
station was removed in the future the essential form and integrity of the ranch would
remain substantially unimpaired.

As provided under CEQA, the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties were applied to the proposed MFPD fire station project.  The potential impact
analysis found that the proposed project conforms to the standards established by the Secretary
of the Interior and therefore the project’s potential for a significant impact shall be considered
mitigated to a Less Than Significant (Class III) level.

Potential Indirect Impacts

The neighborhood bordering East Valley Road between Sheffield Drive on the east and
Ortega Ridge Road on the west appears to contain few structures or features that have either been
listed, found to be eligible to be listed, or identified for potential listing, as significant historic
resources by one or more local, state, or federal government agencies. Caltrans historians have
determined that the masonry Romero Canyon Creek Bridge, built in 1917 and located on East
Valley Road approximately 800 feet west of the project site, is eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places.15 The County of Santa Barbara, Planning and Development
Department lists a structure or structures on APN 155-070-013 on its potentially historic
resources list.  This small parcel, which may contain up to three agricultural outbuildings, is a
part of the Rancho San Carlos and is located on its western boundary approximately 500 feet
northwest of the project site.16 The proposed project would introduce minimal changes to the
semi-rural character of the neighborhood.  Although the proposed project would result in
changes to a small portion of the existing Rancho San Carlos, the potential indirect impacts to
potential historic resources in the nearby neighborhood would be Less Than Significant (Class
III).

15 JRP Historical Consulting, “Historical Resources Evaluation Report: Masonry Features Within the Right-of-Way
along Route 192, Santa Barbara County, California,” May 2006, 32, on file at the MHC; see also, Dudek, “Phase 1
Archaeological Investigation, Montecito Fire Protection District, Fire Station No. 3,” July 2010.
16 County of Santa Barbara, Planning and Development Department, Permit History for Parcel Number 155-170-
013, May 2, 2016.
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Potential Cumulative Impacts

The following discussion will assess potential cumulative impacts of known past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future projects to the project site, Rancho San Carlos, and to nearby
historic resources in the neighborhood.  No relevant past or reasonably foreseeable future projects
in the area were identified.  The proposed MFPD project would replace 2.5 acres of orchard trees
with a fire station consisting of three structures.  The proposed project would combine
landscaped visual buffers with existing oak tree screening and establish deep setbacks for the
structures. It would also design buildings consistent with the style, materials, size, and heights of
structures in the immediate vicinity of the proposed project.  Although some loss in the ranch’s
character defining materials would occur and views of the ranch would be slightly
altered, these changes to the project site and the surrounding Rancho San Carlos would not result
in a cumulatively considerable impact to the potential historic character of the ranch or to the
semi-rural nature of the neighborhood.  The potential cumulative impacts to the potential historic
resources under study would be Less Than Significant (Class III).

Residual Impacts

Since no significant impacts to potential historic resources would occur as a result of the
proposed project it is anticipated that any residual impacts would be Less Than Significant (Class
III).

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

This historical assessment report evaluated the potential historical significance of the
Rancho San Carlos as a whole.  This is because the 2.5-acre project site parcel has been part of
the larger approximately 237-acre ranch for about 79 years and its history is inseparable from
that of the larger property. Due to the fact that neither the project site nor the Rancho San Carlos
was accessible for in-person surveying and documentation these findings shall be considered
preliminary.  A visual inspection of the property from East Valley Road, a previous on-site visit
to the Rancho San Carlos in 2015, and archival and online textual and visual sources were relied
upon for evaluating existing ranch structures and features.

Potential Significance Findings

The Rancho San Carlos was found to be potentially eligible for listing as a County of
Santa Barbara Landmark. It was also found to be potentially eligible for listing as a historic
resource on the California Register of Historic Resources and the National Register of Historic
Places. In addition, it appears to qualify as a potential Historic District under National Park
Service guidelines.

Potential Project Impacts Findings

The proposed MFPD Fire Station No. 3 project conforms to the standards established by
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and therefore, as
provided under CEQA, the project’s potential for a significant impact shall be considered
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mitigated to a Less Than Significant (Class III) level.  The potential indirect and cumulative
impacts posed by the proposed project were also found to be Less Than Significant (Class III).
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APPENDIX 2:

PROPOSED PROJECT SITE PLAN
AND CONCEPTUAL STATION ELEVATIONS
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PROJECT SITE FIELD PHOTOGRAPHS



Project Site Field Photographs – Ronald L. Nye, Historian
2500 East Valley Road, Montecito, CA

May 26, 2016

1

Southwest corner of project site, looking northeast from East Valley Road.

Western portion of project site, looking north from East Valley Road.



Project Site Field Photographs – Ronald L. Nye, Historian
2500 East Valley Road, Montecito, CA

May 26, 2016

2

Southern boundary of project site, looking east along East Valley Road.

View of central portion of project site looking north from East Valley Road.



Project Site Field Photographs – Ronald L. Nye, Historian
2500 East Valley Road, Montecito, CA

May 26, 2016

3

Southeast portion of project site, looking northwest through gap in trees.

Rancho San Carlos main entrance gate, looking northeast.



Project Site Field Photographs – Ronald L. Nye, Historian
2500 East Valley Road, Montecito, CA

May 26, 2016

4

Horse corrals, East Valley Road, opposite Rancho San Carlos, looking west.

Equestrian property entrance gate, opposite project site, looking southwest.



Project Site Field Photographs – Ronald L. Nye, Historian
2500 East Valley Road, Montecito, CA

May 26, 2016

5

Wall and home opposite project site, East Valley Road, looking southwest.

Main entrance, equestrian property, opposite project site, looking south.



Project Site Field Photographs – Ronald L. Nye, Historian
2500 East Valley Road, Montecito, CA

May 26, 2016

6

Main gate and residence on equestrian property, looking southwest.

Feather Hill Ranch entrance, adjacent to project site on the west, looking northwest.
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