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I. PROJECT DESCRIPTICN

The proposal consists of a new comprehensive outpatient cancer treatment facility and rental housing
for the Cancer Center of Santa Barbara. The project site consists of ten lots, located between Junipero
and Pueblo Streets, which would be merged into one 3.38-acre lot.

The Cancer Center of Santa Barbara currently operates from two locations: Cottage Hospital, where it
has been in operation since 1949, and the project site. The existing uses (Oncology, administration,
patient services) on the project site would remain. All Radiation Therapy outpatient services and 25%
of Nuclear Medicine outpatient services currently located at Cottage Hospital would be relocated to the
project site. The Cottage Hospital location would continue to provide services for in-patients,
emergency patients, and outpatients, while the proposed facility on the project site would be for
outpatients only. Although there would be no new employees hired as a result of the proposed project,
thirty staff members would be relocated from the Cottage Hospital location.

The existing development on the project site consists of a 17,444 square foot main medical building,
five additional medical office buildings, a residential duplex, a residential tri-plex, an uninhabitable
single-family dwelling and accessory structures.

The project includes the merger of all 10 lots and the demolition of all structures onsite except for three
buildings along W. Junipero Street. The existing main medical building, which is located within the
25-foot setback of Mission Creek, would be replaced with a new 53,407 square foot, three-story
medical facility, located approximately 130 feet from the top of bank. The new facility would have a
maximum height of 45 feet except for an architectural feature that would extend to 50 feet. The
proposal includes a new three-story (four tier), 66,170 square foot parking structure with 169 parking
spaces. The first level would be partially on grade and partially below grade. The parking structure
would have a maximum height of approximately 39 feet. The seven required parking spaces for the
residential units would be Jocated in the parking structure. Three additional uncovered parking spaces
would be located onsite, for a total of 172 proposed parking spaces. Vehicular access to the site would
be provided by one driveway on Pueblo Street and one driveway on Junipero Street, resulting in the
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climination of three curb cuts on Pueblo Street and three on Junipero Street. The main driveway
entrance to the Cancer Center will continue to be on Pueblo Street. The secondary entrance on
Junipero Street will be used by employees, residents and for deliveries, and not by patients. However,
some employees will continue to use the Pueblo Street entrance.

Two of the buildings to be retained (525 and 601 W. Junipero Street) would continue to be used as
medical offices. One of the buildings to be retained (519 W. Junipero Street) would be converted to a
residential duplex. Two new residential duplexes would be constructed.

There are ten permitted residential units on the project site, although four of the units are currently
being used as medical offices, and the single-family residence located at 520 W. Pueblo Street is
vacant and uninhabitable. See Exhibit C for additional details regarding existing and proposed uses by
address.

The proposed project would result in a total of 57,239 square feet of medical office space and six
residential units. The six residential units would be available as rental units and would be offered on a
first-right-of refusal basis to Cancer Center employees.

The proposed project would involve grading in the amount of 2,700 cubic yards of cut and 5,500 cubic
yards of fill. The project also includes revegetation of the creek bank and creek setback area.

Project construction is anticipated to take approximately 160 weeks (3 years) to complete from the
commencement of demolition of structures through building construction and Iandscaping.

I REQUIRED APPLICATIONS

The proposed development would require the following discretionary applications:

1. A Development Plan to allow 30,000 square feet of new non-residential development (SBMC
§28.87.300); and

2. Recommendation to City Council for Final Community Priority Designation for 5,845 square
teet of floor area (SBMC §28.87.300).

The Planning Commission will consider approval of the Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for
the project pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15074,

IIl. RECOMMENDATION

The proposed project conforms to the City’s Zoning and Building Ordinances and policies of the
General Plan. In addition, the size and massing of the project are consistent with the surrounding
neighborhood. Therefore, Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the project,
making the findings outlined in Section VII of this report, and subject to the conditions of approval in
Exhibit A,
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Vicinity Map for Cancer Center of Santa Barbara

APPLICATION DEEMED COMPLETE:
DATE ACTION REQUIRED:

IV, SITE INFORMATION AND PROJECT STATISTICS

A. SITE INFORMATION

December 18, 2000
June 16, 2010 to adopt MND (must approve/ deny
project within 60 days of MND adoption)

Applicant: Dudek

Property Owner:

Cancer Center of Santa Barbara

Parcel Numbers: (25-090-003, -008, -022,

023, -024. -031, -039, 040, -046 & 047 Lot Area: 3.38 acres total upon merger
General Plan: Major Public/Institutional | Zoning: C-0, Medical Office
Existing Use: Medical, Residential Topography: Relatively flat

Adjacent Land Uses:
North - Oak Park, Single~-family residential
East - Medical offices
South - Multi-family residential

West - Oaks Parent-Child Workshop, Mission Creek, Medical offices (across Mission Creek)
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B. PROJECT STATISTICS

Existing (net) Proposed {(net)
Commercial 20,130 square feet 57,239 sq. fi.
Residential 10 permx_.tted ur‘nts 6 units
5 occupied units
V. ZONING ORDINANCE CONSISTENCY
Standard Requirement/ Allowance Existing Proposed
Varies
Setbacks Front: 15’ commercial, Front: varies from 1’ to | Front; >15° commercial
, -~Front 10" residential >15’ commercial, >10" residential
Interior: 10’ commercial, 1 >10° residential Interior:10° commercial
-Interior 6’ residential Interior: 6’ residential
>10" commercial,
6’ residential
Main facility: 45°
Building Height 3 stories: 45° Main fac11'1.ty: 2 s,torles, maximum W}th .
approx. 22 architectural projection
to 507
Parking 167 68 172
1-bedroom: 2 x 1,840 sq.
, , fi. =3,680 sq. ft.
Lot Area Required | o400 4 x 2.320 sq. N/A Lot Arca:
for Each Unit - . 5
(Variabe Density) fi. = 8,280 sq. ft.; 147,316 sq. ft.
12,960 sq. fl. of lot area
required for 6 units
Private Outdoor 1-bedroom: 120 sq. £. N/A 1-bedroom: 120 sq. f.
Living Space 2-bedroom: 140 sq. fi, 2-bedroom: 140 sq. fi.
10% Open Space 14,731 sq. ft. N/A >14,731 sq. fi.
Common Open Area 15" x 15° area N/A > 14,731 sq. ft.
L“‘ﬁczz?’age 51,508 sq. fi. 35.0 %
"DULEmE N/A N/A 21,593 sq. ft. 14.7 %
-Paving/Driveway & 5040
-Landscaping 74,213 sq. ft. 4 7o

147,316 sq. ft. 100%

The proposed project would meet the requirements of the C-O, Medical Office Zone. No
modifications are requested. The project includes a request for square footage from the Minor,
Small and Community Priority categories, as discussed below.
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ISSUES

A, PLANNING COMMISSION REVIEW

On November 1, 2007, the Planning Commission reviewed a conceptual proposal for the
project site. Subsequently, the project was revised to include the removal of the existing
facility and the construction of a new facility approximately 130 feet from the top of bank of
Mission Creek. On April 13, 2010, the Planning Commission held an environmental review
hearing to review the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration (Exhibit D — PC Minutes).

B. DESIGN REVIEW

This project was reviewed by the Architectural Board of Review on December 1, 2009 (see
Exhibit D of the Initial Study — ABR minutes). The majority of the Board stated that the
architectural character, size, bulk, scale and height are acceptable. Further refinement of design
and landscape plans will be required prior to any preliminary approvals.

C. COMPLIANCE WITH THE GENERAL PLAN

Land Use Element: The General Plan Land Use designation for the project site is Major
Public/Institutional. The project site is located in the Oak Park neighborhood of the City, The
existing development in the neighborhood has been influenced by Cottage Hospital and
consists of medical offices, as well as multi-family and single-family residences. The
neighborhood contains Oak Park, a public park located across West Junipero Street from the
project site. As part of the Plan Santa Barbara, General Plan update process, it is expected that
the land Use designation surrounding Cottage Hospital would be changed from
Public/Institutional to Office/Medium Density (12 dwelling units per acre), which is more
consistent with the existing land uses. The change would not represent an increase in the
residential density that currently exists in the neighborhood and the development of medical
office uses would continue to be allowed. The residential portion of the proposed project
would result in a density of 1.77 units per acre. The type of proposed uses (medical and
residential) and the intensity of the uses are appropriate and are potentially consistent with both
the existing Land Use designations and the proposed Plan Santa Barbara Land Use
designation.

Open Space Element: The Open Space Element is concerned primarily with conserving,
providing, and improving, as appropriate, significant land and water areas in the Santa Barbara
landscape. Those would be defined as the ocean, mountains, major hillsides, creeks, shoreline,
major parks and the freeway. The project site is located adjacent to Mission Creek. The
proposed project would remove the existing medical facility from the 25-foot creek setback.
The new facility would be located approximately 130 feet from the top of bank of Mission
Creek. The proposed project includes restoration and revegetation of the creek bank and
setback area. Therefore, the proposed project can be found potentially consistent with the Open
Space Element,

Housing Element: Housing Element Goals 1 and 2 encourage construction and conservation of
housing to meet the needs of various household types. The proposed project would result in
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one additional residential rental unit over what currently exists on the site. The six residential
units would be available as rental units and would be offered on a first-right-of refusal basis to
Cancer Center employees. Therefore, the proposed project is potentially consistent with this
goal of the Housing Element.

Housing Element Policy 3.3 “New development in or adjacent to existing residential
neighborhood must be compatible in terms of scale, size, and design with the prevailing
character of the established neighborhood.”

The neighborhood surrounding the project site is comprised of medical offices and multi-family
and single-family residential development. The size and design of the proposed project has
received positive comments from the City’s Architectural Board of Review (ABR) and requires
final approval by the ABR prior to construction. Therefore, the proposed project can be found
potentially consistent with this policy.

Circulation Element: The Circulation Element of the General Plan contains goals and
implementing measures to reduce adverse impacts to the City's street system and parking by
reducing reliance on the automobile, encouraging alternative forms of transportation, reviewing
traffic impact standards, and applying land use and planning strategies that support the City's
mobility goals. The project includes a pedestrian path that would provide a convenient
connection between uses on Pueblo Street and Oak Park. The project also includes residential
units for Cancer Center employees, thereby potentially reducing daily work trips to the site.
The main driveway entrance to the Cancer Center will continue to be on Pueblo Street. The
secondary entrance on Junipero Street will be used by employees, residents and for deliveries,
and not patients, although some employees will continue to use the W. Pueblo Street entrance.
Traffic and circulation is further addressed in Section 11 (Transportation/Circulation) and the
Response to Comment section of the proposed Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, The
project would not result in any significant impacts associated. with traffic or circulation.
Therefore, the proposed project can be found potentially consistent with the Circulation
Element.

Conservation Element: The proposed project would not significantly impact cultural, visual or
biological resources. Please refer to discussion of these resources under the Environmental
Review section, below, and additional discussion of policy consistency in the Initial Study
(Exhibit D). Based on the proposed project description, and with implementation of required
mitigation measures, the project’s impacts to historic resources, biological resources, visual
resources would be less than significant, and staff finds the project to be consistent with the
Conservation Element.

Neise Element: The City’s Noise Element includes policies intended to achieve and maintain a
noise environment that is compatible with the variety of human activities and land uses in the
City. The proposed project operation would not generate a substantial increase in existing
ambient noise levels in the area due to the nature of the proposed use (one new residential unit
and medical office use). Short-term construction noise would be minimized through
implementation of the City’s Noise Ordinance requirements, the use of noise barriers, and
further restrictions on construction hours for the noisiest construction activities near the
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adjacent pre-school. The proposed uses would not be subject to excessive noise. Therefore,
the proposed project can be found potentially consistent with the Noise Element.

Seismic Safety/Safety Element: The City's Seismic Safety/Safety Element requires that
development be sited, designed and maintained to protect life, property, and public well-being
from seismic and other geologic hazards, and to reduce or avoid adverse economic, social, and
environmental impacts caused by hazardous geologic conditions. The proposed project impacts
related to fault rupture, ground-shaking, liquefaction, landslides, subsidence, grading, changes
in topography, and erosion were determined to be less than significant. There would be no
impacts related to seiche, tsunami and expansive soils. Therefore, staff finds the project to be
consistent with the Seismic Safety/Safety Element.

. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Environmental review of the proposed project has been conducted pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and related Guidelines. A Draft Initial Study and
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) were prepared to evaluate the project’s potential
impacts on the physical environment. The analysis identified potentially significant but
mitigable environmental effects in the following issue areas: air quality, biological resources,
cultural resources, hazards, noise, and public services. In addition, recommended mitigation
measures were identified to further reduce less than significant impacts associated with
geophysical conditions and public services.

The Draft MND was available for public review from April 15 to May 17, 2010. Four
comment letters were received. A public hearing was held on May 13, 2010, where the
Planning Commission provided comments. No members of the public were present. The
primary envirommental concerns raised were related to traffic on Junipero Street, construction
noise, and air quality. These issues are addressed in the Response to Comments section of the
proposed Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (Exhibit R of the Initial Study).

A proposed Final Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared. The analysis concludes
that no significant environmental impacts would result from the project as mitigated. Below is
a brief summary of the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration evaluation.

Aesthetics: The proposed project would have no impact on scenic views, and the impacts to

‘on-site aesthetics and lighting would be less than significant.

Air Quality: The proposed project impacts related to the Clean Air Plan, long-term (area
source and operational) emissions, short-term (construction) emissions, glcbal climate change,
cumulative emissions, and odors would be less than significant.

The proposed project impacts related to asbestos would be potentially significant, mitigable
because there is no known safe level of asbestos and it has the potential to impact the adjacent
pre-school. The APCD has requirements regarding asbestos exposure that have been included
as a required mitigation measure. With implementation of mitigation to minimize potential
exposure to asbestos, this impact would be reduced to a less than significant level.
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The project impacts associated with nuisance dust and diesel PM are considered potentially
significant, mitigable because of its location adjacent to a pre-school and the length of the
construction period. The APCD has requirements regarding dust control and construction
equipment engines that are included as required mitigation measures. In addition, mitigation
measures requiring that Tier 2 diesel-powered construction equipment be used and that
demolition and grading within 75 feet of the Oaks Parent-Child Workshop property occur
outside of the school operating hours are also included. The pre-school operating hours are
generally Monday through Friday from 8:45 am to 11:45 am, between September and June.
The mitigation measure included in the Noise section that requires the installation of a
temporary 8 to 10 foot high construction wall to shield construction noise from the pre-school
and other surrounding uses would also reduce the impacts of dust. With the implementation of
these required mitigation measures, these impacts would reduced to a less than significant
level. Air Quality is further addressed in the Response to Comment section of the proposed
Final Mitigated Negative Declaration. |

Biological Resources: The proposed project impacts related to rare/endangered species or
their habitats, natural communities, wetland habitat, and wildlife dispersal would be less than
significant. The proposed project impacts to trees would be potentially significant, mitigable
because seven coast live oak trees would be removed and 13 other coast live oak trees have the
potential to be damaged by grading and construction activities. The required planting of 22
replacement oak trees, as well as oak tree protection measures for the remaining coast lve oak
trees, have been included as mitigation measures. With the implementation of these mitigation
measures o replace oak frees that would be removed, and to protect oak trees during
construction, the impacts of the proposed project on the oak trees would be reduced to a less
than significant level.

The project includes restoration of the area adjacent to the creek and includes an increased
setback from the creek when compared to the existing development. These components of the
project would have a beneficial biological impact. Since the mature trees within the project site
provide potential nesting habitat for a variety of bird species, a mitigation measure that
addresses nesting bird protection is also included. With the implementation of the mitigation
measure that protects nesting birds, and the recommendations in the Biological Resources
Summary rteport that protect wildlife and their habitat during construction activities, the
impacts of the proposed project would be further reduced.

Cultural Resources: The proposed project impacts related to archaeological resources would
be less than significant. There would be no impact to ethic or religious resources.

The Historic Structures Report (HSR) concludes that the front structure located at 519 W.
Junipero Street, and the main structures at 525 W, Junipero Street, 524 W. Pueblo Street, and
526 W. Pueblo Street would each qualify as a City Structure of Merit.

The proposed project impacts to historic resources (519 and 525 W. Junipero Street) would be
less than significant because the structures would be rehabilitated according to the Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving,
Rehabilitating, Restoring and Reconstructing Historic Building.
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Both 524 and 526 W. Pueblo Street would be removed from the site by cither relocation or
demolition. The proposed project impacts to these historic resources would be potentially
significant, mitigable. The HSR states that the structure at 524 W. Pueblo Street, at slightly
more than 100 years old, is one of the oldest structures on the block and meets several history
criteria; however, it suffers from a seriously compromised setting, from a lack of integrity in its
material and from some minor but visible stylistic alterations. The report states that the 80-
year-old structure at 526 W. Pueblo Street has good integrity but only minimally meets any
historic significance criteria. The mitigation measures regarding relocation, demolition and
commemoration would reduce the adverse impact of the loss of the structures to a less than
significant level.

Geophysical Conditions: The proposed project impacts related to fault rupture, ground-
shaking, liquefaction, landslides, subsidence, grading, changes in topography, and erosion
would be less than significant. There would be no impacts related to seiche, tsunami and
expansive soils.

Hazards: The proposed project impacts related to hazardous substances, creation of health
hazards, and fire hazard would be less than significant.

It is possible that the existing buildings contain lead-based paint and asbestos. The proposed
project impacts related to health hazards would be potentially significant, mitigable because
there may be exposure to lead-based paint and asbestos. The Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) has regulations regarding lead exposure that are included as a required
mitigation measure. Compliance with the mitigation measure would reduce impacts related to
lead exposure to a less than significant level. Compliance with Mitigation Measure AQ-1
would reduce potentially significant health impacts related to asbestos exposure to less than
significant levels.

Noise: The proposed project impacts related to exterior long-term (operational) noise would be
less than significant.

The proposed project impacts related to interior long-term (operational) noise impacts would be
potentially significant, mitigable because occupants would have long-term exposure to noise
greater than 45 dB(A) Ldn. With the implementation of the mitigation measure requiring new
construction to be designed with adequate ventilation through either mechanical ventilation
and/or air conditioning so that windows could remain closed, and the mitigation measure
requiring verification of noise levels, the impacts would be reduced to a less than significant
fevel.

The proposed project impacts from construction would be potentially significant, mitigable
because construction noise would affect the adjacent pre-school. The mitigation measure

‘requiring that a temporary & to 10 foot high plywoeod construction wall be installed around the

construction site would reduce the noise impact on the adjacent pre-school and others in the
immediate area. The mitigation measure included in the Air Quality section that requires
demolition and grading within 75 feet of the Oaks Parent-Child Workshop property to occur
outside of school operating hours would also reduce the noise impact on the pre-school.
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Population and Housing: The proposed project impacts related to growth and housing
displacement would be less than significant.

Public Services: The proposed project impacts related to fire protection, police protection,
schools, public facilities, roads, other governmental services, electric power or natural gas,
water treatment or distribution facilities, sewer, water demand, and long-term (operational)
solid waste generation and disposal would be less than significant.

The proposed project impacts related to short-term (demolition and construction) solid waste
generation and disposal would be potentially significant, mitigable because the amount
generated would be more than the 350-ton threshold. With the implementation of the
mitigation measure requiring that a minimum of 90% of demolition and construction material
-be recycled or reused, which exceeds the County's recommendation of a 50% reduction short-
term waste disposal, impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level.

Recreation: The proposed project impacts related to recreational demand and existing
recreational facilities would be less than significant.

Transportation and Circulation: The proposed project impacts related to long-term traffic,
short-term (construction) traffic, access, circulation, safety, parking, and pedestrians/ bicyclists
would be less than significant. Traffic and circulation is further addressed in the Response to
Comment section of the proposed Final Mitigated Negative Declaration.

Water Envirenment: The proposed project impacts related to permeability, drainage,
flooding, surface water quality and ground water quality would be less than significant.

The proposed Final Mitigated Negative Declaration has identified no significant and
unavoidable impacts related to the proposed project. Pursuant to CEQA and prior to approving
the project, the Planning Commission must consider the Mitigated Negative Declaration. For
each mitigation measure adopted as part of a Mitigated Negative Declaration, the decision
makers are required to make the mitigation measure a condition of project approval, and adopt
a program for monitoring and reporting on the mitigation measures to ensure their compliance
during project implementation. The mitigation measures described in the proposed Final
Mitigated Negative Declaration have been incorporated into the recommended conditions of
approval for this project. In addition, a mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP)
is included in the project’s Final Mitigated Negative Declaration.

E.  DEVELOPMENT PLAN (SQUARE FOOTAGE ALLOCATION)

The proposed project would result in a total of 57,239 square feet of non-residential
development. A total of 1,440 square feet of existing commercial space would remain, 30,000
square feet would be allocated from the Minor and Small Addition categories, 19,954 square
feet would be from demolition credit, and 5,845 square feet would be allocated from the
Community Priority category.

On November 24, 2009, the City Council made a preliminary finding that the project proposed
for the Cancer Center of Santa Barbara meets the definition of a Community Priority Project
and granted the project a Preliminary Community Priority Designation for 5,845 square feet of
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non-residential floor area. Following project approval, the project would return to City Council
for Final Community Priority designation.

VIL. FINDINGS

The Planning Commission finds the following:

A FINAL MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION ADOPTION

1.

The Planning Commission has considered the proposed Final Mitigated
Negative Declaration, dated May 27, 2010 for the 540 W. Pueblo Street, Cancer
Center of Santa Barbara Project (MST2007-00092), and comments received
during the public review process prior to making a recommendation on the
project.

The Final Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared in compliance with
California Environmental Quality Act requirements, and constitutes adequate
environmental analysis of the project.

In the Planning Commission’s independent judgment and analysis based on the
whole record (including the initial study and comments received), there is no
substantial evidence that the Project will have a significant effect on the
environment. The Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, dated May 27, 2010, is
hereby adopted.

Mitigation measures identified in the Mitigated Negative Declaration that would
avoid or reduce all potentially significant impacts to less than significant levels
have been included in the project or made a condition of approval. Additional
mitigation measures to minimize adverse but less than sxgmﬁcant environmental
effects have also been included as conditions of approval.

A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program prepared in compliance with
the requirements of Public Resources Code § 21081.6, is included in the Final
Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Project and is hereby adopted.

The location and custodian of documents or other material which constitute the
record of proceedings upon which this decision is based is the City of Santa
Barbara Community Development Department, 630 Garden Street, Santa
Barbara, CA 93101.

The California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) is a Trustee Agency with
oversight over fish and wildlife resources of the State. The DFG collects a fee
from project proponents of all projects potentially affecting fish and wildlife, to.
defray the cost of managing and protecting resources. The project is subject fo
the DFG fee, and a condition of approval has been included, which requires the
applicant to pay the fee within five days of project approval.
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B.

DEVELOPMENT PLAN (SBMC §28.87.300)

1.

The proposed development complies with all provisions of the Zoning
Ordinance. The proposed project will be in compliance with the C-O Zone
standards, as described in Section V of the Staff Report.

The proposed development is consistent with the principles of sound community
planning. The proposed project is consistent with the principles of sound
community planning by maintaining the current use of the property (outpatient
cancer facility, medical offices, residential), which are allowed uses in the C-O
Zone. The project is consistent with the General Plan, as described in Section
VI of the Staff Report. Further, the project has been designed to minimize the
impact on its residential neighbors. :

The proposed development will not have a significant adverse impact upon the
neighborhood's aesthetics/character in that the size, bulk or scale of the
development will be compatible with the neighborhood. Al exterior alterations
onsite require review and approval by the Architectural Board of Review (ABR).
The ABR has conceptually reviewed the project and has found it to be
compaiible with the existing buildings and the surrounding neighborhood.

The proposed development will not a have a significant unmitigated adverse
impact upon City and South Coast affordable housing stock. The project would
not result in a significant impact to City and South Coast affordable housing
stock as it will maintain the current uses (oulpatient cancer facility, medical
offices, residential), will provide one additional rental unit over what currently
exists onsite, as described in Section 8 of the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration, and there will be no increase in the number of employees. '

The proposed development will not have a significant unmitigated adverse
impact on the City's water resources. Adequate City services are currently
available to the project site. Water resource impacts are not anticipated with
the construction of the proposed development because there will be no
significant increase in water demand as described in Section 9 of the Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration.

The proposed development will not have a significant unmitigated adverse
impact on the City's traffic. Traffic impacts are not anticipated with the
construction of the proposed development, as described in' Section 11 of the
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration.

Resources will be available and traffic improvements will be in place at the time
of project occupancy. Adequate City services are currently available to the
project site, and traffic improvements are not required,
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C. COMMUNITY PRICRITY DESIGNATION

The project is necessary to meet a present or projected need directly related to public
health, safety or general welfare. The City Council has determined that the proposed
project qualifies as a Community Priority project because it is a local, non-profit
organization that is necessary to provide present and projected needs for cancer
freatment in the Santa Barbara area.

Exhibits:

Conditions of Approval

Site Plan

Existing and Proposed Uses by Address (Parcel)

Planning Commission Minutes (November 1, 2007 & May 13, 2010) *
Proposed Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (without Exhibits)

Response to Comments/ Public Comment Letters (also Exhibit R of Final MND)

mEO QW

Exhibits A through Q are available at the Community Development Department at 630 Garden Street,
the Main Library at the comer of Anapamu and Anacapa Streets, and online at:
http//www.SantaBarbaraCa.cov/eir.
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540 W. PUEBLO STREET (CANCER CENTER OF SANTA BARBARA)
DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND COMMUNITY PRIORITY DESIGNATION
JUNE 10, 2010

In consideration of the project approval granted by the Planning Commission and for the benefit of the
owner(s) and occupant(s) of the Real Property, the owners and occupants of adjacent real property and the
public generally, the following terms and conditions are imposed on the use, possession, and enjoyment
of the Real Property:

A.

California Department of Fish and Game Fees Required. Pursuant to Section 21089(b)
of the California Public Resources Code and Section 711.4 et, seq. of the California Fish
and Game Code, the approval of this permit/project shall not be considered final unless the
specified Department of Fish and Game fees are paid and filed with the California
Department of Fish and Game within five days of the project approval. The fee required is
$2,010.25 for projects with Negative Declarations. Without the appropriate fee, the Notice
of Determination cannot be filed and the project approval is not operative, vested, or final.
The fee shall be delivered to the Planning Division immediately upon project approval in
the form of a check payable to the California Department of Fish and Game,

Design Review. The project is subject to the review and approval of the Architectural
Board of Review (ABR). ABR shall not grant preliminary approval of the project until the
following Planning Commission land use conditions have been satisfied.

I. Screened Check Valve/Backflow. The check valve or anti-backflow devices for
fire sprinkler and/or irrigation systems shall be provided in a location screened
from public view or included in the exterior wall of the building,

Recorded Conditions Agreement. Prior to the issuance of any Public Works permit or
Building permit for the project on the Real Property, the Owner shall execute a written
instrument, which shall be reviewed as to form and content by the City Attorney,
Community Development Director and Public Works Director, recorded in the Office of
the County Recorder, and shall include the following:

I. Approved Development. The development of the Real Property approved by the
Planning Commission on June 10, 2010 is limited to approximately 57,239 square
feet of building area and six dwelling units and the improvements shown on the
plans signed by the chairman of the Planning Commission on said date and on file
at the City of Santa Barbara.

2. Uninterrupted Water Flow. The Owner shall provide for the uninterrupted flow
of water onto the Real Property including, but not limited to, swales, natural
watercourses, conduits and any access road, as appropriate.

Recycled Water. Recycled water shall be used for irrigation purposes. (PS-1)

4. Recreational Vehicle Storage Prohibition. No recreational vehicles, boats, or
trailers shall be stored on the Real Property.

5. Landscape Plan Compliance. The Owner shall comply with the Landscape Plan
approved by the Architectural Board of Review (ABR). Such plan shall not be
modified unless prior written approval is obtained from the ABR. The landscaping

EXHIBIT A
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on the Real Property shall be provided and maintained in accordance with said
landscape plan. 1f said landscaping is removed for any reason without approval by
the ABR, the owner is responsible for its immediate replacement,

The existing trees shown to remain on the Landscape Plan and Tree Protection Plan
shall be preserved, protected, and maintained in accordance with the
recommendations contained in the Tree Protection Plan and Addendum report
prepared for the project by Duke McPherson, dated April 12 and August 17, 2009,

Storm Water Pollution Control and Drainage Systems Maintenance. Owner
shall maintain the drainage system and storm water pollution control devices
intended to intercept siltation and other potential pollutants (including, but not
limited to, hydrocarbons, fecal bacteria, herbicides, fertilizers, etc.) in a functioning
state (and in accordance with the Operations and Maintenance Procedure Plan
prepared in accordance with the Storm Water Management Plan BMP Guidance
Manual). Should any of the project’s surface or subsurface drainage structures or
storm water pollution control methods fail to capture, infiltrate, and/or treat water,
or result in increased erosion, the Owner shall be responsible for any necessary
repairs to the system and restoration of the eroded area. Should repairs or
restoration become necessary, prior to the commencement of such repair or
restoration work, the applicant shall submit a repair and restoration plan to the
Community Development Director to determine if an amendment or a new
Building Permit is required to authorize such work. The Owner is responsible for
the adequacy of any project-related drainage facilities and for the continued
maintenance thereof in a manner that will preclude any hazard to life, health, or
damage to the Real Property or any adjoining property.

Pesticide or Fertilizer Usage Near Creeks. The usc of pesticides or fertilizer
shall be prohibited from any area that drains directly into Mission Creek.

BMP Training. Employee training shall be provided on the implementation of
Best Management Practices (BMPs) in order to prevent or reduce the discharge of
pollutants to storm water from buildings and ground maintenance. The training
shall include using good housekeeping practices, preventive maintenance and spill
prevention and control at outdoor loading/ unloading areas in order to keep debris
from entering the storm water collection system.

Public Works Requirements Prior to Building Permit Issuance. The Owner shall
submit the following, or evidence of completion of the following to the Public Works
Department for review and approval, prior to the issuance of a Building Permit for the
project.

Dediéaﬁon(s). FEasements described as follows, subject to approval of the
easement scope and location by the Public Works Department and/or the Building
and Safety Division:
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A 20-foot wide easement for maintenance of the existing Mission Creek bridge

- adjacent to W. Pueblo Street, and storm drainage purposes as shown on the civil

sheets of the proposed Development plans.

Water Rights Assignment Agreement. The Owner shall assign to the City of
Santa Barbara the exclusive right to extract ground water from under the Real
Property in an Agreement Assigning Water Extraction Rights. Engineering
Division Staff will prepare said agreement for the Owner’s signature.

Drainage Calculations. The Owner shall submit drainage calculations prepared
by a registered civil engineer or licensed architect demonstrating that the new
development will not increase runoff amounts above existing conditions for a 25-
year storm event. Any increase in runoff shall be retained on-site.

Drainage and.Water Quality. Project drainage shall be designed, installed, and
maintained such that stormwater runoff from the first inch of rain from any storm
event shall be retained and treated onsite in accordance with the City’s NPDES
Storm Water Management Permit. Runoff should be directed into a passive water
treatment method such as a bioswale, landscape feature (planter beds and/or lawns),
infiltration trench, etc. Project plans for grading, drainage, stormwater treatment
methods, and project development, shall be subject to review and approval by City
Building Division and Public Works Department. Sufficient engineered design and
adequate measures shall be employed to ensure that no significant construction-
related or long-term effects from increased runoff, erosion and sedimentation,
urban water pollutants or groundwater pollutants would result from the project.
The Owner shall maintain the drainage system and storm water pollution control
methods in a functioning state.

W. Pueblo & W. Junipero Streets Public Improvements. The Owner shall
submit building plans for construction of improvements along the property frontage
on W, Pueblo and W. Junipero Streets. As determined by the Public Works
Department, the improvements shall include the following to City Standards: Saw-
cut and remove all cracked and/or uplifted sidewalk; construct one commercial
driveway apron modified to meet Title 24 requirements on W. Pueblo Street; saw-
cut and replace all damaged curb and gutter; install two single-directional
pedestrian access ramps on the W. Junipero Street frontage, in alignment with the
ramps on W. Junipero and W. Alamar Streets; connection to City water and sewer

mains; public drainage improvements with supporting final drainage calculations

and/or final hydrology report for installation of a minimum of 6 Type B curb drain
outlets, removal of existing 8 inch VCP from the existing drop inlet on W. Pueblo
Street., and connection of proposed storm drain to the existing drop inlet; retire
existing Cobra Head luminary and supply and install one Dome Style residential
standard street luminary on two existing concrete fluted poles (one on W. Pueblo
Street and one on W. Junipero Street.), coordinate with City staff to retire existing
Cobra Head standards from existing utility poles; construct new bus shelter with
27" x 8’ loading area per MTD standards; preserve and/or reset survey monuments
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10.

11.

and contractor stamps; supply and install directional/regulatory traffic control signs
per the CA 2006 MUTCD during construction; add storm drain stenciling or
appliqué to all drop inlets fronting the project site; crack seal to the centerline of the
street along entire subject property frontage and slurry seal a minimum of 20 feet
beyond the limits of all trenching on both W. Pueblo and W. Junipero Streets;
supply and install four (4) new street trees (Coast Live Oak) on W. Junipero Street
and tree grates per approval of the City Arborist, and provide adeguate positive
drainage from site. Any work in the public right-of-way requires a Public Works
Permat.

Agreement to Construct and Install Improvements. The Owner shall submit an
executed Agreement to Construct and Install Improvements, prepared by the
Engineering Division, an Engineer’s Estimate, signed and stamped by a registered
civil engineer, and securities for construction of improvements prior to execution of
the agreement.

Encroachment Permits. Any encroachment or other permits from the City or
County Flood Control, for the construction of improvements (including any
required appurtenances) within their rights of way (easement).

Remaoval or Relocation of Public Facilities. Removal or relocation of any public
utilities or structures must be performed by the Owner or by the person or persons
having ownership or control thereof.

Approved Public Improvement Plans and Concurrent Issuance of Public
Works Permit. Upon acceptance of the approved public improvement plans, a
Public Works permit shall be issued concurrently with a Building permit.

Voluntary Lot Merger Required. The Real Property, consisting of ten (10) lots
(APN 025-090-005, -008, -022, -023, -024, -031, -039, -040, -046 and -047) shall
be merged into one (1) lot, following the procedure in Santa Barbara Municipal
Code Chapter 27.30.

Traffic Control Plan. A traffic control plan shall be submitted, as specified in the
City of Santa Barbara Tratfic Control Guidelines. Traffic Control Plans are subject
to approval by the Public Works Director/Transportation Manager. Construction
and storage in the public right-of-way is prohibited during Fiesta in the affected
areas (around McKenzie Park, Downtown and Waterfront) and during the Holiday
Shopping Season (between Thanksgiving Day and New Years Day) in all
commercial shopping areas, including but not limited to Upper State Street, the
Mesa shopping area, Downtown and Coast Village Road.

E. Community Development Requirements with Building or Public Works Permit
Application. The following shall be submitted with the application for any Building or
Public Works permit and finalized prior to Building or Public Works Permit issuance:

1.

Project Environmental Coordinator Required. Submit to the Planning Division
a contract with a qualified representative for the Owner, subject to approval of the
contract and the representative by the Planning Division, to act as the Project
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Environmental Coordinator (PEC). The PEC shall be responsible for assuring full
compliance with the provisions of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (MMRP) and Conditions of Approval to the City. The contract shall
include the following, at a minimum:

a. . The frequency and/or schedule of the monitoring of the mitigation
measures.

b. A method for monitoring the mitigation measures.

c. A list of reporting procedures, including the responsible party, and
frequency.

d. A list of other monitors to be hired, if applicable, and their qualifications.

e. Submittal of monthly reports during demolition, excavation, grading and

footing installation and monthly reports on all other construction activity
regarding MMRP and condition compliance by the PEC to the Community
Development Department/case planner.

f. The PEC shall have authority over all other monitors/specialists, the
contractor, and all construction personnel for those actions that relate to the
items listed in the MMRP and conditions of approval, including the
authority to stop work, if necessary, to achieve compliance with mitigation
measures.

Neighborhood Notification Prior to Construction. At least twenty (20) days
prior to commencement of construction, the contractor shall provide written notice
to all property owners, businesses, and residents within 300 feet of the project arca.
The notice shall contain a description of the project, the construction schedule,
including days and hours of construction, the name and phone number of the
Project Environmental Coordinator (PEC) and Contractor(s), site rules and
Conditions of Approval pertaining to construction activities and any additional
information that will assist the Building Inspectors, Police Officers and the public
in addressing problems that may arise during construction. The language of the
notice and the mailing list shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Division
prior to being distributed. An affidavit signed by the person(s) who compiled the
mailing list shall be submitted to the Planning Division.

Contractor and Subcontractor Notification. The Owner shall notify in writing
all contractors and subcontractors of the site rules, restrictions, and Conditions of
Approval. Submit a copy of the notice to the Planning Division.

Asbestos Containing Material.  Applicant shall submit the SBCAPCD
“Asbestos/Demolition/Renovation Notification” Form to the SBCAPCD at least ten
days prior to the start of any demolition work, (AQ-1)

Arborist’s Monitoring. Submit to the Planning Division an executed contract
with a qualified arborist for monitoring of all work during construction. The
contract shall include a schedule for the arborist's presence during grading and
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10.

construction activities, and is subject to the review and approval of the Planning
Division and the City arborist, if appropriate.

Green Building Techniques Required. Owner shall design the project to meet
Santa Barbara Built Green Two-Star Standards and strive to meet the Three-Star
Standards.

Tenant Displacement Assistance Ordinance Compliance. Submit evidence of
compliance with the Tenant Displacement Assistance Ordinance (SBMC Chapter
28.89).

Letter of Commitment for Pre-Construction Conference. The Owner shall
submit to the Planning Division a letter of commitment that states that, prior to
disturbing any part of the project site for any reason and after the Building permit
has been issued, the General Contractor shall schedule a conference to review site
conditions, construction schedule, construction conditions, and environmental
monitoring requirements. The conference shall include representatives from the
Public Works Department (Engineering and Transportation Divisions), Building
Division, Planning Division, Property Owner, Architect, Arborist, Landscape
Architect, Biologist, Project Engineer, Project Environmental Coordinator,
Contractor and each Subcontractor. '

Relocation of Historic Structures (524 and 526 West Pueblo Street)., The
applicant shall publish advertisements for acquisition and relocation of the
Structure of Merit and require subsequent rehabilitation at its new site. The
standards and guidelines for rehabilitation contained in the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for
Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring and Reconstructing Historic Buildings and
the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation & Tlustrated Guidelines for
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings shall be employed for any rehabilitation to the
Structure of Merit. (CR-1)

Documentation Prior to Demolition (524 and 526 West Pueblo Street). Prior to,
demolition of the Structure of Merit, the structure shall be subject to recordation
according to the Community Development Department's "Required Documentation
Prior to Demolition” standards. (CR-2)

~ Bailding Permit Plan Requirements. The following requirements/notes shall be

incorporated into the construction plans submitted to the Building and Safety Division for

Building permits.

1.

3

Design Review Requirements. Plans shall show all design, landscape and tree
protection elements, as approved by the Architectural Board of Review.

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Requirement. Owner shall implement the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the project's mitigation
measures, as stated in the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the project.
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Grading Plan Requirement for Archaeslogical Resources. The following
information shall be printed on the grading plans:

If archaeological resources are encountered or suspected, work shall be halted or
redirected immediately and the Planning Division shall be notified. The
archaeologist shall assess the nature, extent, and significance of any discoveries and
develop appropriate management recommendations for archacological resource
treatment, which may include, but are not limited to, redirection of grading and/or
excavation activities, consultation and/or monitoring with a Barbarefio Chumash
representative from the most current City Qualified Barbarefio Chumash Site
Momnitors List, etc,

If the discovery consists of possible human remains, the Santa Barbara County
Coroner shall be contacted immediately. If the Coroner determines that the
remains are Native American, the Coroner shall contact the California Native
American Heritage Commission. A Barbarefio Chumash representative from the
most current City Qualified Barbarefic Chumash Site Monitors List shall be
retained to monitor all further subsurface disturbance in the area of the find. Work
in the area may only proceed after the Planning Division grants authorization.

If the discovery consists of possible prehistoric or Native American artifacts or
materials, a Barbarefio Chumash representative from the most current City
Qualified Barbareno Chumash Site Monitors List shall be retained to monitor all
further subsurface disturbance in the area of the find. Work in the arca may only
proceed after the Planning Division grants authorization.

Post-Construction Erosion Control and Water Quality Plan. Provide an
engineered drainage plan that addresses the existing drainage patterns and leads
towards improvement of the quality and rate of water run-off conditions from the
site by capturing, infiltrating, and/or treating drainage and preventing erosion. The
Owner shall employ passive water quality methods, such as bioswales. catch
basins, or storm drain on the Real Property, or other measures specified in the
Erosion Control Plan, to infercept. all sediment and other potential pollutants
(including, but not limited to, hydrocarbons, fecal bacteria, herbicides, fertilizers,
etc.) from the parking lot areas and other improved, hard-surfaced areas prior to
discharge into the public storm drain system, including any creeks. All proposed
methods shall be reviewed and approved by the Public Works Department and the
Community Development Department. Maintenance of these facilities shall be
provided by the Owner, as outlined in Condition C-6, above, which shall include
the regular sweeping and/or vacuuming of parking areas and drainage and storm
water methods maintenance program.

Trash Enclosure Provision. A trash enclosure with adequate area for recycling
containers (an area that allows for a minimum of 50 percent of the total capacity for
recycling containers) shall be provided on the Real Property and screened from
view {rom surrounding properties and the street.
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10.

1.

12.

13.

14,

Dumpsters and containers with a capacity of 1.5 cubic yards or more shall not be
placed within five (5) feet of combustible walls, openings, or roofs, unless
protected with fire sprinklers.

Energy Use. Minimize the use of energy by designing and constructing structures
using sustainable development principles including green building designs and
materials. (AQ-21)

Biological Resources Summary Report. The project shall comply with the
recommendations contained in the Biological Resources Summary Report prepared
for the project by Dudek, dated May 31, 2009,

Conceptual Riparian Revegetation Plan. The project shall comply with the
recominendations contained in the Conceptual Riparian Revegetation Plan prepared
for the project by Dudek, dated June.2009.

Replacement Oak Trees. A total of 22 coast live oak trees (24-inch boxed
container size nursery specimens) shall be planted as replacement for the seven
coast live oak trees that would be removed. (BIO-2)

Tree Protection Plan. The project shall comply with the recommendations of the
Tree Protection Plan and Addendum report prepared for the project by Duke
McPherson, dated April 12 and August 17, 2009. All recommendations shall be
reproduced on the Tree Protection Plan.

Creek Stability Analysis Report Recommendations. Work within the creek
bank shall be in accordance with the recommendations contained in the Updated
Creek Stability Analysis prepared for the proposed project by Questa, dated April
9, 2009. Compliance shall be demonstrated on plans submitted for grading and/or
building permits. (G-1)

Soils Engineering and Engineering Geology Recommendations. Site preparation
and project construction shall be in accordance with the recommendations
contained in the Soils Engineering and Engineering Geology Report prepared for
the project by Earth Systems Pacific, dated May 14, 2009 or equivalent.
Compliance shall be demonstrated on plans submitted for grading and building
permits.

Interior Noise Reduction. As identified in the Environmental Noise Study
prepared for the project by Dudek, dated June 25, 2009, the main building and the
new residential units shall require a “windows closed” condition in order to meet
the maximum interior 45 dBA Ldn noise level standard. Therefore, the design shall
include adequate ventilation through either mechanical ventilation and/or air
conditioning. (N-1)

Temporary Construction Wall. Installation of a temporary 8 to 10 foot high wall
shall be required around the construction site. The wall may be made of wood
{(minimum 5/8 inch thick) and shall present a solid surface, without openings and
gaps. (N-3)
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15.

i6.

Preliminary Drainage Report. The project shall comply with the Preliminary
Drainage Report prepared for the project by Penfield & Smith, dated April 6, 2009
or equivalent,

Conditions on Plans/Signatures. The final Planning Commission Resolution
shall be provided on a full size drawing sheet as part of the drawing sets. Each
condition shall have a sheet and/or note reference to verify condition compliance.
If the condition relates to a document submittal, indicate the status of the stibmittal
(e.g.. Archaeologist contract submitted to Community Development Department
for review). A statement shall also be placed on the above sheet as follows: The
undersigned have read and understand the above conditions, and agree to abide by
any and all conditions which is their usual and customary responsibility to perform,
and which are within their authority to perform.

Signed:

Property Owner Date
Contractor Date License No.
Architect _ Date License No.
Engineer Date License No.

Construction Implementation Requirements. All of these construction requirements
shall be carried out in the field by the Owner and/or Contractor for the duration of the
project construction.

1.

Construction Dust Control — Minimize Disturbed Area/Speed. Minimize

amount of disturbed area and reduce on site vehicle speeds to 15 miles per hour or
less. (AQ-2)

Construction Dust Control - Watering. During site grading and transportation of
fill materials, regular water sprinkling shall occur using reclaimed water whenever
the Public Works Director determines that it is reasonably available. During
clearing, grading, carth moving or excavation, sufficient quantities of water,
through use of either water trucks or sprinkler systems, shall be applied to achieve
minimum seil moisture of 12% to prevent dust from leaving the site. Each day,
after construction activities cease, the entire arca of disturbed soil shall be
sufficiently moistened to create a crust.

Throughout construction, water trucks or sprinkler systems shall also be used to
keep all areas of vehicle movement damp enough to prevent dust raised from
leaving the site. At a minimum, this will include wetting down such areas every
three hours. Increased watering frequency will be required whenever the wind
speed exceeds 15 mph. (AQ-3)
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10.

11.

12,

Construction Dust Control — Tarping. Trucks transporting fill material to and
from the site shall be covered from the point of origin and maintain a freeboard
height of 12 inches. (AQ-4)

Construction Dust Control — Gravel Pads. Gravel pads, 3 inches deep, 25 feet
long, 12 feet wide per lane and edged by rock berm or row of stakes or a pipe-grid
track out control device shall be installed to reduce mud/dirt track out from
unpaved truck exit routes. (AQ-5)

Construction Dust Contrel — Disturbed Area Treatment. After clearing,
grading, carth moving or excavation is completed, the entire area of disturbed soil

* shall be treated to prevent wind erosion. This may be accomplished by: seeding

and watering unfil grass cover is grown; spreading soil binders; sufficiently wetting
the area down to form a crust on the surface with repeated soakings as necessary to
maintain the crust and prevent dust pickup by the wind; and other methods
approved in advance by the Air Pollution Control District. (AQ-6)

Construction Dust Control — Paving. All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc.,
shall be paved as soon as possible. Additionally, building pads shall be laid as soon
as possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders are used. (AQ-7)

Stockpiling. If importation, exportation and stockpiling of fill material are
involved, soil stockpiled for more than two days shall be covered, kept moist by
applying water at a rate of 1.4 gallons per hour per square yard, or treated with soil
binders to prevent dust generation. Apply cover when wind events are declared.

(AQ-8)

Construction Dust Control — Project Environmental Coordinator (PEC). The
contractor or builder shall designate a person or persons to monitor the dust control
program and to order increased watering, as necessary, to prevent transport of dust
offsite. Their duties shall include holiday and weekend periods when construction
work may not be in progress. The name and telephone number of such persons
shall be provided to the Air Pollution Control District prior to land use clearance
for map recordation and land use clearance for finish grading for the structure.

(AQ-9)

Exhaust Emissions - Engines. Heavy-duty diesel-powered construction equipment
manufactured after 2000 (Tier 2) (with federally mandated “clean" diesel engines)
shall be used. Ifreasonably available, Tier 3 equipment shall be used. (AQ-10)

Engine Size. The engine size of construction equipment shall be the minimum
practical size. (AQ-11) -

Equipment Numbers. The number of construction equipment operating
simultaneously shall be minimized through efficient management practices to
ensure that the smallest practical number is operating at any one time. (AQ-12)

Equipment Maintenance. Construction equipment shall be maintained to meet the
manufacturer’s specifications. (AQ-13)
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13.

4.

15.

16.

17.

18.

I9.
20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25.

26.

Engine Timing. Construction equipment operating onsite shall be equipped with
two to four degree engine timing retard or pre-combustion chamber engines. (AQ-
14)

Catalytic Converters. Catalytic converters shall be installed on gasoline-powered
equipment, if feasible. (AQ-15) '

Diesel Catalytic Converters. Diesel catalytic converters, diesel oxidation catalysts
and diesel particulate filters as certified and/or verified by EPA or California shall
be installed, if available. (AQ-16)

Diesel Replacements. Diesel powered equipment shall be replaced by electric
equipment whenever feasible. (AQ-17)

Idling Limitation. ldling of heavy-duty diesel trucks during loading and unloading
shall be limited to five minutes; auxﬂlary power units shall be used whenever
possible. (AQ-18)

Worker Trips. Construction worker trips shall be minimized by requiring
carpooling and by providing for lunch onsite. (AQ-19)

Biodiesel. Biodiesel shall be used to the maximum extent feasible. (AQ-20)

Carpool Parking. For construction parking, provide preferential parking for
carpools and vanpools. (AQ-22)

Demelition and Debris Removal. Apply water every 4 hours to the area within
100 feet of a structure being demolished, to reduce vehicle track out. Apply water
to disturbed soils after demolition is completed or at the end of each day of
cleanup. (AQ-23)

Post Demolition. Apply dust suppressants (e.g., polymer emulsion) to disturbed
areas upon completion of demolition. (AQ-24)

Demolition Activities. Prohibit demolition activities when wind speeds exceed 25
mph. (AQ-25)

Construction Schedule. Demolition and grading within 75 feet of the Oaks
Parent-Child Workshop property shall occur outside of the existing school
operating hours (8:30 to noon, Monday through Friday). (AQ-26)

Lead Disposal. During demolition activities, workers shall follow OSHA
regulations regarding potential exposure to lead. In addition, representative
samples of any construction waste shall be tested by the Toxic Characteristic
Leaching Procedure (TCLP) to determine if the waste is hazardous. * Hazardous :
wastes must be disposed of according to Federal, State and local regulations. (H-1)

Reduce Architectural Coating Emissions: As recommended in the Air Quality
Assessment of Construction Emissions Report prepared for the project by Dudek,
dated July 2009, the following methods shall be used in order to reduce ROC
emissions associated with the application of architectural coating during building
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27.

28.

construction: a) minimize the use of paints and solvents by using pre-coated
building materials; b) minimize the use of paints and solvents by using naturally
colored building materials; ¢) use water based or low-ROC coating; and d) utilize
coating application equipment with high transfer efficiency rates to reduce off-.
gassing.

Nest Protection. Proposed project activities including tree and vegetation removal
shall occur outside the breeding bird season (February 1 — August 135). If project
activities cannot be feasibly avoided during the bird nesting season the project
proponent shall conduct a survey prior to construction, using a qualified biologist,
approved by the City Environmental Analyst, to detect protected nesting native
birds in the vegetation and trees being trimmed/ removed and within 300 feet of the
construction work area. The survey shall be conducted no more than three days
before proposed construction is initiated. If an active nest is located, construction
within 500 feet of a raptor nest and 300 feet of any other nesting bird, vegetation
trimming/ removal shall be postponed until the nest is vacated and juveniles have
fledged and this has been confirmed by the qualified biologist. (BJO-1)

Oak Tree Protection Measures. The following provisions shall apply to existing
oak trees on site:

a. During construction, fencing or protective barriers shall be placed arcund
and three feet outside of the dripline of all oak trees proposed to be retained
which are located within 25 feet of any grading.

b. No grading shall occur under the dripline of any oak tree proposed to be
retained, except as indicated on the approved drainage and grading plan for
the proposed project. Grading within the dripline during construction of
this arca shall be minimized and shall be done with light (one ton or less)
rubber-tired equipment or by hand. If use of larger equipment is necessary
within the dripline of any oak, it shall only be operated under the
supervision and direction of a qualified Arborist.

c. A qualified Arborist shall be present during any grading or excavation
adjacent to or beneath the dripline of any oak tree proposed to be retained.
Any roots encountered shall be cleanly cut and sealed with a tree-seal
compound. Any thinning or root pruning and trimming shall be done under
the direction of a qualified Arborist.

d. ‘No storage of heavy equipment or materials, or parking shall take place
within five (5} feet of the dripline of any oak tree proposed to be retained.

€. Oak seedlings and saplings less than four inches (4”) at four feet (4°) above
the ground that are removed during construction shall be transplanted where
feasible. If transplantation is not feasible, replacement trees shall be planted
at a minimum one to one (1:1) ratio. Replacement trees shall be a minimum
of one (1) gallon size derived from South Coastal Santa Barbara County
stock. (BIOG-3)
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29,

30.

31.

32.

33.

34,

35.

Pre-Construction Conference. Not less than 10 days or more than 20 days prior
to commencement of construction, a conference to review site conditions,
construction schedule, construction conditions, and environmental monitoring
requirements, shall be held by the General Contractor. The conference shall
include representatives from the Public Works Department (Engineering and
Transportation Divisions). Building Division, Planning Division, Property Owner,
Architect, Arborist, Landscape Architect, Biologist, Project Engineer, Project
Environmental Coordinator. Contractor and each Subcontractor.

Demolition/Construction Materials Recycling. Recycling and/or reuse of
demolition/construction materials shall be carried out to the extent feasible, and not
less than 75% of all construction and demolition material shall be recycled through
the use of a city permitted hauler. Containers shall be provided on site for that
purpose, in order to minimize construction-generated> waste conveyed to the

- landfill. Indicate on the plans the location of a container of sufficient size to handle

the materials, subject to review and approval by the City Solid Waste Specialist, for
collection of demolition/construction materials. A minimum of 90% of demolition
and construction materials shall be recycled or reused. Evidence shall be submitted
at each inspection to show that recycling and/or reuse goals are being met. (PS-2)

Construction-Related Truck Trips. Construction-related truck trips shall not be
scheduled during peak hours (7:00 am. to 9:00 am. and 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.).
The purpose of this condition is to help reduce truck traffic on adjacent streets and
roadways.

Construction Related Traffic Routes. The route of construction-related traffic
shall be established to minimize trips through surrounding residential
neighborhoods, subject to approval by the Transportation Manager.

Haul Routes. The haul route(s) for all construction-related trucks with a gross
vehicle weight rating (GVWR) of three tons or more, entering or exiting the site,
shall be approved by the Transportation Manager,

Traffic Control Plan. All elements of the approved ‘Trafﬁc Control Plan shall be
carried out by the Contractor,

Construction Hours. Construction (including preparation for construction work)
is prohibited Monday through Friday before 7:00 a.m. and after 5:00 p.m., and all
day on Saturdays, Sundays and holidays observed by the City of Santa Barbara, as
shown below: )
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36.

37.

New Year’s Day January 1st*
Martin Luther King‘s Birthday 3rd Monday in January
Presidents™ Day 3rd Monday in February
Cesar Chavez Day March 31st*
Memorial Day ' Last Monday in May
Independence Day July 4th*
Labor Day 1st Monday in September
Thanksgiving Day 4th Thursday in November
Following Thanksgiving Day Friday following Thanksgiving Day
Christmas Day December 25th*

*When a holiday falls on a Saturday or Sunday, the preceding Friday or following
Monday, respectively, shall be observed as a legal holiday.

When, based on required construction type or other appropriate reasons, it is
necessary to do work outside the allowed construction hours, contractor shall
contact the Chief of Building and Safety to request a waiver from the above
construction hours, using the procedure outlined in Santa Barbara Municipal
Code §9.16.015 Construction Work at Night. Contractor shall notify all residents
within 300 feet of the parcel of intent to carry out night construction a minimum of
48 hours prior to said construction. Said notification shall include what the work
includes, the reason for the work, the duration of the proposed work and a contact
number that is answered by a person, not a machine.

Construction Parking/Storage/Staging. Construction parking and storage shall
be provided as follows:

a. During construction, free parking spaces for construction workers and
construction shall be provided on-site or off-site in a location subject to the
approval of the Public Works Director. Construction workers are prohibited
from parking within the public right-of-way, except as outlined in
subparagraph b. below,

b. Parking in the public right of way is permitted as posted by Municipal
Code, as reasonably allowed for in the 2006 Greenbook (or latest
reference), and with a Public Works permit in restricted parking zones. No
more than three (3) individual parking permits without extensions may be
issued for the iife of the project.

c. ‘Storage or staging of construction materials and equipment within the
public right-of-way shall not be permitted, unless approved by the
Transportation Manager,

Street Sweeping. The property frontage and adjacent property frontages, and
parking and staging areas at the construction site shall be swept daily to decrease
sediment transport to the public storm drain system and dust.
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38.

39.

40.

41,

42.

Construction Best Management Practices (BMPs). Construction activities shall
address water quality through the use of BMPs, as approved by the Building and
Safety Division.

Mitigation Monitoring Compliance Reports. The PEC shall submit monthly
reports during demolition, excavation, grading and footing installation and monthly
reports on all other construction activity regardmg MMRP compliance to the
Community Development Department.

Construction Centact Sign. Immediately after Building permit issuance, signage
shall be posted at the points of entry to the site that list the contractor(s) and Project
Environmental Coordinator’s (PEC) name, contractor(s) and PEC’s telephone
number(s), work hours, site rules, and construction-related conditions, to assist
Building Inspectors and Police Officers in the enforcement of the conditions of
approval. The construction contact phone number shall include an option to
contact a person instead of a machine in case of emergency. The font size shall be
a minimum of 0.5 inches in height. Said sign shall not exceed six feet in height
from the ground if it is free-standing or placed on a fence. It shall not exceed 24
square feet if in a multi- famlly or commercial zone or six square feet if in a single
family zone.

Graffiti Abatement Required. Owner and Contractor shall be responsible for
removal of all graffiti as quickly as possible. Graffiti not removed within 24 hours
of notice by the Building and Safety Division may result in a Stop Work order
being issued, or may be removed by the City, at the Owner's expense, as provided
in SBMC Chapter 9.66.

Unanticipated Archaeological Resources Contractor Notification. Prior to the
start of any vegetation or paving removal, demolition, trenching or grading,
contractors and construction personnel shall be alerted to the possibility of
uncovering unanticipated subsurface archaeological features or artifacts associated
with past human occupation of the parcel. If such archaecological resources are
encountered or suspected, work shall be halted immediately, the City
Environmental Analyst shall be notified and the applicant shall retain an
archaeologist from the most current City Qualified Archaeologists List. The latter
shall be employed to assess the nature, extent and significance of any discoveries
and to develop appropriate management recommendations for archaeological
resource treatment, which may include, but are not limited to, redirection of
grading and/or excavation activities, consultation and/or monitoring with a
Barbarefio Chumash representative from the most current City qualified Barbarefio
Chumash Site Monitors List, etc.

If the discovery consists of possible human remains, the Santa Barbara County
Coroner shall be contacted immediately. If the Coroner determines that the
remains are Native American, the Coroner shall contact the California Native
American Heritage Commission. A Barbarefio Chumash representative from the
most current City Qualified Barbarefio Chumash Site Monitors List shall be
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retained to monitor all further subsurface disturbance in the area of the find. Work
in the area may only proceed after the Environmental Analyst grants authorization.

If the discovery consists of possible prehistoric or Native American artifacts or
materials, a Barbarefio Chumash representative from the most current City
Qualified Barbarefio Chumash Site Monitors List shall be retained to monitor all
further subsurface disturbance in the area of the find. Work in the area may only
proceed after the Environmental Analyst grants authorization.

Prior to Certificate of Occupancy. Prior to issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy, the
Owner of the Real Property shall complete the following:

1.

Repair Damaged Public Improvements. Repair any damaged public
improvements (curbs, gutters, sidewalks, roadways, etc.) subject to the review and
approval of the Public Works Department per SBMC §22.60.090. Where tree roots
are the cause of the damage, the roots shall be pruned under the direction of a
qualified arborist. :

Complete Public Improvements. Public improvements, as shown in the building
plans, including utility service undergrounding and installation of street trees.

Cross-Connection Inspection. The Owner shall request a cross connection
inspection by the Public Works Water Reclamation/Cross Connection Specialist.

Fire Hydrant Replacement. Replace existing nonconforming type fire hydrant(s)
with commercial-type hydrant(s) described in Standard Detail 6-003.1 Paragraph 2
of the Public Works Department Standard Details.

Noise Measurements. Submit a final report from a licensed acoustical engineer,
verifying that interior and exterior area noise levels are within acceptable levels for
residential and/or commercial uses, as appropriate, as specified in the Noise
Element. In the event the noise is not mitigated to acceptable levels, additional
mitigation measures shall be recommended by the noise specialist and implemented
subject to the review and approval of the Building and Safety Division and the
Architectural Board of Review (ABR) if applicable. (N-2)

New Construction Photographs. Photographs of the new construction, taken
from the same locations as those taken of the story poles prior to project approval,
shall be taken, attached to 8 %4 x 11 board and submitted to the Planning Division.

Mitigation Monitoring Report. Submit a final construction report for mitigation
monitoring.

- Commemoration of Demolished Structure (524 and 526 West Pueblo Street).

Commemoration of the demolished structure with a display of text and graphics
designed by a city-approved historical consultant within the interior of the new
building proposed for the site. (CR-3)

‘Litigation Indemnification Agreement. In the event the Planning Commission approval

of the Project is appealed to the City Council, Applicant/Owner hereby agrees to defend
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the City, its officers, employees, agents, consultants and independent contractors (“City’s
Agents”) from any third party legal challenge to the City Council’s denial of the appeal
and approval of the Project, including, but not limited to, challenges filed pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (collectively “Claims™). Applicant/Owner further
agrees to mdemmify and hold harmless the City and the City’s Agents from any award of
attorney fees or court costs made in connection with any Claim.

Applicant/Owner shall execute a written agreement, in a form approved by the City
Attorney, evidencing the foregoing commitments of defense and indemnification within
thirty (30) days of the City Council denial of the appeal and approval of the Project. These
commitments of defense and indemnification are material conditions of the approval of the
Project. If Applicant/Owner fails to execute the required defense and indemnification
agreement within the time allotted, the Project approval shall become null and void absent
subsequent acceptance of the agreement by the City, which acceptance shall be within the
City’s sole and absolute discretion. Nothing contained in this condition shall prevent the
City or the City’s Agents from independently defending any Claim. If the City or the
City’s Agents decide to independently defend a Claim, the City and the City’s Agents shall
bear their own attorney fees, expenses, and costs of that independent defense.

NOTICE OF DEVELOPMENT PLAN TIME LIMITS:

The Development Plan approved, per Santa Barbara Municipal Code §28.87.350, shall expire four
{4} years from the date of approval unless:

I.

A building or grading permit for the work authorized by the development plan is issued
prior to the expiration date of the approval.

A time extension is granted by the Staff Hearing Officer for one (1) year prior to the
expiration date of the approval, only if it is found that there is due diligence to implement
and complete the proposed project. No more than one (1) time extension may be granted.
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Existing and Proposed Uses by Address (Parcel)

Address

Existing

Proposed

540 W. Pueblo St.

Two-story, main Cancer Center

building (17,444 sq. ft.)

(0 permitted residential units)

Building to be demolished (17,444 sq.
ft.)y,

New three-story main Cancer Center
facility (53,407 sq. ft.) and parking
structure to be constructed

(0 residential units) .

520 W. Pueblo St.

One-story, single-family  dwelling
(uninhabitable); detached garage

(1 permitted residential unit)

Residence to be demolished (or
relocated  off-site); garage to be
demolished

(0 residential units)

324 W. Pueblo &t

One-story, single-family dwelling
used as medical office; detached
garage

(1 permitted residential unit)

Residence to be demolished (or
relocated  off-site); garage to be
demolished

(0 residential units)

526 W. Pueblo St.

One-story, single-family  dwelling
used as medical office; detached
garage, one-story,

Detached commercial structure (906
sq. ft.)

{1 permitted residential unit)

Residence to be demolished (or
relocated off-site); commercial structure
(906 sq. ft) and garage to be
demolished

(0 residential units)

519 W. Junipero St.

Front building: One-story, single-
family dwelling used as medical
office;

Rear building: Two-story, residential
duplex with attached garage

(3 permitted residential units)

Front unit to be rehabilitated as
residential unit and one new two-story
unit to be added to rear of building; .,

Rear residential duplex and garage to be
demolished

(2 residential units)

521 W. Junipero St.

Two-story, residential tri-plex

(3 permitted residential units)

Tri-plex to be demolished;

New  residential  duplex to be
constructed (one-story unit in front and
two-story unit in rear)

(2 residential units)

EXHIBIT C




Address

Existing

Proposed

525 W. Junipero St.

Two-story, single-family dwelling
used as medical office for the Breast
Cancer Resource Center; detached
garage

{1 permitted residential unit)

Detached garage to be demolished,
Building to be retained; rear room to be
demolished; to be converted from

residential to commercial use (2,392 sq.
ft.)

(0 residential units)

529 W. Junipero St.

Vacant

(0 permitted residential units)

New two-story residential duplex

(2 residential units)

601 W. Junipero St.

Medical office building (1,440 sq. ft);
detached garage (340 sq. ft.)

(0 permitted residential units)

Medical office building (1,440 sq. ft) to
be retained and rehabilitated; detached
garage to be demolished (340 sq. ft.)

(0 residential units)

2317
Lane

Oak  Park

Vacant; Medical laundry building
previously demolished (1,264 sq. fi.
demo credit) '

(0 permitted residential units)

Main facility and parking structure in
this area

(0 residential units)
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1.

Emal: plawson@santabarbaraca.gov

CONCEPT REVIEW:

ACTUAL TIME: 1:05 P.M.

APPLICATION OF KEN MARSHALY, AGENT FOR THE CANCER CENTER OF

SANTA BARBARA, 546 W. PUEBLO STREET, 025-090-005, -008, 622, -623. -024, -
031, -639, -040, -046, -047, C-0, MEDICAL OFFICE ZONE, GENERAL PLAN

BESIGNATION: MAJOR PUBLIC AND INSTITUTIONAL (MST2607-00092)

The proposed project involves an addition to the existing Cancer Center facility Jocated at
540 W. Pueblo Street. The proposed new development will include the demolition of
14,119 square feet of existing floor area and the construction of 42,947 square feet of new
commercial space. The project proposes 10 remove eight existing residential units and
construct 12 new residential unis to be leased as apartments to Cancer Center erployees
and/or members of the public. Approximately 141 new parking spaces are proposed,
including 84 covered parking spaces and 52 uncovered parking spaces.

The discretionary applications required for this project are:

4. Development Plan Approval to allow non-residential development that exceeds
3,000 square feet (SBMC§28.87.300); and

5. Design Review Approval by the Architectural Board of Review (SBMC §22.68).

The purpose of the concept review is to allow the Planning Commission an opportunity to
review the proposed project design at a conceptual level and provide the Applicant and Staff
with feedback and direction regarding the proposed project scope and design layout. Ne
formal action on the development proposal will be taken at the concept review, nor will
any determination be made regarding environmental review of the proposed project.

Case Planner: Irma Unzueta, Project Plammer
Email: iunzueta@santabarbaraca gov

Ms. Hubbell asked the Commission if the presentation order could begin with the
applicant’s presentation first,

Brian Cearnal, Archifect. gave the applicant presentation, joined by Scott Schell, Principal
Transportation Planner, Associated Transportation Engineers.

Irma Unzueta, Project Planner, gave the Staff presentation, joined by Stacey Wilson,
Transportation Planner.

Staff answered Planning Commission questions about the interim remodel on the existing

building that was to last five years; no modifications were granted during the remodel; an
update on the status of the Project Study Report related to the overpass on Junipero and

EXHIBIT D
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whether it was still a feasible option; the discrepancy between parking provided and the
Zoning Ordinance requirement; and clarification of the property ownership.

Ms. Hubbell updated the Commission on the Project Study Report that will be going out to
bid in February 2008 and possibly impact the project. The Commission suggested that it be
allowed to make comments on the Request for Proposal (RIP) scope of work before the
RFP is released.

Mr. Cearnal answered Planning Cormission questions about the exact number of parking
spaces; potential for offsite relocation and reuse of historic Structures of Merit; elaborated
on the employee housing concept; and access to the existing day care center. Mr. Cearnal
also clarified that all the parking lots are permeable surfaces except those over underground
parking; the number of street parking spaces gained by the loss of driveways; why the
parking lot did not go the full length of the site; relationship with the Oaks Day Care Center
for drop offs; and the total number of employees in relation to parking.

M. Schell gave an update on parking to the Commission.

Chair Jacobs opened the public hearing at 2:09 PM, Ms. Unzueta noted for the
Commussion that two letters had been received, stating that one letter was received in
support from the Oaks Parent/Child Workshop, and one letter was received from Paula
Westbury expressing concern and opposition to the project.

Molly Pearson, The Oaks Parent Child Workshop Board, submitted a letter in support of the
project, but wants to make sure that Pine and Oak trees are saved; that the two-story portion
of the building is moved further from the property line; traffic circulation is kept away from
the Oaks driveway: and construction impacts and safety concerns are addressed. The Oaks

is appreciative of the Cancer Center’s communication and encourages continued
cooperation.

With no one else wishing to speak, the public hearing was closed at 2:14 P.M.
Commissioners’ Cormments:

Gverall Scope of Project:

1. Commissioners thanked the applicant team for a concept review that was very usefu]
and for working with neighbors to resolve issues. _

2. One Commissioner is supportive of the project’s layout. especially with the

centralization of having one hospital to serve the region.

The Commission appreciated the general design of the project.

4. One Commissioner would like to see some of the residential housing marked for
Hospital workforce if it's not used by project employees. Another Commissioner
would like to see more information on employee housing: concept is excellent.

L)
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3. One Commissioner finds the project to be an excellent response to a number of
sttuations faced by the Cancer Center.

6. One Commissioner feit that incorporating the building, that was intended to have
been an interim solution, creates less building mass and less impact to the
neighborhood. ,

7. One Commissioner applauded the applicant’s use of green and solar sustainability,
especially the water cooling system.

Neighborhood Compatibility:

I. One Commissioner finds the scale of the project’s buildings compatible with the
neighborhood and hopes that the existing Structures of Merit are relocated.

2. One Commissioner appreciated the cooperation in working with the neighborhood.
Setbacks on Junipero Street may meet current setbacks, but appear to poke out and
should be addressed.

3. One Commissioner felt that replicating the feeling of the cottages along the street
with one-story facades is a benefit to the neighborhood and maintains the cotlage
flavor.

4. Sees lots of parking space close to the property line and would like to see more trees
separating the property from the Nursery School,

5. There is no benefit of an Architectwal Board of Review (ABR) review vet, so the
Planning Commission would like to see what comments are made first,

6. Encourages continued cooperation and communication with the Oaks Parent Child
Workshop. Suggested that some consideration be given to the parent drop off,

Hisioric Resources:

1. One Commissioner suggested relocating the Structures of Merit if feasible. As well
intended as the concept for reusing the Structures of Merit may be, felt that adaptive
“reuse does not always work because of economic and structural issues.
2. More than one Commissioner hoped that the Structures of Merit would not be torn
down, but understood that it would be more costly 1o reuse the buildings and not
cost-effective.

Oak Tree Removal

1. Stated that the two Torrey Pines on the premises are very important and possibly two
of the few remaining trees in the State outside of the San Diego area.

2. One Commissioner understood the removal of the oak tree and supports a one for
one replacement of {rees.

3. One Commissioner felt that the oak trees are not as important as they may be in
another area given the need to protect Torrey Pines.

4. Understands constraint of existing building, but encourages consistency with the
Conservation Element Policy i oak tree removal to help the Commission be able to
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1.-'

2.

make the findings. Provide explanation regarding why trees need to be removed and
explore mitigation off-site in the Oak Park Neighborhood.
One Comimissioner reserved comments until seeing parking studies. Encourages

underground parking under residential units to allow for greater Oak tree -
preservation. '

Mission Creek:

When considering impacts, one Commissioner puts the Creek at the top of the
hierarchy, followed by Torrey Pines, Oaks, and historie structures last.

More than One Commissioner sees a need for plenty of technical backup data 1o
support impact to the Creek if the building is to remain, as well as alternatives
including demolition of the existing Cancer Center.

One Commissioner felt that nothing should be discharged from the project that may
harm the Creek or storm drains. Wondered how this project would affect the
Mission Creek Restoration Project.

Would like some discussion on the impacts of moving the buildings, or not moving
buildings when the project returns.

Creek improvements on site arc encouraged, since the applicant is using existing
building. Explore off-site creek improvemens that would offset leaving the building
in place.

The analysis should also inchude the impact of the creek on the development in the
long-term. Analysis should Jook at whatever measures might need to be done in the
creck to save the building, since the building is being made to serve a long term
community need.

Some Commissioners would support removing cak trees to accommodate parking
structures if it would result in moving the building further from the creek.

One Commissioner felt that leaving the existing building in place wouid be more
beneficial to the creek, since removing the building would likely necessitate a denser
3 story building,

Traffic and Parking:

1.

1o

One Commissioner reflected on the size of the Cotiage Hospital parking lot and
wondered if there was sufficient parking that could be used by others. Looks
forward to the Parking Analysis, especially since the project is proposing less than
the Zoning Ordinance requirement,

One Commussioner understands the City standards on parking, but to make the
finding will need good technical backup data 1o support the modification finding.
One Commissioner expressed concern about who lives in the residenital buildings,
as proposed, and mitigating traffic impacts in the area.

Would like 1o see cleatly stated assumptions included in the Traffic Study, inchuding
how traffic generation was derived. Would like to see how travelers coming
Southbound on Highway 101 are addressed.
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5. The project design is not allowing for through traffic circulation, which is a benefit
to the neighborhood. Suggested restudying the driveway on Junipero so that it is
pulled back away from the Nursery School.

6. One Commissioner suggested more underground parking; looking at where
employees of both Cottage Hospital and the Cancer Center of Santa Barbara will
patk and looking for as many alternatives to eliminate the need for a parking
modification.

7. Suggested that a traffic Environmental Impact Report (EIR) include lots of
incorporation by reference,

Measure F:

1. The consensus of Commissioners is that they are fine with the pfoject taking from

the Measure E community priority allotment and feel that the Cancer Center of
Santa Barbara is an asset to the community.

Discussion was also shared on the issue of non-conforming buildings. One Commissioner
commented that non-conforming buildings are intended to go away over time. Scott
Vincent, Assistant City Attorney, affirmed the comment as a general State definition, but
added that the City has taken a softer approach with non-conforming buildings. M,

Hubbell added that this was partly due to responding to disasters such as the Sycamore Fire,
floods, etc.

ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA

Al Committee and Liaison Reports.

Commissioner Thompson reported on the Traffic and Circulation Commitiee and 2
De la Guerra Infrastruciure presentation that was given for a proposal to update De
la Guerra Plaza. The proposal will be before the Planning Commission for
comments o December 13, 2007.

B. Review of the decisions of the Staff Hearing Officer in accordance with
SBMC §28.92.026.

Commissioner White reperted on the two Staff Hearing Officer meetings he had
reviewed or watched.

I, 710 Anacapa Street was continued for more information .
2. The Calle Noguera/San Roque corer project was denied.
3 One three unit condominium project at 623 E. Ortega Street was continued

for more information and alierations.

4, the Romasanta Hotel received approval for a spa to replace a conference
room.
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MOTION: Larson/Schwartz
Continued the Draft Minutes of April 28 -29-and May 6, 2010
This motion carried by the following vote:
Ayes: 6 Noes: 0 Abstain: Asnoted. Absent: 1 (Jostes)
MOTION: Jacobs/Lodge
Approved the Minutes and Resolution 003-10 of April 22, 2010 as corrected.
This motion carried by the following vote: '
Ayes: 6 Noes: 0 Abstain: As noted. Absent 1 {Jostes)
B. Requests for continuances, withdrawals, postponements or’ “addition of ex-agenda
items.
None.
C. Announcements and appeals. _

- Mr. Kato announced that the appeal of the"P anmng, Commission’s approval of
the 825 De la Vina project was heard by the City Council on May 10, 2010. The
Planming Commission’s deuslon was upheld by a 4-2 Vote Commissioner Jostes
represented the Commission.

D. Comments from members of the pubhc pe ttj:"'\;éms not on this agenda.
Chair Bartlett opened the public heanng at’] :£9 PM.
John Campanella commented on the General -Plan Update and submitted written
comments. ‘
With no one else wish 1g to sp ak, the hearing was closed at 1:22 P.M.
ENVIRONMENTAL HSEARING:

ACTUAL TIME: 1:23 PM.

APPLICATION OF DUDEK, AGENT FOR THE CANCER CENTER OF SANTA
BARBARA, 540 W. PUEBLO STREET, 025-090-005, 008, -022, -023, -024, -031, -039,

-040, 046, -047, C-0O; MEDICAL OFFICE 7ZONE, GENERAL PLAN
DESIGNATION: MAIOR PUBLL_C AND INSTITUTIONAL (MST2007-00092)

The project would result in the chnstruction of a new comprehensive outpatient cancer
treatment facility and rental housing for the Cancer Center on a site that includes existing
development. The proposed facility on the project site would be for outpatients only.

The existing development on the project site consists of a 17,444 square foot main medical
building, five additional medical office buildings totaling 9,248 square feet, a residential
duplex, a residential fri-plex and an uninhabitable single-family dwelling.
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The proposed project includes the demolition of the main medical building that is located
less than 25 feet from the top of Mission Creek bank and two other medical office buildings
(for a total of 21,767 square feet of medical office space), the residential duplex, the
residential tri-plex and the uninhabitable single-family dwelling. The proposed project also
includes the merger of the ten existing lots into one 3.38-acre lot.

The proposal includes the construction of a new 53407 square foot, three-story medical
facility, located approximately 130 feet from the top of Mission Creek bank. The new
facility would have a maximum height of 45 feet except for an architectural feature that
would extend to 50 feet. Two of the buildings to be retamed would continue to be used as
medical offices. One of the buildings to be retained: Weuid be converted to a residential
duplex and two new residential duplexes would be c,onstructed. s

The proposed project would result in a total of 57,239 square tect of medwal office space
and six residential units, an increase of 30,547 square feet of medlcai space and one
residential unit, over what currently exists onsit

The proposal includes a new three-story (four fier), 66.470-square foot parking structure
with 169 parking spaces. The parking structure would ave a maximurn height of 39 feet.
Seven residential parking spaces would be located in the patking structure. Three additional
uncovered parking spaces would be located onsite, for a total of 172 proposed parking
spaces. Vehicular access to the site would be provided by one drweway on West Pueblo
Street and one driveway on West J mipé&‘@ﬁtréet.-

The proposed project would involve g:radmg in the: mourt f 2,700 cubic yards of cut and
5,500 cubic yards of fill. There would be 2,800 ¢ubic yards of fill imported to the project
site. The proposed project includes restoration/revegg;tat}on of the area within 25 feet from
the top of Mission Creek bank and the creek bank/chaninel area. Seven coast live oak trees
would be removed and twen lacement coast live oak trees would be planted.

The Draft Initial Study/ Mitigated ‘Negatlve Beclaratlon examines environmental impacts
which may be associated with this’ project and includes proposed mitigation measures to
mitigate potentially significant impacts 1o adess than significant level.

The purpose of this: "'eanng was to recervescomments on the Draft Mitigated Negative
Declaration prepared for the’ project. Written comments should be sent at the earliest
possible date, but received no later than Monday, May 17, 2010 at 4:30 p.m. Please send
your comments to: City., of Santa Barbara, Planning Division, Attn: Kathleen Kennedy,
Associate Planner, P.O.” Box 1990, Santa Barbara, CA 93102-1990, or send them
electronically to KKennedv@SamaBarbamCa ooV,

No formal action on the deveiopment proposal was taken at the envirommental
hearing.

Case Planner: Kathleen Kennedy, Associate Planner
Email: KKennedy@SantaBarbaraCA gov
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Kathleen Kennedy, Associate Planner, gave the Staff presentation. Michael Berman,
Environmental Analyst and Steve Foley, Supervising Transportation Planner were available
to answer questions. '

Jonathan Leech, Dudek. gave the applicant presentation joined by Don James, Nuclear
Medicine Technician; and Rick Scott, President, Cancer Center of Santa Barbara.

Chair Bartlett opened the public hearing at 1:34 P.M,, and wzth no one wishing to speak,
closed the hearing.

On the Draﬂ Mitigpated Negative Declaration (DMND); the Pi&ﬂn]l’lé Commissmn expressed

requestm,g, dddltional trafﬁc analysis; c,omtrucnon noise 1mpa<,ts air quahty gssues; and the
potential contlict with the PlanSB Draft Enwronm ntai Impact Report (DEIR)

The Planning Commission appreciated the project’s pursuit of LEED certification, but
remained concerned with the design of the/parking, strueture and suggested softening the
design.

Chair Bartlett called a recess at 2:44 P.M and reconvened the etmg at 3:02 P.M. Chair
Bartlett welcomed two young studenis:in attendance as a part of Girl’s Inc.’s “Take Our
Daughter’s to Work Day”.

Scott Vincent, Assistant City Attorney left at
returning as Counsel after the break.

“break with Steve Wiley, City Attorney

RECOMMENDATION TO CITY (,OUNCIL

ACTUAL TIME: 3:03 P. M.;

REVISIONS TO THE MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARY ORDINANCE

The Planning Commission will hold a public hearmg to discuss revisions to Chapter 28.80
(Medical Cannabis’ Dispensanés) of Title 28, The Zoning Ordinance, of the Santa Barbara
Municipal Code: The purpose of” the;mc:etmg 18 to review a proposed ordinance that was
drafted pursuant to dn‘ection given by the Council Ordinance’ Committee, and to make
recommendations on the revis;onb to City Council.

The Environmental Analyst has' termined that the project is exempt from further
environmental review pursuant tofthe California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines
Section 15305, Minor Alterations in Land Use Limitations.

Case Planner: Danny Kato, Senior Planner
Email: DKato@SantaBarbaraCA.gov

Danny Kato, Senior Planner, gave the Staff presentation.



CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
FINAL MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION — MST2007-60092
May 27, 2010

Pursuant to the State of California Public Resources Code and the "Guidelines for Implementation of the

California Environmental Quality Act of 1970," as amended to date, this Draft Miligated Negative
Declaration has been prepared for the following project:

PROJECT LOCATION: 540 W, Pueblo Street

PROJECT PROPONENT: Cancer Center of Santa Barbara

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The project would result in the construction of a new comprehensive
outpatient cancer treatment facility and rental housing for the Cancer Center on a site that includes
existing development. The proposed facility on the project site would be for outpatients only.

The existing development on the project site consists of a 17.444 square foot main medical building, five
additional medica] office buildings totaling 9,248 square feet, a residential duplex, a residential iri-plex
and an uninhabitable single-family dwelling.

The proposed project includes the demolition of the main medical building that is located less than 25 feet
from the top of Mission Creek bank and two other medical office buildings (for a total of 21,767 square
feet of medical office space), the residential duplex, the residential tri-plex and the uninhabitable single-

family dwelling. The proposed project also includes the merger of the ten existing lots into one 3.38-acre
lot.

The proposal includes the construction of a new 53,407 square foot, three-story medical facility, located
approximately 130 feet from the top of Mission Creek bank. The new facility would have a maximum
height of 45 feet except for an architectural feature that would extend to 50 feet. Two of the buildings to
be retained would continue to be used as medical offices. One of the buildings to be retained would be
converted to a residential duplex and two new residential duplexes would be constructed.

The proposed project would result in a total of 57,239 square feet of medical office space and six

residential units, an increase of 30,547 square feet of medical space and one residential unit, over what
currently exists onsite. ' :

The proposal includes a new three-story (four tier). 66,170 squarc foot parking structure with 169 parking
spaces. The parking structure would have a maximum height of 39 feet. Seven residential parking spaces
would be located in the parking structure. Three additional uncovered parking spaces would be located

onsite, for a total of 172 proposed parking spaces. Vehicular access to the site would be provided by one
driveway on West Pueblo Street and one driveway on West Junipero Street.

EXHIBITE




The proposed project would involve grading in the amount of 2,700 cubic yards of cut and 5,500 cubic
yards of fill. There would be 2,800 cubic yards of fill imported to the project site. The proposed project
includes restoration/revegetation of the area within 25 feet from the top of Mission Creek bank and the

creek bank/channel area. Seven coast live oak trees would be removed and twenty-two replacement coast
live oak trees would be planted.

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FINDING:

Based on the attached Initial Study prepared for the proposed project, it has been determined that the
proposed project will not have a significant effect on the environment.

M | 5] @%{ 2010

Environmental Analyst Date!




CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT, PLANNING DIVISION

BrAarr FINAL INITIAL STUDY/ ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST MST2007-00092
PROJECT: 540 W, Pueblo Street, Cancer Center of Santa Barbara

This Initial Study has been completed for the project described below because the project is subject to review under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and was determined not to be exempt from the requirement for the
preparation of an environmental document. The information, analysis and conclusions contained in this Tnitial Study are
the basis for deciding whether a Negative Declaration (ND) or Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) is to be prepared,
or if preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)} is required to further analyze impacts. Additionally, if

preparation of an EIR is required, the Initial Study is used to focus the EIR on the effects determined to be potentially
significant.

APPLICANT/ PROPERTY OWNER

Applicant: Dudek, 621 Chapala Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Owner: Cancer Center of Santa Barbara, 540 W. Pueblo Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93101

The project site consists of ten parcels totaling 3.38 acres located at 540°W. Pucblo Street in Santa Barbara, California.
The project site extends between West Junipero Street and West Pueblo Street in the Oak Park neighborhood of the City.,

5 ; z ST

Vicinity Map
F1ON (See Exhibit A-Project Plans and Exhibit B for additional project data)

Introduction:

The project would result in the construction of a new comprehensive outpatient cancer treatment facility and rental
housing for the Cancer Center on a site that includes existing development. The proposed facility on the project site
would be for outpatients only.

The existing development on the project site consists of a 17,444 square foot main medical building, five additional
medical office buildings totaling 9,248 square feet, a residential duplex, a residential tri-piex and an uninhabitable single-
family dwelling.




Project Description:

The proposed project includes the demolition of the main medical building that is located less than 25 feet from the top of
Mission Creek bank and two other medical office buildings (for a total of 21,767 square feet of medical office space), the
residentiai duplex, the residential tri-plex and the uninhabitable single-family dwelling. The proposed project also
includes the merger of the ten existing lots into one 3.38-acre lot.

The proposal includes the construction of a new 53,407 square foot, three-story medical facility, located approximately
130 feet from the top of Mission Creek bank. The new facility would have a maximum height of 45 feet except for an

architectural feature that would extend to 50 feet. Two of the buildings to be retained would continue to be used as
medical offices.

One of the buildings to be retained would be converted to a residential duplex and two new residential dupiexes would be
constructed.

The proposed project would result in a total of 57,239 square feet of medical office space and six residential units, an
increase of 30,547 square feet of medical space and one residential unit, over what currently exists onsite.

The proposal includes a new three-story (four tier), 66,170 square foot parking structure with 169 parking spaces. The
parking structure would have a maximum height of 39 feet. Seven residential parking spaces would be located in the
parking structure. Three additional uncovered parking spaces would be located onsite, for a total of 172 proposed parking
spaces. Vehicular access to the site would be provided by one driveway on West Pueblo Street and one driveway on West
Junipero Street. The main driveway entrance to the Cancer Center will continue 10 be_on W, Pueblo Bureet. The

secondary entrance on W, |
However, some emplovess will continue to use the W, Puclhilo Street entrance,

The proposed project would invelve grading in the amount of 2,700 cubic yards of cut and 5,500 cubic yards of fill.
There would be 2,800 cubic vards of fill imported to the project site.

The proposed project includes restoration/revegetation of the area within 25 feet from the top of Mission Creek bank and
the creek bank/channel area. Seven coast live oak trees would be removed and twenty-two replacement coast live oak
trees would be planted.

Ceonstruction duration: Project construction is anticipated to take approximately 160 weeks (3 years) to complete from
the commencement of demolition of structures through building construction and landscaping.

Required Permits: The discretionary actions required by the City are:

1. A Development Plan to allow 30,000 square feet of new non-residential deveﬁopment (SBMC §28.87.300);
2. A Final Community Priority Designation for 5,845 square feet of floor area (SBMC §28.87.300); and
3 Design Review by the Architectural Board of Review (ABR) (SBMC §22.68).

Existing Site Characteristics

Archacological Resources: According to the City’s Master Environmental Assessment (MEA), the project site is located
within the Prehistoric Watercourse, American Period (1870-1900) and Early 20™ Century (1900-1920) archaeological
resources sensitivity areas. The Phase I Archaeological Report prepared for the proposed project concludes that the
potential for unknown, intact, potentially significant prehistoric archaeological sites within the project site is unlikely.

Biological Resources: The project site is located within an urban area with one lot identified on the City’s MEA map as
containing riparian woodland due 1o its location adjacent to Mission Creek. The majority of the site is developed and
contains structures, paved areas and landscape plants. A Biological Resources Summary report, Conceptual Riparian
Revegetation Plan, and Tree Protection Plan and Addendum prepared for the proposed project describes the existing
biological resources as summarized below.

Adjacent to the creek, the riparian woodland habitat consists of mature western sycamore, willow and other ormamental
trees along with non-native grasses. The upland areas. which are developed, contain coast live oak trees as well as a
variety of omamental plants and trees. The existing trees onsite include (27) Coast Live Oak, (2) Torrey Pine, (1)
California Bay, (1) Rusty Leaf Fig, (1) Magnolia, (8) King palm, (3} Queen palm, (2} avocado, (1) pecan, (2) Chinese
elm, (10) Podocarpus, (1) Pittosporum undulatum, and (2) Evergreen pear. Numerous Western Sycamores exist along the
creek. The street trees along West Junipero Street consist of one Evergreen Elm and two Jacarandas. The street trees
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along West Pucblo Street consist of two Jacarandas and one Holly Oak. Undeveloped areas along the north-northeast
boundary contain a diversity of weedy species.

No sensitive plant species were observed and none are expected to occur within the proposed construction area because of
the high ievel of existing development.

No sensitive wildlife species were detected. Cooper’s hawk have moderate potential to utilize the site for roosting and
toraging and a very low potential for breeding. The Monarch butterfly may potentially roost in suitable trees such as the
existing Torrey Pines. A number of avian species could occur onsite briefly and periodically to forage and a few avian
species could nest in trees onsite.

The project site is located within the South Coast Hydrologic Unit and adjacent to Mission Creek, a designated Critical
Habitat for the Southern California Steelhead. No perennial waters or deep pools exist adjacent to the site; therefore, no
habitat is present to support young steelhead fish, or spawning. While this section of Mission Creek may serve as a
corridor for migrating adults, five barriers to steelhead movement exist downstream and as a result, there is no connection
between the creek on the project site and the Pacific Ocean.

Mission Creek has been heavily modified into a “U™ shaped channel by concrete and rock armoring. The ereek contains 6
to 12 inch cobblestones with larger boulders throughout the bed, adjacent to the site. Mission Creek presents limited

opportunity for some wildlife movement, primarily birds and urban-tolerant wildiife such as northem raccoon and
OpOSSUM.

Drainage: The project site generally slopes gently from the northwest towards the southeast. Drainage of the majority of
the sife sheet flows towards the gurter in West Pueblo Street and into an existing curb inlet. A portion of the site flows to
an onsite drain inlet at the end of the main facility’s driveway. This drain inlet is connected by an 87 vitrified clay pipe
that conveys flows to the back of the existing curb inlet in West Pueblo Street. Drainage of a portion on the northwest
side of the site sheet flows towards the gutter along West Junipero Street and into an existing curb inlet. Both curb inlets
drain directly into Mission Creck. There are three existing 87 cast iron pipes onsite that drain directly into Mission Creek.
They pick up flows from the atrium area within the existing Cancer Center building and patio arcas on the west and south
sides of the building. There is an off-site parcel (APN 025-090-009), on West Junipero Street at the northeast side of the
project site, not owned by the Cancer Center, that contributes runoff to the project site.

Fire lazard: The project site is not located within the city’s High Wildland Fire Hazard area.

Flooding: The current FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) show that the subject parcel is located in an 'AE'
Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) with a small portion being located in a 'shaded X' zone. A shaded X zone is not
considered a SFHA. Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CL.OMR) Case No 08-09-0424R data, which is the best
available data, indicates that the project site could experience water surface elevations above grade of 1' to 3.5' and the

FIRM zones on the site would be a combination of AE and AH. According to FEMA. the site is subject to flooding
during major storm events.

Hazards: The site is not listed as a contaminated site on the Cortese list as compiled by the following sources:
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) “List of Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites™; California State Water
Resources Control Board (Water Board) “List of Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) Sites™; Water Board “List
of Solid Waste Disposal Sites”; Water Board “List of Active Cease and Desist Orders (CDQ) and Cleanup and Abatement
Orders (CAO)™; and DTSC “List of Hazardous Waste Facilities”. Therefore, according to these sources no hazardous
materials are expected to occur on the site,

Historic Resources: An ousite survey revealed that there are six structures onsite that are over 50 years of age. Four of
the six structures would qualify as a City Structure of Merit. None of the other remaining structures, younger than S0
years old, have the potential to be considered extraordinary, either architecturally or historically.

Noise: The City’s MEA identifies the project site as being located in an area that is subject to noise levels of less than 60

Ldn dBA, between 60-65 Ldn dBA, and between 65-70 Ldn dBA depending upon the distance from U.S. Highway 101,
the primary noise source affecting the site.

Seismic/CGeologic Conditions: The City’s MEA identifies onsite soil types as alluvium and fanglomerate and the
potential for expansive soils as minimal. Substantial ground shaking as a result of a local or regional earthquake activity is
likely to occur in the future; however, the potential for liquefaction to occur is minimal. There are no mapped faults
crossing or adjacent to the project site and the potential for surface ground rupture to occur within the project site is
considered to be very low. The erosion potential for the majority of the site is minimal although there is an active erosion
potential for those areas close to the creek. The project site is located outside the tsunami run-up zone.
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Topography: The project site is relatively level and gently slopes from the northwest towards the southeast.

Existing Land Use

Existing Facilities and Uses:

The project site is currently developed with the Cancer Center of Santa Barbara medical facility and other structures as
described in the Project Description section above.

Access and Parking: Vehicular access is currently provided from both West Pueblo Strect and West Junipero Street.

There are 68 existing parking spaces onsite (48 are striped) as well as both attached and detached garages associated with
the residential units.

PROPERT

Assessor's Parcel Number: 025-090-005, -008, -022, General Plan Major Public/Institutional
<023, -024, -031, -039, Designation:
-040, -046 & -047

Zoning: C-0, Medical Office Parcel Size: 3.38 acres total upon

merger
Existing Land Use: Medical, Residential Proposed Land Medical, Residential
Use:
Slope: Relatively flat

SURROUNDING LAND USES:

North: Oak Park, Single~-family residential

South: Multi-family residential

East: Medical offices

West: Ozks Parent-Child Workshop, Mission Creek, Medical offices (across Mission
Creek)

Land Use and Zoning Designations:

The General Plan Land Use designation for the project site is Major Public/nstitutional. The project site is located in the
Oak Park neighborhood of the City. The existing development in the neighborhood has been influenced by Cottage Hospital
and consists of medical offices, as well as multi- and single-family residences. The neighborhood contains Oak Park. a 7
public park located across West Junipero Street from the project site.  As part of the Plan Sania Barbara, General Plan
update process, it is expected that the Land Use designation surrounding Cottage Hospital would be changed from
Public/Institutional to Office/Medium Density (12 dwelling units per acre), which is more consistent with the existing fand
uses. The change would not represent an increase in the residential density that currently exists in the neighborhood and the
development of medical office uses would continue to be allowed. The residential portion of the proposed project would
result in a density of 1.77 units per acre. The type of proposed uses (medical and residential) and the intensity of the uses are
appropriate and are potentially consistent with both the existing Land Use designations and the proposed Plan Santa Barbara
Land Use designation.

The project site is in the C-O, Medical Office zone, an area where medical and related professional offices, as well as
residences, are atllowed. The C-O zoning around Cottage Hospital extends one block to the north, east, and south, and two
blocks to the west. This zone also strives to provide a desirable living environment by preserving and protecting
surrounding residential land uses in terms of light, air and existing visual amenities. The proposed project, which includes
both medical and residential uses, complies with all requirenients for the zone such as allowable uses. height, setbacks and
parking. Therefore, the proposed project is potentially consistent with the C-O, Medical Office zone.
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General Plan Policies:

The initial analysis indicates that the proposed project could be found consistent with the policies of the City’s General
Plan as discussed below.,

1. Conservation Element:

City Conservation Element policies provide that significant environmental resources of the City be preserved and
protected. The Conservation Element requires implementation of resource protection measures for archacological,
cultural and historic resousces; protection and enhancement of visual, biological and open space resources; protection of
specimen and street {rees; maintenance of air and water quality; and minimizing potential drainage, erosion and flooding
hazards. The following five policies directly apply to the proposed project:

Cultural and Hisioric Resources Policy 1.0 “Activities and development which could damage or destroy archaeological,
historic, or architectural resources are to be avoided.”

A Phase 1 Archacological Resources Report prepared for the proposed project concluded that the potential for unknown,
intact, potentially significant prehistoric archacological sites is low and that any isolated historic trash pit potentially
encountered during construction would not be considered a historic resource under state and local criteria. A Historic
Structures Report prepared for the proposed project concluded that the removal of two existing structures that qualify as
City Structures of Merit could be mitigated through relocation, photo documentation, and/or commemoration because
they either only minimally meet any history criteria or suffer from a seriously compromised setting, lack of integrity in
materials and visible stylistic alterations. Therefore, the proposed project will not produce an adverse impact on historic
or cultural resources and the project can be found potentially consistent with this policy.

Visual Resources Policy 1.0 “Development adjacent to creeks shall not degrade the creeks or thejr riparian environments,”

The project would remove the existing Cancer Center facility out of the 25-foot Mission Creek setback and the new
facility would be located more that 130 feet from the top of bank. Implementation of the restoration and revegetation
activities would result in a beneficial impact to the creek environment; therefore, the proposed project can be found
potentially consistent with this policy.

Visual Resources Policy 4.0 “Trees enhance the general appearance of the City’s landscape and shall be preserved and
protected.”

The project includes the removal of seven coast live oak trees and the planting of twenty-two replacement coast live oak
trees. The remaining oak trees, as well one Bay tree and two Torrey Pines, would be protected. Therefore, the proposed
project can be found potentially consistent with this policy.

Biological Resources Policy 4.0 “Remaining Coastal Perennial Grasslands and Southern Oak Woodiands shall be
| preserved, where feasible.”

Although the project site does not contain a Southern Oak Woodland area, the project includes the removal of seven coast
live oak trees and the planting of twenty-two replacement coast live oak trees. The remaining coast live oak trees would
be protected. Therefore, the proposed project can be found potentially consistent with this policy.

Biological Resources Policy 3.0 “The habitats of rare and endangered species shall be preserved.”

The Biological Resources Summary report for the proposed project states no sensitive biological resources, other than
coast live oak trees, are present on the project site. Therefore, the proposed project can be found potentially consistent
with this policy. '

2. Open Space Element:

The Open Space Element is concerned primarily with conserving, providing, and improving, as appropriate, land and
water arcas significant in the Santa Barbara landscape. Those would be defined as the ocean, mountains, major hillsides,
creeks, shoreline, major parks and the freeway. The project site is located adjacent to Mission Creek. The proposed
project would remove the existing medical facility from the 25-foot creek setback. The proposed project includes
restoration and revegetation of the creek bank and setback area. Therefore, the proposed project can be found potentially
consistent with the Open Space Element,

3. Housing Element:

The Housing Element encourages construction of & wide range of housing types to meet the needs of various houschold
types. The proposed project would result in one additional rental housing unit. Therefore, the proposed project is
potentially consistent with this goal of the Housing Element.
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Housing Element Policy 3.3 “New development in or adjacent to existing residential neighborhood must be compatible in
terms of scale, size, and design with the prevailing character of the established neighborhood.”

The neighborhood surrounding the project site is comprised of medical offices and multi-family and single-family
residential development. The size and design of the proposed project has received positive comments from the City’s
Architectural Board of Review (ABR) and requires final approval by the ABR prior to construction. Therefore, the
proposed project can be found potentially consistent with this policy.

4, Noise Element:

The City’s Noise Element includes policies intended to achieve and maintain a noise environment that is compatible with
the variety of human activities and land uses in the City. The proposed project operation would not generate a substantial
Increase in existing ambient noise levels in the area due to the nature of the proposed use (one new residential unit and
medical office use). Short-term construction noise would be minimized through implementation of the City’s Noise
Ordmance requirements, the use of noise barriers, and further restrictions on construction hours for the noisiest
construction activities near the adjacent pre-school. The proposed uses would not be subject to excessive noise.
Therefore, the proposed project can be found potentially consistent with the Noise Element.

A draft Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program has been prepared for the project in compliance witk Public
Resources Code §21081.6 (Exhibit ).

The following checklist contains questions concerning potential changes to the environment that may result if this project

is implemented. If no impact would occur, NG should be checked. If the project might result in an impact, check YES
indicating the potential level of significance as follows:

Significant: Known substantial environmental impacts. Further review needed to determine if there are feasible mitigation
measures and/or alternatives to reduce the impact.

Potentially Significant: Unknown, potentially significant impacts that need further review to determine significance Ievel
and whether mitigable.

Potentially Significant, Mitigable: Potentially significant impacts that can be avoided or reduced to less than significant
levels with identified mitigation measures agreed-to by the applicant.

Less Than Significant: Impacts that are not substantial or significant.

1. AESTHETICS NO YES
| Could the project: Level of Significance
a) Affect a public scenic vista or designated scenic highway or X .
highway/roadway eligible for designation as a scenic
highway? '
b) Have a demonstrable negative aesthetic effect in that it is Less Than Significant

inconsistent with Architectural Board of Review or Historic
Landmarks Guidelines or guidelines/criteria adopted as part
of the Local Coastal Program?

c) Create light or glare? | Less Than Significant

Visual Aesthetics - Discussion

Issnes: [ssues associated with visual aesthetics include the potential blockage of important public scenic views, project
on-site visual aesthetics and compatibility with the surrounding area, and changes in exterior lighting.

Impact Evaluation Guidelines: Aesthetic quality, whether a project is visually pleasing or unpleasing, may be perceived
and valued differently from one person to the next, and depends in part on the context of the environment in which a
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project is proposed. The significance of visual changes is assessed based on consideration of the proposed phvsical
change and project design within the context of the surrounding visual setting. First, the existing visual setting is
reviewed to determine whether important existing visual aesthetics are involved, based on consideration of existing views,
existing visual aesthetics on and around the site, and existing lighting conditions. Under CEQA, the evaluation of 2
project’s potential impacts to scenic views is focused on views from prominent viewpoints. The importance of existing
views is assessed based on whether important visual resources such as mountains, skvline trees, or the coastline, can be
scen, the extent and scenic quality of the views, and whether the views are experienced from promyinent public viewpoints.
The visual changes associated with the project arc then assessed to determine whether the project would result in
substantial effects associated with important public scenic views, on-site visual aesthetics, and Lighting.

Significant visual aesthetics impacts may potentially result from:

© Substantial obstruction or degradation of important public scenic views, including important views from scenic
highways; extensive grading and/or removal of substantial amounts of vegetation and frees visible from
prominent public areas without adequate landscaping; or substantial loss of important public open space.

¢ Substantial negative aesthetic effect or incompatibility with surrounding land uses or structures due to project
size, massing, scale, density, architecture, signage, or other design features.

®  Substantial light and/or glare that poses a hazard or substantial annoyance to adjacent land uses and sensitive
receptors,

Visual Aesthetics — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts

The City’s Master Environmental Assessment (MEA) maps do not identify the project site as being located in an arca of
visual sensitivity. The project site is located in an urban environment in the Oak Park neighborhood of the City of Santa
Barbara. The existing development is not clearly visible from U. 8. Highway 101 located west of the proiect site because
it is blocked by intervening structures and landscaping. The existing development along West Junipero Street is visible
from Oak Park, located directly across the street. '

1.a) Scenic Views

The proposed development would only be visible from the immediate area along West Pueblo and West Junipero Streets.
There would be no impacts to a scenic highway because the project site is not visible from a designated scenic highway.
The main visual resource of this area is the Santa Ynez Mountains. Views of the mountains are currently provided onsite,
from the surrounding streets and from Oak Park, a public park, located across West Junipero Street. No impact to scenic
views would occur because the proposed development, located south of Oak Park, would not block any mountain views
from the public park.

1.b) On-Site Aesthetics

~The existing two-story main medical building would be demolished and replaced with a new 33,407 square foot. three-
story medical facility facing West Pueblo Street. A new four tier, 66,170 square foot parking structure with 169 parking
spaces would be constructed. Other structures on the project site would be demolished, rehabilitated or replaced. The
City’s Architectural Board of Review (ABR) reviewed the proposed project on December 1, 2008. The majority of the
Board stated that the architectural character, size, bulk, scale and height is acceptable (Exhibit D). The proposed project
on-site aesthetics impacts would be less rhan significant because the size, massing, scale and architecture. as well as any
proposed grading and landscaping, would be subject to approval by the ABR to ensure consistency with design guidelines
for views, appropriate visual aesthetics, and compatibility, and lighting. In addition, the site is in an area that is already
developed with structures and is in an urbanized area so the change in onsite aesthetics would not be substantial.

1.¢) Lighting

The new medical facility would introduce additional lighting onto the project site. All proposed exterior lighting would
be subject to compliance with the requirements of SBMC Chapter 22.75, the City’s Outdoor Lighting and Design
Ordinance. The ordinance provides that exterior lighting be shielded and directed to the site such that no undue lighting
or glare would affect surrounding residents or roads. Project impacts from lighting and glare would be less than
significant because compliance with this ordinance, as well as review and approval of the lighting plan by the
Architectural Board of Review (ABR), will ensure that the proposed exterior lighting does not result in a significant
impact.

Visual Aesthetics - Mitigation
No mitigation is required.
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Visual Aesthetics - Residual Impacts

[ess than signiticant.

2LAIR QUALITY : NO YES
~ Could the project: - Level of Significance
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air Less Than Significant
quality plan?
b) Exceed any air quality emission threshold? Potentially significant, mitigable
) Result mm a cumulatively considerable net increase of any Less Than Significant

criteria pollutant for which the project region is designated in
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutants? Potentially significant, mitigable

e) Create objectionable odors? Less Than Significant

Air Quality - Discussion

.
Issues. Air quality issues involve pollutant emissions from vehicle exhaust, stationary sources (i.e., gas stations. boilers,
diesel generators, dry cleaners, oil and gas processing facilities, etc.), and minor stationary sources called “area sources”
(1.e., residential heating and cooling, fireplaces, etc.) that contribute to smog, particulates and nuisance dust associated
with grading and construction processes, and nuisance odors. Stationary sources of air emissions are of particular concern
to sensitive receptors, as is construction dust and particulate matter. Sensitive receptors are defined as children, elderly, or
ill people that cans be more adversely affected by air quality emissions. Land uses typically associated with sensitive
receptors include schools. parks, playgrounds, childcare centers, retirement homes, convalescent homes, hospitals, and
clinics,

Smog, or ozone, is formed in the atmosphere through a series of photochemical reactions involving interaction of oxides
of nitrogen [NO,] and reactive organic gasses [ROG] (referred to as ozone precursors) with sunlight over a period of
several hours. Primary sources of ozone precursors in the South Coast area are vehicle emissions. Sources of particulate
matter (PM,y) include demolition, grading, road dust, agricultural tilling, mineral quarries, and vehicle exhaust {PM, ;).

The City of Santa Barbara is located within the South Coast Air Basin. The City is subject to the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards and the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS), which are more stringent than the
national standards. The CAAQS apply to six pollutants: photochemical ozone, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen
dioxide, particulate matter, and lead. The Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (SBCAPCD) provides
oversight on compliance with air quality standards and preparation of the County Clean Air Plan.

Santa Barbara County is considered in aftainment of the federal eight-hour ozone standard, and in attainment of the state
one-hour ozone standard. The County does not meet the state cight-hour ozone standard or the state standard for
particulate matter less than ten microns in diameter (PM;¢); but does meet the federal PM o standard. There is not vet
enough data to determine the County’s attainment status for either the federal standard for particulate matter less than 2.5
microns in diameter (PM, 5) or the state PM. ; standard. although the County would likely be in attainment for the federal
2.5 standard.

Global Climate Change (GCC) is a change in the average weather of the earth that can be measured by changes in wind
patterns, storms, precipifation and temperature.  Although there is not unanimous agreement regarding the occurrence,
causes, or effects of GCC. there is a substantial body of evidence that climate change is occurring due to the introduction
of gases that trap heat in the atmosphere. Common greenhouse gases (GHG) include water vapor. carbon dioxide,
methane, nitrous oxides. chlorofluorocarbons, hydrofluorocarbons, ozone and aerosols. Natural processes emit (GHG that
help to regulate the carth’s temperature; however, it is believed that substantial increases in emissions from human
activities, such as electricity production and vehicle use, have substantially elevated the concentration of these gases in the
atmosphere beyond the level of naturally occurring concentrations, While other greenhouse gases have higher global
warming potential, carbon dioxide is emitted in such vastly higher quantities that it accounts for 85 percent of the global
warming potential of all greenhouse gases emitted by the United States. Greenhouse gas emissions, therefore, are
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typically measured in terms of mass carbon dioxide equivalents, which is the product of the mass of a particular
greenhouse gas and its specific global warming potential (CO2 has a global warming potential of 1).

California is a substantial contributor of GHG (2nd Jargest contributor in the U.S. and the 16th largest contributor in the
world); with transportation and electricity generation representing the two largest contributing factors (41 and 22 percent,
respectively). According to the US EPA greenhouse gas emissions in the U.S, amounted to 7,260 million metric tons of
carbon dioxide equivalent (MMTCO2e) in 2005. The California Fnergy Commission estimates that California emissions
1n 2004 were approximately 482 MMTCO2e.,

Assembly Bill 32 created the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 that requires the California Air Resources
Board to adopt regulations to evaluate statewide greenhouse gas emissions, and then create a program and emission caps
to limit statewide emissions to 1990 levels. The program is to be adopted by 2012 and implemented in a manner
achieving emissions compliance by 2020. The California Air Resources Board has determined that for the purposes of
implementing AB 32, that the 1990 level of greenhouse gas emissions in California was approximately 427 MMTCO2e.
The Califormia Air Resources Board also has estimated that without the implementation of additional greenhouse gas
reduction strategies, the 2020 “business-as-usual” estimate for greenhouse pas emissions in California is 600 MMTCO2e.
AB 32, therefore, creates an ermission reduction goal for the state of 173 MMTCOZe by 2020. AB 32 does not directly
amend CEQA or other environmental laws, but it does acknowledge that emissions of greenhouse gases cause si gnificant
adverse impacts to human health and the environment. Santa Barbara County Association of Governments and the County
of Santa Barbara are currently in the process of developing greenhouse gas inventories and strategies to reduce emission
consistent with AB 32, Further, recently passed SB 375 requires the Air Resources Board to develop greenhouse £as
emissjon reduction targets for automobiles and requires the development of regional transportation plans that would
reduce transportation related emissions. Plans to meet SB 375 are still in development.

Impact Evaluation Guidelines: A project may create a significant air quality impact from the following:

® Hxceeding an APCD pollutant threshold; inconsistency with District regulations; or exceeding population
forecasts in the adopted County Clean Air Plan,

° Exposing sensitive receptors, such as children, the elderly or sick people to substantial pollutant exposure.
e Substantial unmitigated nuisance dust during earthwork or construction operations.
»  Creation of nuisance odors inconsistent with APCD regulations.

Long-Term (Operational) Impact Guidelines: The City of Santa Barbara uses the SBCAPCD thresholids of significance for
evaluating air quality impacts. The APCD has determined that a proposed project will not have a significant air quality
impact on the environment if operation of the project will:

»  Emit (from all project sources, both stationary and mobile) less than 240 pounds per day for ROC and NO, _and
80 pounds per day for PM,,,

e Emit less than 25 pounds per day of ROC or NO, from motor vehicle trips only;
¢ Not cause a violation of any California or National Ambient Air Quality Standard (except ozone);
e Not exceed the APCD health risks public notification thresholds adopted by the APCD Board; and

¢ Be consistent with the adopted federal and state air quality plans for Santa Barbara.

Short-Term (Construction) Impacts Guidelings: Projects involving grading, paving, construction, and landscaping
activitics may cause localized nuisance dust impacts and increased particulate matter (PM,;). Substantial dust-related
impacts may be potentially significant, but are generally considered mitigable with the application of standard dust contro!
mitigation measures. Standard dust mitigation measures are applied to projects with either significant or less than
signthicant effects.

Exhaust from construction equipment also contributes to air pollution. Quantitative thresholds of significance are not
currently in place for short-term or construction emissions. However. SBCAPCD uses combined emissions from all
construction equipment that exceed 25 tons of any pollutant except carbon monoxide within a 12-month period as a
guideline threshold for determining significance of construction emission impacts.

Cumulative Impacts and Consistency with Clean Air Plan: If the project-specific impact exceeds the ozone precursor
significance threshold, it is also considered to have a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts, When a project is
not accounted for in the most recent Clean Air Plan growth projections, then the project’s impact may also be considered
to have a considerable contribution to cumulative air quality impacts. The Santa Rarbara County Association of
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Governments and Air Resources Board on-road emissions forecasts are used as a basis for vehicle emission forecasting.
If & project provides for increased population growth beyond that forecasted in the most recently adopted CAP, or if the
project does not incorporate appropriate air quality mitigation and control measures, or is inconsisten! with APCD rules
and regulations, then the project may be found inconsistent with the CAP and may have a significant impact on afr
guality.

Global Climate Change: Recent State legislation and opinions by the California Attorney General have indicated that
CEQA evaluations should include an assessment of a project’s potential to contribute to global climate change impacts.
On December 20, 2009, the Natural Resources Agency adopted CEQA Guideline Amendments that include the addition
of a requirement for impact evaluations and significance determinations related to greerthouse gas emissions and global
climate change. The newly revised CEQA Guidelines Appendix G thresholds for greenhouse gases state that a project
would have a significant impact if it would: 1) Generate greenhouse gas emission, either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the environment; or 2) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purposes of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. California Air Resources Board, local air districts, and other
agencies are still in the process of developing further detailed methodology to determine compliance with these general
thresholds.

Air Quality — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts
2.2} Clean Air Plan

The project would result in an increase of one new residential unit and 30,547 square feet of medical office space. The
proposed project impacts related to direct and indirect emissions would be fess than significant because direct and indirect
enussions associated with the project are accounted for in the 2007 CAP emissions growth assumptions. With the
implementation of air quality mitigation measures, including construction dust suppression, consistent with CAP and City
policies, the impacts of the proposed project would be further reduced.

2.b) Air PoHutant Emissions
Long-Term (Area Source & Operational) Fmissions:

Using the URBEMIS 9.2.4 computer model (Exhibit E), it is estimated that the long-term vehicle emissions resulting
from the proposed project would be an estimated 19.78 pounds per day of ROG and NOx, which is substantially below
significance thresholds of 25 pounds per day as adopted by the APCD and the City of Santa Barbara. Also, ROG and
NOx for all sources during operations would be approximately 20.4 pounds per day where the threshold would be 240
pounds per day. It is estimated that PM;, from source and operations would be approximately 13.1 pounds per day where
the threshold is 80 pounds per day. The proposed project impacts on long-term (area source & operational) emissions
would be less than significant because the emissions would be substantially below the thresholds as stated above.

Short-Term {Construction) Emissions:

The proposed project would involve grading in the amount of 2,700 cubic yards of cut and $,500 cubic vards of fill, as
well as other demolition, construction, paving and landscaping activities that could result in localized dust related impacts
resulting in increases in particulate matter (PM,o) emissions. An Air Quality Assessment of Construction Emissions
report prepared for the proposed project by Dudek is incorporated by reference (Exhibit F) and summarized below. The
report estimates that the particulate matter (PM) emissions would be between 2 and 5 pounds per day.

Construction equipment would emit NO, and ROG. The report estimates that the proposed project will generate
approximately 9.13 tons per year of NO, and 1.84 tons per year of ROG. The project impact would be Jess than
significant because the combined emissions from all construction equipment would not exceed 23 tons of any pollutant
(except carbon monoxide) within a 12-month period. The APCD has requirements regarding dust control and
construction equipment engines that have been included as mitigations measures. With the implementation of these
mitigation measures, the impacts of the proposed project would be further reduced.

The project will also involve demolition of existing structures, which may release regulated friable asbestos. Friable -
asbestos crumbies into a dust of microscopic fibers that can remain in the air for long periods of time. If inhaled, ashestos

fibers pose a serious health threat as they can become permanently lodged in body tissues. Since there is no known safe

level of exposure, all asbestos exposure shall be minimized. The proposed project impacts related to asbestos would be

potentially significant, mitigable because there is no known safe level of asbestos and it has the potential to impact the

adjacent pre-school. The APCD has requirements regarding asbestos exposure that have been included as a required

mitigation measure. With implementation of mitigation to minimize potential exposure to asbestos, this impact would be-
reduced to a less than significant level,
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Cilobal Climate Change:

Sources of carbon dioxide emissions that could result from the project include project-related traffic, natural gas use,
landscape maintenance, consumer product use, solid waste generation, site lighting. and potable water delivery. Long-
term emissions of carbon dioxide that would result from the development of the project were estimated using the
URBEMIS 9.2.4 computer model and SBAPCD emission factors. The model estimates carbon dioxide emissions of
7,133 pounds per day (unmitigated) and 3,716 pounds per day (mitigated) from project operation.
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The proposed project impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions would be less than significant because it would not
result in substantial greenhouse gas emissions or impede the ability of the State to attain greenhouse gas reduction goals.

2.¢) Cumuiative Emissions

The proposed project impacts related to cumulative project emissions would be less than significant because project
mmpacts do not exceed any adopted project-level significance thresholds and the project is consistent with the CAP,

2.d) Sensitive Receptors

Sensitive receptors in the area, such as Oak Park across West Junipero Street and the Qaks Parent-Child Workshop,
adjacent fo the project site. could be affected by nuisance dust and diesel particulate matter (diesel PM) from construction
equipment and vehicle exhaust temporarily during project site demolition and grading. Particulate emissions from diesel
exhaust are classified as carcinogenic by the State of California. The project impacts associated with nuisance dust and
diesel PM are considered potentially significant, mitigable because of its location adjacent to a pre-school and the length
of the construction period. The APCD has requirements regarding dust control and construction equipment engines that
are icluded as required mitigation measures. In addition, mitigation measures requiring that Tier 2 diesel-powered
construction equipment be used and that demolition and grading within 75 feet of the Oaks Parent-Child Workshop
property occur outside of the school operating hours are also included. The pre-school operating hours are generally
Monday through Friday from 8:45 am to 11:45 am, between September and June. The mitigation measure included in the
Noise section that requires the installation of a temporary construction wall to shield construction noise from the pre-
school and other surrounding uses would also reduce the impacts of dust. With the implementation of these required
mitigation measures, these impacts would reduced to a less than significant level,

2.ej) Odors.

The proposed project would include medical, medical office and residential uses. The proposed project impacts related to
odors would be less than significant because the project would not contain features with the potential to emit substantial
odorous emissions, from sources such as commercial cooking equipment, combustion or evaporation of fuels, sewer
systems, or solvents and surface coatings.

Air Quality — Required Mitigation

AQ-1  Asbestos Containing Material. Applicant shall submit the SBCAPCD “Asbestos/Demolition/Renovation
Notification” Form to the SBCAPCD at least ten days prior to the start of any demolition work.

AQ-2  Construction Dust Control — Minimize Disturbed Area/Speed. Minimize amount of disturbed area and reduce
on site vehicle speeds to 15 miles per hour or less.

AQ-3 Construction Dust Control - Watering. During site grading and transportation of fill materials, regular water
sprinkling shall. occur using reclaimed water whenever the Public Works Director determines that it is reasonably
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available. During clearing, grading, earth moving or excavation, sufficient quantities of water, through use of either water
trucks or sprinkler systems, shall be applied to achieve minimum soil moisture of 12% to prevent dust from leaving the
site. Each day, after construction activities cease, the entire area of disturbed soil shall be sufficiently moistened to create
acrust.

Throughout construction, water trucks or sprinkler systems shall also be used to keep all areas of vehicle movement damp
enough to prevent dust raised from leaving the site. At a minimum, this will include wetting down such areas every three
hours. Increased watering frequency will be required whenever the wind speed exceeds 15 mph.

AQ-4 Construction Dust Control — Tarping. Trucks transporting fill material to and from the site shall be covered
from the point of origin and maintain a freeboard height of 12 inches.

AQ-5  Construction Dust Contrel — Gravel Pads. Gravel pads, 3 inches deep, 25 feet long, 12 feet wide per lane and
edged by rock berm or row of stakes or a pipe-grid track out control device shall be installed to reduce mud/dirt track out
from unpaved truck exit routes.

AQ-6 Construction Dust Coptrol ~ Disturbed Area Treatment. After clearing, grading, carth moving or excavation
is completed, the entire area of disturbed soil shall be treated to prevent wind erosion. This may be accomplished by:

e Seeding and watering until grass cover is grown;
¢ Spreading soil binders;

e Sufficiently wetting the area down to form a crust on the surface with repeated soakings as necessary to maintain
the crust and prevent dust pickup by the wind;

A

e Other methods approved in advance by the Air Pollution Control District.

AQ-7 Construction Dust Control — Paviag. All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc., shall be paved as soon as

possible. Additionaily, building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders are
used.

AQ-8 Stockpiling. If importation, exportation and stockpiling of fill material are involved, soil stockpiled for more
than two days shall be covered, kept moist by applying water at a rate of 1.4 gallons per hour per square vard, or treated
with soil binders to prevent dust generation. Apply cover when wind events are declared.

AQ-3 Construction Dust Control — Project Environmental Coordinator (PEC). The contractor or builder shall
designate a person or persons to monitor the dust control program and to order increased watering, as necessary, to
prevent transport of dust offsite. Their duties shall include holiday and weekend periods when construction work may not
be in progress. The name and telephone number of such persons shall be provided to the Air Pollution Control District
prior to land use clearance for map recordation and land use clearance for finish grading for the structure.

AQ10 Exhaust Emissions — Engines. Heavy-duty diesel-powered construction equipment manufactured after 2000
(Tier 2) (with federally mandated "clean” diesel engines) shall be used. If reasonably available, Tier 3 equipment shall be
used.

AQ-11 Engine Size. The engine size of construction equipment shall be the minimum practical size.

AQ-12 Equipment Numbers. The number of construction equipment operating simultaneousty shall be minimized
through efficient mandgement practices to ensure that the smallest practical number is operating at any one time.

AQ-13 Equipment Maintenance, Construction equipment shall be maintained to meet the manufacturer’s specifications.

AQ-14 Epgine Timing. Construction equipment operating onsite shall be equipped with two to four degree engine
timing retard or pre-combustion chamber engines. :

AQ-15 Catalytic Converters. Catalytic converters shall be installed on gasoline-powered equipment, if feasible.

AQ-16 Diesel Catalytic Converters. Diesel catalytic converters. diesel oxidation catalysts and diesel particulate filters as
certified and/or verified by EPA or California shall be installed. if available.

AQ-17 Diesel Replacements. Diesel powered equipment shall be replaced by electric equipment whenever feasible.

AQ-18 Idiing Limitation. Idling of heavy-duty diesel trucks during loading and unioading shall be limited to five
minutes; auxiliary power units shall be used whenever possible.

AQ-19 Worker Trips. Construction worker trips shall be minimized by requiring carpooling and by providing for lunch
onsite.
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AQ-20 Biodiesel. Biodiesel shall be used to the maximum extent feasible.

AQ-21 Energy Use. Minimize the use of energy by designing and constructing structures using sustainable development
principles including green building designs and materials.

AQ-22 Carpeel Parking. For construction parking, provide preferential parking for carpools and vanpools.

AQ-23 Demolition and Debris Removal. Apply water every 4 hours to the area within 100 feet of a stnicture being
demolished, to reduce vehicle track out. Apply water to disturbed soils after demolition is completed or at the end of each
day of cleanup. :

AQ-24 Post Demolition. Apply dust suppressants (e.g.. polymer emulsion) to disturbed areas upon completion of
demolition.

AQ-25 Demolition Activities. Prohibit demolition activities when wind speeds exceed 25 mph.

AQ-26 Construction Schedule. Demolition and grading within 75 feet of the Oaks Parent-Child Workshop property
shall oceur outside of the exisiing school operating hours {8:30 to noon, Monday through Friday)

Alr Quality - Residual Impacts

Less than significant.

3. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES NO YES
Could the project resulf inn impacts to: Level of Significance
a) Endangered, threatened or rare species or their habitats Less than significant
(including but not limited to plants, fish, insects, animals, and
birds)?
b) Locally designated historic, Landmark or specimen trees? Potentially significant, mitigable
¢) Natural communities (e.g. oak woodland, coastal habitat, Less than significant
etc.).
d) Wetland habitat (e.g. marsh, riparian, and vernal pool)? Less than significant
e) Wildlife dispersal or migration corridors? Less than significant

Biclogical Resources - Discussion

Issues: Biological resources issues involve the potential for a project to substantially affect biologically-important natural
vegetation and wildlife, particularly species that are protected as rare, threatened, or endangered by federal or state
wildlife agencies and their habitat, native specimen trees, and designated landmark or historic trees.

Impact Evaluation Guidelines: Existing native wildlife and vegetation on a project site are assessed to identify whether
they constitute important biological resources. based on the types, amounts, and quality of the resources within the context
of the larger ecological community. If important biological resources exist, project effects to the resources are evaluated to
determine whether the project would substantially affect these important biological resources. Significant biological
resource impacts may potentially result from substantial disturbance to important wildlife and vegetation in the following
ways:

¢  Elimination or substantial reduction or.disruption of important natural vegetative communities and wildlife habitat
or migration corridors, such as oak woodland, coastal strand, riparian, and wetlands.

¢ Substantial effect on protected plant or animal species listed or otherwise identified or protected as endangered,
threatened or rare.

¢ Substantial loss or damage to imporiant native specimen trees or designated landmark or historic trees.

Biological Resources — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts

The Biological Resources Summary report (Exhibit G) and Conceptual Riparian Revegetation Plan (Exhibit H} prepared
for the proposed project by Dudek, as well as a Tree Protection Plan and Addendum report prepared for the proposed
project by Duke McPherson are incorporated by reference (Exhibit I) and summarized below.
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3.a}  Rare/Endangered species or their habitats

The proposed project involves grading and construction that would result in the removal of some existing vegetation and
trees.  The proposed project mmpacts to endangered, threatened or rare species or their habitats would be less than
significunt because no sensitive biological resources, other than coast live oak trees (see below), are present on the project
site.  Since the mature trees within the project site provide potential nesting habitat for a variety of bird specics, a
mitigation measure that addresses nesting bird protection is included. The project includes restoration of the area adjacent
to the creek and includes an increased setback from the creek when compared to the existing development. These
components of the project would have a beneficial biological impact. With the implementation of the mitigation measure
that protects nesting birds, and the recommendations in the Biological Resources Summary report that protect wildlife and
their habitat during construction activities, the impacts of the proposed project would be further reduced.

3.b)  Specimen Trees

The project would result in grading and construction in the vicinity of many onsite specimen trees and would result in the
removal of seven coast live oak trees. Other trees to be removed include (8) Podocarpus gracilior, (1) Magnolia, (8) King
palm, (3) Queen palm, (2) avocado, (2) Chinese elm and (1) pecan. City policies address the protection and replacement
of oak trees. The proposed project impacts would be porentially significant, mitigable because seven coast live oak trees
would be removed and thirteen other coast live oak trees have the potential to be damaged by grading and construction
activities. The required planting of 22 replacement oak trees, as well as oak tree protection measures for the remaining
coast live oak trees, have been included as mitigation measures. With the implementation of these mitigation measures to
replace oak trees that would be removed and to protect oak trees during construction, the impacts of the proposed project
on the oak trees would be reduced to a less than significant level.

With the implementation of the recommendations in the Tree Protection Plan and Addendum report that protect the
existing Bay tree and the two Torrey Pine trees, as well as other trees that have the potential to be damaged by grading
and construction activities, the impacts of the proposed project would be further reduced.

3.0 Natural Communities

The project would resuit in grading and construction on a site adjacent to Mission Creek that includes some specimen
trees. The proposed project impacts to sensitive natural communities would be less than significant because no sensitive
biological resources, other than some native coast live oak {rees (see above), are present within the project site.

The Conceptual Riparian Revegetation Plan encompasses the arca within 25 feet from the top of bank for approximately
280 linear feet of Mission Creek (0.16 acres) and the creek bank/channel area (0.08 acres) for a total of 0.24 acres of
restoration/ revegetation. For the 25-foot setback area, restoration will be achieved through debris and exotic/weedy
vegetation removal and installation of more dense plantings of native riparian plant species from local stock. Within the
creck channel area, restoration will focus heavily upon removal of non-native species along the channel bank and the
planting of species found in intact habitat along Mission Creek. Implementation of the restoration and revegetation

activities recommended in the Conceptual Riparian Revegetation Plan would result in a beneficial impact to the creek
environment.

3.d) Wetland Habitat

The project site is adjacent to Mission Creek; however, new building construction would be located over 130 feet from the

top of bank. Activities such as removal of the existing structures and site improvements would occur within the 25-foot
sethack.

No formal delineation of walers was performed; however, Mission Creek is a blue-line stream. The proposed project
Impacts to wetlands and jurisdictional waters would be less than significant because the proposed development would be
located over 130 feet from the top of bank of Mission Creek, a substantially increased distance over the setback that
currently exists. The restoration and revegetation activities in Mission Creek (described above) would result in a
beneficial impact to the creek environment.

3.2} Wildlife Dispersal
The project would result in grading and construction on a site that currently contain structures, paving and landscaping
and is adjacent to Mission Creck, an area that presents some limited opportunity {or wildlife movement. The proposed

project impacts to wildlife dispersal would be less than significant because new construction would be located over 130
feet from the top of bank of Mission Creek so that it would not represent a new bartier to animals using Mission Creek as
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a corridor.

Biological Resources — Reguired Mitigation

BIO -1 Nest Protection. Proposed project activities including tree and vegetation removal shall occur outside the
breeding bird season (February 1 — August 15). If project activities cannot be feasibly avoided during the bird nesting
season the project proponent shall conduct a survey prior to construction, using a qualified biologist, approved by the City
Environmental Analyst, to detect protected nesting native birds in the vegetation and trees being trimmed/ removed and
within 300 feet of the construction work area. The survey shall be conducted no more than three days before proposed
construction is initiated. If an active nest is located, construction within 500 fect of a raptor nest and 300 feet of any other
nesting bird, vegetation trimming/ removal shall be postponed until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged and this
has been confirmed by the qualified biologist.

BIO -2 Replacement Oak Trees. A total of 22 coast live oak trees (24-inch boxed container size nursery specimens)
shall be planted as replacement for the seven coast live oak trees that would be removed.

BIO-3 Oak Tree Protection Measures. The following provisions shall apply to existing oak trees on site:

a. Durng construction, fencing or protective barriers shall be placed around and three feet outside of the dripline
of all cak trees proposed to be retained which are located within 25 feet of any grading.

b. No grading shall occur under the dripline of any oak tree proposed to be retained, except as indicated on the
approved drainage and grading plan for the proposed project. Grading within the dripline during construction
of this area shall be minimized and shall be done with light (one ton or less) rubber-tired equipment or by

. hand. If use of larger equipment is necessary within the dripline of any oak, it shall only be operated under
the supervision and direction of a qualified Arborist.

¢. A qualified Arborist shall be present during any grading or excavation adjacent to or beneath the dripline of
any oak (ree proposed to be retained. Any roots encountered shall be cleanly cut and sealed with a tree-seal

compound. Any thinning or root pruning and trimming shall be done under the direction of a qualified
Arbonst.

d. No storage of heavy equipment or materials, or parking shall take place within five (5) feet of the dripline of
any oak tree proposed to be retained.

e. Oak seedlings and saplings less than four inches (4”) at four fect (4") above the ground that are removed
during construction shall be transplanted where feasible. If transplantation is not feasible, replacement trees
shall be planted at a minimum one to one (1:1) ratio. Replacement trees shall be a minimum of one (1} gallon
size derived from South Coastal Santa Barbara County stock.

Biclogical Resources - Residual Impacts

Less than significant.

4. CULTURAL RESOURCES KO YES
* Could the project: Level of Significance
a) Disturb archacological resources? Less than significant
b Affect a historic structure or site designated or eligible for Potentially significant, mitigable

designation as a National, State or City landmark?

c) Have the potential to cause a physical change which would X
affect ethnic cultural values or restrict religious uses in the
project area?

Cultural Resources - Discussion

Essues:  Archaeological resoyrces are subsurface deposits dating from Prehistoric or Historical time periods. Native
American culture appeared along the channel coast over 10,000 years ago, and numerous villages of the Barbareno
Chumash flourished in coastal plains now encoimpassed by the City. Spanish explorers and eventual settlements in Santa
Barbara occurred in the 1500’s through 1700°s. In the mid-1800's, the City began its transition from Mexican village to
American city, and in the late 1800°s through early 1900°s experienced intensive urbanization. Historic resources are
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above-ground structures and sites from historical time periods with historic, architectural, or other cultural importance.
The City’s built environment has a rich cultural heritage with a variety of architectural styles, including the Spanish

Colonial Revival style emphasized in the rebuilding of Santa Barbara’s downtown following a destructive 1925
earthguake.

Impact Evaluation Guidelines: Archaeological and historical impacts are evaluated qualitatively by archeologists and
historians. First, existing conditions on a site are assessed to identify whether important or unique archacological or
historical resources exist, based on criteria specified in the State CEQA Guidelines and City Master Environmental
Assessment Guidelines jor Archaeclogical Resources and Historical Structures and Sites, summarized as follows:

& Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and there exists a demonstrable
public interest in that information.

® Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available example of its type.
e Isdirectly associated with an importané prehistoric or historic event or person.

If important archacological or historic resources exist on the site, project changes are evaluated to determine whether they
would substantiatly affect these important resources.

Cultural Resources — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts

4.a) Archaeological Resources

The proposed project would result in grading and other ground disturbance that could affect archaeological resources. A
Phase I Archaeological Resources Report was prepared for the proposed project by David Stone, M.A. The report, which
was reviewed and accepted by the Historic Landmarks Commission on October 14, 2009, concludes that the potential for
unknown, intact, potentially significant prehistoric archaeological sites is unlikely and that any isolated historic trash pit
potentially encountered during construction would not be considered a historic resource under state and local criteria.

However, as with any ground disturbing activity, there is the remote possibility of encountering unknown buried deposits,
The proposed project impacts to archaeological resources would be less than significant because there is at least some
potential for discovering buried resources during construction, With the implementation of the standard condition of
approval regarding notifying contractors and construction personnel to the possibility of encountering archaeological
resources within the project parcel, the impacts of the proposed project would be further reduced.

4.b) Historic Resources

The proposed project wouid result in the removal of three structures and the rehabilitation of three structures that are over
50 years of age. A Historic Structures Report (HSR) prepared for the proposed project by Shelley Bookspan, Ph.D. is
incorporated by reference (Exhibit J) and summarized below. The report was reviewed and accepted by the Historic
Landmarks Commission on Septerzber 30, 2009. The report included an evaluation of the following six sfructures that are
over 50 years of age: 519 West Junipero Street, 525 West Junipero Street, 601 West Junipero Street, 520 West Pueblo
Street, 524 West Pueblo Street, and 526 West Pueblo Street. The report states that all of these structures, except 520 West
Pueblo Street and 601 West Junipero Street, would qualify as a City Structure of Merit.

The front unit at 519 West Junipero Street would be rehabilitated and converted back to its permitted use as residential
unit and one new two-story unit would be added to the rear of building to create a residential duplex. The single-family
residence at 525 West Junipero Street would be rehabilitated and converted from residential to medical office use and the
rear room would be demolished. The proposed project impacts to historic resources (519 and 525 West Junipero Street)
would be less than significant because the structures would be rehabilitated according to the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring and
Reconstructing Historic Building,

Both 524 and 526 West Pueblo Street would be removed from the site by either relocation or demelition. The proposed
project impacts to historic resources (524 and 526 West Pucblo Street) would be potentially significant, mitigable. The
HSR states that the structure at 524 West Pueblo Street, at stightly more than 100 years old, is one of the oldest structures
on the block and meets several history criteria; however, it suffers from a seriously compromised setting, from a lack of
integrity in its material and from some minor but visible stylistic alterations. The report states that the 80-vear-old
structure at 526 West Pueblo Street has good integrity but only minimally meets any historic significance criteria. The
mitigation measures included below regarding relocation, demolition and commemoration would reduce the adverse
impact of the loss of the structures to a less than significant fevel.
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4.c} Ethmic/Religious Resources

The proposed project would have no impact on ethnic or religious resources because there is no evidence that the site
involves any ethnic or religious use or importance.

Culteral Resources — Reguired Mitigation

CR-1 Relocation of Historic Structures (524 and 536 West Pueblo Street). The applicant shall publish
advertisements for acquisition and relocation of the Structure of Merit and require subsequent rehabilitation at its new site.
The standards and guidelines for rehabilitation contained in the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring and Reconstructing Historic Buildings and
the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation & Hlustrated Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings shall
be employed for any rchabilitation to the Structure of Merit.

CR-2  Documentation Prior to Demolition (524 and 526 West Pueblo Street). Prior to demolition of the Structure of
Merit, the structure shall be subject to recordation according to the Community Development Department's "Required
Documentation Prior to Demolition™ standards.

CR-3 Commemoration of Demolished Structure (524 and 526 West Pueble Street). Commemoration of the
demolished structure with a display of text and graphics designed by a city-approved historical consultant within the
interior of the new building proposed for the site.

Cultural Resources — Residual Impacts R
L.ess than significant.

5. GEOPHYSICAL CONDITIONS NO YES
Could the project result in or expose people to: Level of Significance

a) Seismicity: fault rupture? Less than significant
by Seismicity: ground shaking or liquefaction? Less than significant
¢) Seismicity: seiche or tsunami? X

d) Landslides or mudslides? Less than significant
€e) Subsidence of the land? Less than significant
) Expansive soils? X

2) Excessive grading or permanent changes in the topography? Less than significant

Geephysical Counditions - Discussion

Essues: Geophyqical impac*:s involve geolooic and mi] conditiom and thcir potentia] to create physicai hazards affecting

such as fault mpture‘ gmundshdkmg hquafactum (a Lond1t1on in wl’uch saturated 5.011 loses shear Stren.gth durmg: ground
shaking)' or %ismic sea waves; unsmble aoi! or slopc wndiiiom %u(,h as laﬁdslides, subsidence, expansive or

Empact Evalnation Guidelines: Potentially significant geophysical impacts may result from:

¢ Lxposure {0 or creation of unstable earth conditions due to seismic conditions, such as carthquake faulting,
groundshaking, liquefaction, or seismic waves.

e Exposure to or creation of unstable carth conditions due to geologic or soil conditions, such as landslides,
settlement, or expansive, collapsible/compressible, or expansive soils.

s Hxiensive grading on slopes exceeding 20%, substantial topographic change, destruction of unique physical
features; substantial erosion of soils, overburden, or sedimentation of a water course.
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Geophysical Corditions — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts

5.a)  Fault Rapture

The project involves construction on a project site where the potential for seismic hazards is low. A Soils Engineering and
Engineering Geology Report prepared for the proposed project by Earth Systems Pacific is incorporated by reference
(Exhibit K) and summarized below. The report states that project site is not in a State Earthguake Fault Zone and there
arc no mapped faults crossing or adjacent to the project site. Therefore, the potential for surface ground rupture to occur
within the project site is considered to be very low. The proposed project impacts related to fault rupture would be fess
than significant because there are no known active faults located within or immediately adjacent o the subject site.

S$.b)  Ground Shaking or Liquefaction

The proposed project would result in construction of medical offices, residences, and associated parking on the site.
Substantial ground shaking as a result of a local or regional earthquake activity is likely to occur during the life of the
projeet and would impact proposed structures. Ground shaking impacts would be less than significant because the
proposed development would be required to comply with building code requirements that would minimize potential
hazards associated with ground shaking.

The City’s MEA identifies the project site as having minimal potential for liquefaction to oceur as a result of ground
shaking. The Soils Engineering and Engineering Geology Report states that groundwater could be located at a depth of
approximately 35 feet below the ground surface and it is assumed that there is a potential for liquefaction to occur below
that depth. However, the potential for surface manifestation of any dynamic settlement is extremely low because the
thickness of the overlying non-liquefiable soil layer is estimated to be much greater than the thickness of the potentially
liquefiable soil layer. The proposed project impacts related to liquefaction would be less than significant because the
City’s MEA identifies the project site as having minimal liquefaction potential and the geology report confirms that the
potential for liquefaction is extremely low.,

5.¢) Seiche or Tsunami

The proposed project would have no impacts related to seiche or tsunamis because no enclosed water bodies are located in
proximity to the project area and the project site is located outside the tsunami run-up zone.

5.4) Landslides or Mudslides

The project site is relatively flat with no significant slopes on or adjacent to the site, with the exception of Mission Creek,
The proposed project impacts related to landslides or mudslides would be less than significant because the project site is
relatively flat and not subject to landslides.

5.e) Subsidence of Land

The proposed project impacts related to subsidence would be less than significant because the Soils Engineering and
Engineering Geology Report states that the potential for seismically induced settlement is low due to the medium dense to
dense consistency of the underlying alluvium., : , :

5.6 Expansive Seils

The site is underiain by alluvial deposits. The proposed project would have no impacts related to expansive soils because
the soils onsite have been identified as being generally nonexpansive. :

5.¢)  Excessive Grading, Topography Changes & Erosion

The project site is relatively flat. The proposed project involves 2,700 cubic yards of cut and 3,500 cubic yards of fill.
The proposed project impact related to grading and topography would be Jess than significant because the project does not
involve excessive grading on slopes greater than 20% and would not result in a substantial alteration of the natural
landform or substantially change the appearance of the existing topography of the site.

An Updated Creek Stability Analysis prepared for the proposed project by Questa is incorporated by reference (Exhibit L)
and summarized below. The report states that the channel bed appears to be fairly stable vertically and most of the
localized channel scour is occurring along the toe of the opposite bank. When the existing building is removed from the
site, small amounts of bank grading and stabilization will be needed to repair drainage outfalls and other small areas of
bank erosion but no major bank stabilization is required. The proposed project impact related to erosion would be Jess
than significant because the project would not result in a substantial erosion of the creek bank. This is because there will
minimal disturbance other than the removal of three drainage pipes and vegetation restoration in the creek bank. With the

Initial Study - Page 18




implementation of the recommendations of the Updated Creek Stability Analysis report regarding preservation of large
Sycamore trecs at the top of bank and minor bank grading and stabilization, the impacts of the proposed project would be
further reduced.

Geophysical Conditions — Recommended Mitization

-1 Creek Stability Analysis Report Recommendations. Work within the creek bank shall be in accordance with
the recommendations contained in the Updated Creek Stability Analysis prepared for the proposed project by Questa,
dated April 9, 2009. Compliance shall be demonstraied on plans submitted for grading and/or building permits.

Geophysical Conditions — Residual Impacts

Less than sigmificant.

6. HAZARDS NO YES
Could the project involve: Level of Significance
a) A risk of accidental explosion or release of hazardous Less than significant

substances (including, but not limited to: oil, pesticides,
chemicals or radiation)?

b) The creation of any health hazard or potential health hazards? Less than significant

¢) Exposure of people to existing sources of potential health Potentially significant, mitigable
hazards?

d) Increased fire hazard in arcas with flammable brush, grass, or Less than significant
trecs?

‘Hazards - Biscussion

Issues: Hazardous materials issues involve the potential for public health or safety impacts from exposure of persons or
the environment to hazardous materials or risk of accidents involving combustible or toxic substances.

Impact Evaluation Guidelines: Significant impacts may result from the following:

e Siting of incompatible projects in close proximity to existing sources of safety risk, such as pipelines, industrial
processes, railroads, airports, etc,

¢ Exposure of project occupants or construction workers to unremediated soil or groundwater contamination.

e Exposure of persons or the environment to hazardous substances due to improper use, storage, or disposal of
hazardous materials.

e Siting of development in a high fire hazard areas or beyond adequate emergency response time, with inadequate
access or water pressure, or otherwise in a mannef that creates a fire hazard.

Hazards — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts

No hazardous materials are expected to occur on the site.
6.a) Hazardous Substances

Construction on the project site would result i the use of equipment that involves fuel and oil use. There is a potential for
this oil and fuel to be released on the site. The proposed project impact from the release of hazardous substances would
be less than significant because of the any usage of hazardous substances would be subject to all applicable State and
local requirements for management and disposal of such materials.

6.b) Creation of Health Hazards

The proposed residential uses and medical uses are not anticipated to create any new hazards. Hazardous materials usage
by residents would likely be limited to the storage and use of relatively small quantities of materials such as paint, oils,
cleaners, and landscape maintenance materials. Hazardous materials usage by the Cancer Center would continue to be
subject to applicable State and local requirements for management and disposal of such materials as they are at the present
time. The propesed project impact from the creation of hazardous materials would be less than significant because of the
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limited quantities of hazardous materials that would be used on the project site by the residents and that any usage of
hazardous materials for medical purposes would be subject to all applicable State and local requirements for management
and disposal of such materials.

6.c) Exposure to Health Hazards

The project site is not near any pipelines or other potential sources of safety hazards. Limited quantities of chemicals may
be used during constructioh and operations. It is possible that the existing buildings contain lead-based paint and
asbestos. The proposed project impacts related to health hazards would be potentially significant, mitigable because there
may be exposure to lead-based paint and asbestos. The Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) has
regulations regarding lead exposure that are included as a required mitigation measure. Compliance with the mitigation
measure would reduce impacts related to lead exposure to a less than significant level, Compliance with Mitigation

‘Measure AQ-1 would reduce potentially significant health impacts related to asbestos exposure to less than significant
levels.

6.4y Fire Hazard

The proposed project requires that a new fire hydrant be constructed along the West Junipero Street frontage. The
proposed project impacts related to fire hazard would be /ess than significant because the project site is not located in the
city’s High Fire Hazard Area and the project would be subject to Fire Department, California Building and Fire Code
requirements for adequate access, structural design and materials.

Hazards — Required Mitigation

H-1  Lead Disposal. During demolition activities, workers shall follow OSHA regulations regarding potential
exposure fo lead. In addition, representative samples of any construction waste shall be tested by the Toxic Characteristic
Leaching Procedure (TCLP) to determine if the waste is hazardous. Hazardous wastes must be disposed of according to
Federal, State and local regulations.

Hazards — Residual Impacts

Less than significant.

7. NOISE NG YES

Could the project resulf in: Level of Significance
a) Increases in existing noise levels? Potentially significant, mitigable
b} Exposure of people to severe noise levels? Potentially significant, mitigabie

MNeise - Discussion

Issues: Noise issues are associated with siting of a new noise-sensitive land use in an area subject to high ambient

background noise levels, siting of a noise-generating land use next to existing noise-sensitive land uses, and/or short-term
construction-related noise. :

The primary source of ambient noise in the City is vehicle traffic noise. The City Master Environmental Assessment
(MEA) Noise Contour Map identifies average ambient noise levels within the City.

Ambient noise levels are determined as averaged 24-hour weighted levels, using the Day-Night Noise Level (Lg,) or
Community Noise Equivalence Level (CNEL) measurement scales. The Ly, averages the varying sound levels occurring
over the 24-hour day and gives a 10 decibel penalty to noises occurring between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. to
take into account the greater annoyance of intrusive noise levels during nighttime hours. Since Ly, is a 24-hour average
noise level, an area could have sporadic loud noise levels above 60 dB(A) which average out over the 24-hour period.
CNEL is similar to Ly, but includes a separate 5 dB(A) penalty for noise occurring between the hours of 7:00 p.m. and
10:00 p.m. CNEL and Lg, values usually agree with one another within 1 dB(A).  The Equivalent Noise Level (Ly)isa
single noise level, which, if held constant during the measurement time period, would represent the same total energy as a
fluctuating noise. 1. values are commonly expressed for periods of one hour, but longer or shorter time periods may be
specified. In general, a change in noise level of less than three decibels is not audible. A doubling of the distance from a
noise source will generally equate to a change in dectbel level of six decibels.

Guidance for appropriate long-term background noise levels for various land uses are established in the City General Plan
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Noise Element Land Use Compatibility Guidelines. Building codes also establish maximum average ambient noise levels
for the interiors of structures.

High construction noise levels occur with the use of heavy equipment such as scrapers, rollers, graders, trenchers and
large trucks for demolition, grading, and construction. Equipment noise levels can vary substantially through a
construction period, and depend on the type of equipment, number of pieces operating, and equipment maintenance.
Construction equipment generates noise levels of more than 80 or 90 dB(A) at a distance of 50 feet, and the shorter
impulsive noises from other construction equipment (such as pile drivers and drills) can be even higher, up to and
exceeding 100 dB(A). Noise during construction is generally intermittent and sporadic, and after completion of the initial
demotition, grading and site preparation activities, tends to be quieter.

The Noise Ordinance (Chapter 9.16 of the Santa Barbara Municipal Code) governs short-term or periodic noise, such as
construction noise, operation of motorized equipment or amplified sound, or other sources of nuisance noise. The
ordinance establishes limitations on hours of construction and motorized equipment operations, and provides criteria for
defining nuisance noise in general,

Impact Evaluation Guidelines: A significant noise impact may result from:

e Siting of a project such that persons would be subject to long-term ambient noise levels in excess of Noise
Element land use compatibility gnidelines as follows:

»  Residential: Normally acceptable maximum exterior ambient noise level of 60 dB(A); maximum interior
noise level of 45 dB(A).

. »  Hospital: Normally acceptable maximum exterior ambient noise level of 65 dB(A); maximum interior
noise level of 45 dB(A).

e Substantial noise from grading and construction activity in close proximity to noise-sensitive receptors for an
extensive duration.

Noise — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts

The project site is located in areas subject to average ambient noise levels of less than 60 dB(A) Ldn, between 60-65
dB(A) Ldn, and between 65 -70 dB(A) Ldn, as shown on the City's MEA noise contour maps. Noise at the project site is
primarily due to traffic noise along U.S. Highway 101. An Environmental Noise Study prepared for the proposed project
by Dudek is incorporated by reference (Exhibit M) and summarized below.

Short-term noise level measurements ranged from 54 to 59 dB(A) Ldn near the proposed outdoor areas of the residential
units along West Junipero Street. The short-term noise level measurement was 62 dB(A) Ldn near the proposed outdoor
area of the main Cancer Center building adjacent to Mission Creek. Long-term noise level measurements at the proposed
outdoor areas of the residential units resulted in calculated weekday and weekend Ldn noise levels of 60 dB(A) Ldn.

The Oaks Parent-Child Workshop is located adjacent to the project site. The playground noise levels were computed to
range between 44 dB(A) Ldn at the main building and 39 dB(A) Ldn at the nearest residential unit, which is well below
the existing noise levels monitored near the proposed residential units.

7.4 & b) Increased Noise Level and Noise Exposure

Long-Term Qperation.al Noise:

The proposed project would increase the amount of residential and medical office use on the site resulting in residents,
employees and patients being exposed to noise on the site.

Exterior Noise: The Noise Element establishes 60 dB(A) Ldn as the acceptable exterior noise level for residential uses
and 65 dB(A) Ldn for hospital uses. No substantial noise generation is anticipated to occur as a result of the proposed
project. The Noise Study indicates that the future noise exposure in 15 years (year 2023) would be 39 dB{A) Ldn at the
proposed outdoor areas for the residential units and 65 dB(A) Ldn for the proposed outdoor area for the main Cancer
Center building. The proposed project impacts related to exterior long-term operational noise would be Jess than
significant becausc the noise levels for the outdoor arcas would be equal to or less than the City’s thresholds for
residential and hospital uses and the project would not cause high operational noise levels.

Interior noise: The Noise Study estimates that the future noise levels at the facades of the buildings would range between
59 and 65 dBA Ldn. By employing standard construction materials and techniques for the new buildings, the interior
noise levels would be reduced by 12 dBA with windows open and 20 dBA with windows closed. Because the interior
noise levels in the proposed main Cancer Center building and new residential units are not expected to meet the City’s 45
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dBA Ldn interior noise level requirement under a windows open condition, a "windows closed” condition would be
required for all new consiruction. The proposed project impacts related to interior long-term operational noise npacts
would be potentially significant, mitigable because occupants would have long-term exposure to noise greater than 45
dB(A) Ldn. With the implementation of the mitigation measure requiring new construction to be designed with adequate
ventilation through either mechanical ventilation and/or air conditioning so that windows could remain closed, and the
mitigation measure requiring verification of noise levels, the impacts would be reduced to a less than si gnificant level.

Temporary Construction Noise:

Noise and vibration from grading, construction equipment, and truck traffic would affect surrounding residential, medical
office, preschool and park uses during the approximately 36-month construction period. The proposed project impacts
from construction would be porentially significant, mitigable because construction noise would affect the adjacent pre-
school. The mitigation measure requiring that a temporary plywood construction wall be installed around the construction
site would reduce the noise impact on the adjacent pre-school and others in the immediate area. The mitigation measure
included in the Air Quality section that requires demolition and grading within 75 feet of the Oaks Parent-Child
Workshop property to occur outside of school operating hours would also reduce the noise impact on the pre-school.

Noise — Required Mitigation
N-1 Interior Noise Reduction. As identified in the Fnvironmental Noise Study, the main building and the new
residential units shall require a “windows closed™ condition in order to meet the maximum interior 45 dBA Ldn noise

level standard. Therefore, the design shall include adequate ventilation through either mechanical ventilation and/or air
conditioning.

N-2  Noise Measurements. Submit a final report from a licensed acoustical engineer, verifying that interior and
exterior arca noise levels are within acceptable levels for residential and/or commercial uses, as appropriate, as specified
in the Noise Element. In the event the noise is not mitigated to acceptable levels, additional mitigation measures shall be
recommended by the noise specialist and implemented subject to the review and approval of the Building and Safety
Division and the Architectural Board of Review (ABR) if applicable .

N-3  Temporary Censtruction Wall. Installation of a temporary 8 to 10 foot high wall shall be required around the

construction site. The wall may be made of wood (minimum 5/8 inch thick) and shall present a solid surface, without
openings and gaps.

Noise — Residual lmpact

Less than significant.

8. POPULATION AND HOUSING NO "YES
Could the project: Level of Significance
a) Induce substantial growth in an area either directly or Less than significant

indirectly (¢.g. through projects in an undeveloped area or
extension of major infrastructure)?

b) Displace existing housing, especially affordable housing? Less than significant

Population and Housing - Discussion

Impact Evaluation Guidelines: Issues of potentially significant population and housing impacts may involve:

e Growth inducement, such as provision of substantial population or employment growth or creation of substantial
housing demand; development in an undeveloped area, or extension/ expansion of major infrastracture that could
support additional future growth.

® Loss of a substantial number of housing units, especially loss of more affordable housing.

Population and Housing — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts
8.a) Growth-Inducing Impacts

The proposed project involves the expansion of the Cancer Center facility in an urbanized area that is currently served by
all required infrastructare. The majority of the Radiation Oncology functions and a small portion of the Nuclear Medicine
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functions would be relocated to the subject property from the nearby Cottage Hospital location. The project would not
mvolve a substantial increase in major public facilities such as extension of water or sewer lines or roads that would
facilitate other growth in the area. The project would not involve substantial employment growth that would increase
population and housing demand. Although thirty staff members would be relocated from the Cottage Hospital location
down the street, there would be no new employees hired as a result of the project.

The proposed project impacts to growth would be less than significant because the existing infrastructure in the area is
adequate to serve the proposed project. The project would not require extension of major infrastructure and would not
result in a substantial increase in population and housing.

8.b) Heusing Displacement

There are currently five residential units on the project site that would be demolished and replaced with a total of six new
residential units. The units would continue to be offered on a first-right-of refusal basis to Cancer Center employees. The

proposed project impact would be less than significant because the proposed project would result in a net increase of one
rental unit. ‘

Population and Housing - Mitication

No mitigation is required.

Popuiation and Housing ~ Residual Impact

1ess than significant.

9. PUBLIC SERVICES NO  YES )
Could the project have an effect upon, or result in a need for Level of Significance
new or altered services m any of the following areas:

a} Fire protection? Less than significant

b) Police protection? _ Less than significant

c) Schools? Less than significant

d) Maintenance of public facilities, including roads? Less than significant

e) Other governmental services? Less than significant

) Electrical power or natural gas? Less than significant

£) Water treatment or distribution facilities? Less than significant

hj Sewer or septic fanks? ' Less than significant

1) Waiter distribution/demand? Less than significant

i) Solid waste disposal? Potentially significant, mitigable

Public Seyvices - Discussion

Issues: This section evaluates project effects on fire and police protection services, schools, road maintenance and other
governmental services, utilities, including electric and natural gas, water and sewer service, and solid waste disposal.

Impact Evaluation Guidelines: The following may be identified as significant public services and facilities impacts:

e Creation of a substantial need for increased police department, fire department, road maintenance, or government
services staff or equipment.

e Generation of substantial numbers of students exceeding public school capacity where schools have been designated
as overcrowded,

» Inadequate water, sewage disposal, or utility facilities.

e Substantial increase in solid waste disposal to area sanitary andfills.
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Public Services - Existine Conditions and Project Impacts

The project site is located in an urban area where all public scrvices are available. In 2003, the City preparcd a General
Plan Update: 2030 Conditions, Trends, and Issues Report (CTI Report, September 2005) that examined existing
conditions associated with fire protection, police protection, library services, public facilities, governmental facilities,
electrical power. and natural gas. The CTT Report specifically analyzed whether there were deficiencies existing or
anticipated for each of the public services. The CTI report determined that police, fire protection services, and lbrary
services are being provided at acceptable levels to the City. In addition, the CTI Report determined thai electricity,
natural gas, telephone. and cable telecommunication services are being provided at acceptable service levels and utility
companies did not identify any deficiencies in providing service in the future. Finally, the CTI Report determined that
demand for City buiidings and facilities will continue to be affected by growth, although no appropriate/acceptable levels
of service have been established.

The City of Santa Barbara’s water supply comes from the following sources, with the actual share of each determined by
availability and level of customer demand: Lake Cachuma and Tecolote Tunnel, Gibraltar Reservoir and Mission Tunnel,
300 Acre Feet per Year (AFY) of contractual transfer from Montecito Water district, groundwater, State Water Project.
recycled water, and, under extreme conditions, desalination. Conservation and efficiency improvements are projected to
contribute to the supply by displacing demand that would otherwise have to be supplied by additional sources. In 1994,
based on the comprehensive review of the City’s water supply in the Long Term Water supply Alternatives Analysis
(LTWSAA), the City Council approved the Long Term Water Supply Program (LTWSP). The LTWSP outlines a
strategy to use the above sources to meet the projected demand of 17,900 AFY (including 1,500 AFY of demand
projected to be met with conservation) plus a 10 percent safety margin for a total of 19,700 AFY. Therefore, deducting
the projected demand met by conservation, the target for the amount of water the system will actually have to supply,
including the safety margin, is 18,200 AFY. With conservative assumptions reflecting current uncertainty about some
supplies, this value may be closer to 17,000 AFY, however demand is considerably lower than projected at this pomt than
what was projected in the LTWSP. The draft 2009 Water Supply Management Report documents an actval system
demand of 13,791 AFY compared to projected demand of 16,400 AFY in the LTWSP.

Most of the waste generated in the City is transported on a daily basis to seven landfills located around the County. The
County of Santa Barbara, which operates the landfills, has developed impact significance thresholds related to the impacts
of development on remaining landfill capacity. The County thresholds are based on the projected average solid waste
generation for Santa Barbara County from 1990-2005. The County assumes a 1.2% annual increase (approximately 4000
tons per year (TPY)) in solid waste generation over the 15-year period.

The County’s threshold for project specific impacts to the solid waste system is 196 tons per year (this figure represents
5% of the expected average annual increase in solid waste generation [4000 TPY]). Source reduction, recycling, and
composting can reduce a project’s waste stream by as much as 50%. If a proposed project generates 196 or more tons per
vear affer reduction and recycling efforts, impacts would be considered significant and unavoidable.

Proposed projects with a project specific impact as identified above (196 TPY or more) would also be considered
cumulatively significant, as the project specific threshold of significance is based on a cumulative growth scenario.
However, as landfill space is already extremely limited, any increase in solid waste of 1% or more of the expected average
annual increase in solid waste generation {4000 TPY], which equates to 40 TPY, is considered an adverse cumulative
impact.

9.a)  Fire Protection

The project would result in the construction of a larger facility than currently exists on the site. The project is not
anticipated to create a substantial increase in demand on fire protection services. The proposed project impacts related to
fire protection would be less than significant because fire protection services are adequate to serve the increase in
development in the City.

9.b)  Police Protection

The project would result in the construction of a larger facility than currently exists on the site. The project is not
anticipated to create a substantial increase in demand on police protection services. The proposed project impacts related
to police services would be less than significant because police services are currently adequate and would be provided at
acceptable levels.

9.¢) Schools

The project would result in the construction of a larger facility than currently exists in an area that is served by the Santa
Barbara Elementary and High School Districts for elementary and high school. None of the school districts in the South
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Coast have been designated "overcrowded" as defined by California State law. Schoo! impact fees would be collected
from the project in accordance with State law. The proposed project impacts to schools would be less than significant

because the project has the potential to generate a small increase in students; however, not to a degree that would impact
area schools.

9.d &e)Public Facilities, Roads and Other Governmental Services

The project would result in the construction of a larger facility than currently exists in an area that would be served by
existing roads, public facilities and governmental services. The proposed project impacts would be less than significant

because the project is not anticipated to create a substantial increase in demand for roads, public facilities or governmental
Services,

9.1) Electric Power or Natural Gas

The project would result in the construction of a larger facility than currently exists in an area already being served by
Southern California Edison and Southern California Gas Company. The City’s Municipal Code requires new development
to be consistent with Title 22 in an effort to conserve energy. The proposed project impacts to electric power and natural
gas would be less than significant becanse supplies of electricity and natural gas are adequate and services are available to
the project site,

9.2)  Water treatment or distribution facilities

The project would result in the construction of a larger facility than currently exists on the project site. The City water
treatment and distribution facilities are adequate to meet the moderate increase in demand of this project. The proposed
project impacts on water treatment and distribution fagilities would be less than significant because there is sufficient
capacity at the wastewater treatment facility to treat the additional increment in water demand and there are adequate
water supply lines at the property line that can be extended onto the property to serve the proposed development.

9.h) Sewer

The exasting sewer generation at the site is approximately 1.44 AFY. The estimated net new sewer generation for the
proposed development is 5.52 AFY (Exhibit N). The El Estero Treatment Plant is designed to treat the wastewater from a
population of 104,000, a higher population than is now served. The maximum capacity of the Treatment Plant is 11
million gallons per day, with current average daily flow 8.0 MGD. The proposed project impacts on the City’s sewer
system and sewage treatment plant would be less than significant because the increased sewage generated can be
accommodated by the existing City sewer system and sewage treatment plant.

9.1) Water Demand

The existing water demand at the site is approximately 5.25 AFY. The proposed project’s estimated net new water
demand is 4.74 AFY, based on the residential and medical office demand factors in the City’s Water Demand Factor and
Conservation Study "User's Guide" Document No. 2 (Exhibit N). The proposed project impacts on the City water supply,
treatment, and distribution facilities would be less than significant because the water demand is well within the estimates
of the projected available supplies of the Long Term Water Supply Program. With the implementation of the

recommmended mitigation measure to use recycled water for irrigation, the proposed project impacts would be further
reduced. :

9.0 Solid Waste Generation/ Disposal

Long-Term (Operational). The project would result in the construction of a new medical facility, which is estimated to
generate approximately 42 TPY of net new solid waste (Exhibit N). The proposed project impacts on solid waste
generation would be less than significant because the amount generated would be less than the threshold of 196 TPY.
With application of source reduction, reuse, and recycling, landfill disposal of solid waste could be further reduced to
approximately 21 TPY.

Short-Tenn (Demeolition and Construction). It is anticipated that the project would generate an estimated 1,830 tons
of construction waste. Revised solid waste generation thresholds and guidelines were adopted by the County of Santa
Barbara in October 2008.  According to the County’s thresholds of significance, any construction, demolition or
remodeling project of a commercial, industrial or residential development that is projected to create more than 350 tons of
construction and demolition debris is considered to have a significant impact on solid waste generation and a solid waste
management plan 1s required. Although the 350-ton threshold has not been formally adopted by the City, the proposed
project impacts to short-term solid waste generation and disposal would be potentially significant, mitigable because the
amount generated would be more than the 350-ton threshold.
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With the implementation of the mitigation measure requiring that a minimum of 90% of demolition and construction
material be recycled or reused, which exceeds the County's recommendation of a 50% reduction short-term waste
disposal, impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level.

Public Services - Recommended Mitigation

PS-1  Recycled Water. Recycled water shall be used for irrigation purposes.

Public Services — Reguired Mitication

PS-2  Demolition/Construction Materials Recycling, Recycling and/or reuse of demolition/construction materials
shall be carried out to the extent feasible. and not less than 75% of all construction and demolition material shall be
recycled through the use of a city permitted hauler. Containers shall be provided on site for that purpose, in order to
minimize construction-generated waste conveyed to the landfill. Indicate on the plans the location of a container of
sufficient size to handle the materials, subject to review and approval by the City Solid Waste Specialist, for coliection of
demolition/construction materials. A minimum of 90% of demolition and construction materials shall be recycled or
reused. Fvidence shall be submitted at each inspection to show that recycling and/or reuse goals are being met.

- Public Services - Residual Impacts

Less than significant.

10. RECREATION NO YES
Could the project: Level of Significance
a) Increase the demand for neighborhood or regional parks or Less than significant

other recreational facilities?

b} Affect existing parks or other public recreational facilities? Less than significant

Recreation - Discussion

Issues: Recreational issues are associated with increased demand for recreational facilities, or loss or impacts to existing
recreational facilities.

Impact Evaluation Guidelines: Recreation impacts may be significant if they result in:

o Substantial increase in demand for park and recreation facilities in an area under-served by existing public park
and recreation facilities.

e Substantial loss or interference with existing park space or other public recreational facilities such as hiking,
cycling, or horse trails.

Recreation — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts

Currently within the City there are more than 1,800 acres of natural open space, park land and other recreational facilities.
In addition, there are 28 tennis courts, 2 public outdoor swimming pools, beach volleyball courts, sport fields, lawn
bowling greens, a golf course, 13 community buildings and a major skateboard facility. The City also offers a wide

variety of recreational programs for peopie of all ages and abilities in sports, various classes, tennis, aquatics and cultural
arts,

The National Recreation and Park Association (NRPA) established park service area standards for various types of parks,
The NRPA standards have not been adopted by the City; however, the standards do provide a useful tool for assessing
park space needs. The CTI Report determined that, based on NRPA standards, there is an uneven distribution of parkiand
in the City, such that some areas of the City may corrently be underserved with neighborhood and community parks, but
overall the City has adequate passive, community, beach, regional, open space, and sports facility parks.

10.2 & b) Recreational Demand and Existing Recreational Facilities

The expansion of the existing medical facility and the increase from five occupied residential units to six would create a
small incremental increase in demand for park and recreational opportunities in the general area. As indicated above, the
City of Santa Barbara has ample parkland and recreational facilities, in the project area.
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The proposed project could introduce additional residents into the Oak Park neighborhood of the City of Santa Rarbara,
Oak Park is located across West Junipero Street, within walking distance from the project site. In addition, residents
would have access to other community, beach, regional, open space and sports facility parks, and all City recreation
programs. The proposed project impact on the demand for park and recreational facilities would be less than significant
because the City has ample parkland and recreational facilities.

The proposed project impact on existing facilities would be less than significant because the short-term construction and
long-term operation of the project would not interfere with the use or enjoyment of existing parks or recreational facilities.

Recreation - Mitigation

No mitigation is required.

Recreation — Residuad Impacts

Less than significant.

HL. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION NO YES
Could the project result in: Level of Signiﬁcahce

a) Increased vehicle trips? Less than significant
b) Hazards to safety from design features (e.g. sharp curves, Less than significant
. inadequate sight distance or dangerous intersections)?

¢) Inadequate emergency access or access to nearby uses? Less than significant
d) Insufficient parking capacity on-site or off-site? Less than significant
€) Hazards or basriers for pedestrians or bicyclists? Less than significant

Transportation - Discussion

Issues: Transportation issues include traffic, access, circulation, safety, and parking. Vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian, and
transit modes of transportation are all considered, as well as emergency vehicle access. The City General Plan Circulation
Element contains policies addressing circulation, traffic, and parking in the City.

Impact Evaluation Guidelines: A proposed project may have a significant irhpact on traffic/ circulation/ parking if it
would:

Vehicle Traffic

» Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and street system capacity {see.
tratfic thresholds below).

e Cause insufficiency in transit system.

o Conflict with the Congestion Management Plan (CMP) or Circulation Element or other adopted plan or policy
pertaining t¢ vehicle or transit systems.

Circulation and Traffic Safety

¢ Create potential hazards due to addition of traffic to a roadway that has design features (e.g., narrow width, roadside
ditches, sharp curves, poor sight distance, inadequate pavement structure) or that supports uses that would be
incompatible with substantial increases in traffic.

e Diminish or reduce safe pedestrian and/or bicyele circulation.
e Result in inadequate emergency access on-site or to nearby uses.
Parking
® Result in insufficient parking capacity for the projected amount of automobiles and bicycles.

Traffic Thresholds of Significance: The City uses Levels of Service (1.OS) “A” through “F” to describe operating
conditions at signalized intersections in terms of volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratios, with LOS A {0.50-0.60 V/iC)
representing free flowing conditions and LOS F (0.90+ V/C) describing conditions of substantial delay. The City General
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Plan Circulation Flement establishes the goal for City intersections to not exceed LOS C (0.70-0.80 V/C).

For purposes of environmental assessment, LOS C at .77 V/C 1s the threshold Level of Service against which impacts are
measured. An intersection is considered “impacted” if the volume to capacity ratio is greater than 0.77 V/C.

Project-Specific Significant Impact: A project-specific significant impact results when:
(a) Project peak-hour traffic would cause a signalized intersection to exceed (.77 V/C, or

(b} The V/C of an intersection already exceeding 0.77 V/C would be increased by 0.01 (1%) or more as a result of project
peak-hour trattic.

For non-signalized intersections, delay-time methodology is utilized in evaluating impacts.

Significant Cumulative Contribution: A project would result in a significant contribution to cumulative tratfic impacts
when:

(a) Project peak-hour traffic together with other cumulative traffic from existing and reasonably foreseeable
pending projects would cause an intersection to exceed 0.77 V/C, or

(b) Project would contribute traffic to an intersection already exceeding 0.77 V/C.

Transportation — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts
1il.a}y TFraffic

Long-Term Traflic

A Traffic Assessment prepared for the proposed project by Associated Transportation Engineers is incorporated by
reference (Exhibit O) and summarized below. The study included anticipated growth in Cancer Center staff and patient
services to account for future population growth in the area. A 1% per year growth factor was assumed for a S-year
period. Based on Cancer Center data for 2008, the 5% growth equates to 6 new employees and a total of 219 patients per
year. The 5% growth in staff and patients is expected to generate 3 a.m. peak hour automobile trips, 6 p.m. peak hour
automobile trips and 53 average daily automobile trips. The analysis included a study of the traffic that would be shifted
from the Cottage Hospital location to the new Cancer Center facility. It concluded that this would result in a shift of 267
average daily automobile trips and 16 a.m. and 32 p.m. peak hour trips from Cottage Hospital to the new facility.

The distribution and impact analysis is based on the City’s practice of following five peak hour vehicle trips or more
through project study area intersections. This provides a statistical certainty that additional project generated traffic at
critical intersections would occur on a day-to-day basis. Once the peak hour trips are distributed from the project site onto
the City street network, the proposed project is not expected to add five or more trips to any intersections in the study
area. This is due to the minimal amount of trips generated by the project. The proposed project impact to long-term

traffic would be less than significant because City intersection Levels of Service would not be impacted by development
of this project.

Short-Term Construction Traffic

Project construction is anticipated to take approximately 160 weeks (3 years) to complete from the commencement of
demolition of structures through building construction and landscaping. The project would generate construction-related
traffic that would occur over the construction period and would vary depending on the stage of coustruction.

The proposed project impact to short-term construction traffic would be less than significant because of temporary
construction traffic is generally considered an adverse but not significant impact and given the traffic levels in the area.
With standard conditions of approval regarding restrictions on the hours permitted for construction trips and approval of
routes for construction traffic, the impacts would be further reduced.

1i.b,c) Access/ Circulation/ Safety

The proposed project would change the access to the project site. Currently, primary vehicular access fo the project site is
from the main driveway at the Cancer Center facility on West Pueblo Street. Three additional driveways are located on
West Pueblo Street and four driveways are located on West Junipero Street. The proposed project would reduce the
number of driveways to just one on ﬁ,ach street. "E‘Em main deiveway entrance 16 the Cancer Center will continue (o be on
W Puehlo Streer, The secondary entrance on W, Juniners Street will be ysed ovlmarily by emplovees, residents and for
deliverion, and not patients, E__Em-amu.;. s0me um}imwb will continue fo vse the W, Puehlo Street entrance,  The proposed
project impacts associated with vehicular access, circulation and safety would be less than significant because the
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elimination of the driveways would reduce the vehicular and pedestrian conflicts in the area and the proposed changes
have been reviewed and found to be adequate by the City’s Public Works, Transportation Division and Fire Departments.

ii.d} Parking

A Parking Assessment report prepared for the proposed project by Associated Transportation Engineers is incorporated by
reference (Exhibit P) and summarized below. The project would result in the construction of a medical facility and
residential units that would require parking. A new parking structure with 169 spaces would be constructed. Three
additional uncovered spaces would be located in a parking area behind 601 West Junipero Street. The Zoning Ordinance
requirernent for the medical office component of the project is 160 parking spaces. (one space per 250 square feet with a
30% reduction for building complexes over 50.000 square feet) and the requirement for the residential component is seven
spaces (utilizing the 50% reduction for mixed-use developments) for a total of 167 parking spaces. The report states that
the estimated parking demand for the proposed project would range between 133 and 154 parking spaces, based on an
assumption of a 1 % per year growth factor for a five-year period.

The proposed project impacts related to parking supply and demand would be less than significant because the project

would provide five more parking spaces than is required by the Zoning Ordinance and more spaces than the estimated
demand.

il.e) Pedestrians/Bicyclists

Additional bicycle parking spaces would be provided onsite and the proposed project would result in a reduction of curb
cuts along both West Pueblo and West Junipero Streets. The proposed project impacts associated with pedestrian and
bicyele circulation would be less than significant because the project would reduce the number of curb cuts resulting in
the potential for less conflict between vehicle, bicyclists and pedestrians in the area.

Transportation - Mitigation
No mitigation is required.

Transportation - Residual Impact

Less than significant.

12. WATER ENVIRONMENT NO YES
Could the project result in: Level of Significance
a) Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and Less than significant
amount of surface runoff?
b) Exposure of people or property to water related hazards such Less than significant
as flooding?
) Discharge into surface waters? ' Less than significant
d) Change in the quantity, quality, direction or rate of flow of ' 7 Less than significant

ground waters?

e) Increased storm water drainage”? Less than significant

Water — Discussion

Issues: Water resources issues include changes in offsite drainage and infiltration/groundwater recharge; storm water
runoff and flooding; and water quality.

Impact Evaluation Guidelines: A significant impact would result from:

Water Resources and Drainage

e Substantially changing the amount of surface water in any water body or the quantity of groundwater recharge.

e Substantially changing the drainage pattern or creating a ‘substantially increased amount or rate of surface water
runoff that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned drainage and storm water systems.
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Flooding
¢ Locating development within 100-year flood hazard areas; substantially altering the course or flow of flood
waters or otherwise exposing people or property to substantial flood hazard.
Water

& Su stanhdl discharge of sediment or pollutants into surface water or groundwater, or otherwise degrading water
quality, including temperature, dissolved oxygen, or turbidity.

Water Resources — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts

The City and State require that onsite capture, retention, and treatment of storm water be incorporated into the design of
the project. Pursuant to the City’s Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP) and the NPDES General Permit for Storm
Water Diischarges. the City requires that any increase in storm water runoff (based on a 25-year storm event) be retained
onsite and that projects be designed to capture and treat the calculated amount of runoff from the project site for a one-
inch storm event, over a 24-hour period,

12.a & e) Permeability and Drainage

‘The proposed project would result in changes to the existing drainage pattern on the project site. A Preliminary Drainage
Report prepared for the proposed project by Penfield & Smith is incorporated by reference (Exhibit () and summarized
below. Storm water runoff would be collected by roof and area drains and a network of storm drainage pipes. Prior to
entering the pipe network, much of the runoff would flow over landscape and pervious surfaces. The majority of the
paved surface would be made up of pre-cast permeable pavers to maximize the pervious areas. Volume reduction is
addressed using an infiltration basin, dry wells, and permeable pavers.

The design would decrease creek bank erosion by eliminating the three existing 87 cast iron pipes that currently extend
out of the existing creek bank and discharge directly into the creek. The tributary areas that currently flow to these pipes
would be redirected to the proposed infiltration basin along West Pueblo Street.

There is an off-site parcel (APN 025-090-009), not owned by the Cancer Center, that contributes runoff to the project site.

The run-off from this area would be collected in an on-site drain and conveyed via p1pe directly to the back of the existing
curb inlet in West Paeblo Street,

The proposed project impacts regarding drainage would be less than significant because the post-project improvements
would not increase the storm water runoff or the peak storm water volume from the site and the design of the proposed

project would meet the volume discharge requirements of the City’s Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP) and the
NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges.

12.b) Flooding

‘The project site is subject to flooding from Mission Creek. A new base flood elevation was recently approved per
Conditional Letter of Map Revision approved by FEMA on December 19, 2008 (Case No. 08-09-0424R). This study
analyzes the overflow from Mission Creck and the drainage culvert that was constructed in Junipero Street and Oak Park
Lane as part of the nearby Cottage Hospital improvements. Upon completion of the Cottage Hospital project, the hospital
will apply to FEMA for a permanent flood map change consistent with the CLOMR. The 100-year storm event Base
Flood Elevations (BFE’s) shown on the proposed drainage plan are based on this new base flood elevation. However,
since the new base flood elevations are not yet effective, the finish floor elevations for all proposed new habitable
structurcs would be required to be above the effective base flood elevation at the time of construction. The proposed

parking structure would include flood proofing measures because some areas would be at an elevation below the base
flood elevation. :

The proposed project impacts related to flooding would be Jess than significant because the flooding potential would not
change following project occupancy, nor would the project substantially alter the course or flow of floodwaters.

12.¢} Surface Water Quality

Construction: Project grading activities create the potential for temporary, incremental and localized erosion,
sedimentation, and fuel and oils released from construction equipment that could affect water quality. Numerous federal,
state and local regulatory programs have been established to minimize impacts to water quality resulting from
construction operations. All construction equipment shall be maintained, inspected and leaks repaired, and spill clean-up

equipment would be available on the szte during construction to eusure that hazardous materials are not permitted to
impact surface waters,
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The proposed project impacts related to surface water quality during construction would be Jess than significant because
the potential for contamination is imited. Compliance with applicable regulations will further reduce the potential for the
proposed project to result in short-term construction-related water quality impacts.

Operations: The post construction project will consist of a new medical facility, parking structure, residential wnits and
landscaping. Runoff from the project site during operations could include urban contaminants such as pesticides, cleaning
supplies, automobile fluids, fuels and fertilizers. Filtering of storm water is proposed using vegetated swales and
permeable pavement. A vegetated swale filter is proposed for treating runoff from the main Cancer Center facility roof
and parking structure prior to conveying it to the infiltration basin. Smaller landscaped swales are proposed to capture
and treat runoff from the roof surfaces of the mostly residential structures along West Junipero Street. Runoff from these
areas would be conveyed to drywells. In some areas, multiple methods of storm water filtering would be applied prior to
discharge from the site.

The proposed project impacts related to surface water quality during long term operations would be less than significant
because the project would be designed to treat storm water through the use of vegetated swales.

12.d) Ground Water Quality

Runoff of pollutants from parking areas or other hardscape could degrade ground water quality. The proposed project
impacts related to ground water quality would be less than significant because the proposed project would be required to
comply with standard City best management practices (BMPs) to improve water quality.

Water Resources — Mitigation
No mitigation is required. .

Water Resources — Residual Impact

Less than significant.
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MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. YES | NO

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially X
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildfire population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal comrmunity, 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?

by Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term, X
environmental goals?

c) Does the project have potential impacts that are individually Hmited, but cunmlatively X
considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental effects of a project
are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of
other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?

d) Does the project have potential environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse X
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

a. As discussed in Section 3 (Biological Resources). with the implementation of required mitigation measures, the
project would not reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildfire population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal.  As discussed in Section 4 (Cultural Resources), with the implementation of required
mitigation measures, the project would not eliminate or impact important prehistoric or historic resources.

b. As discussed in Sections 1 through 12 of this Initial Study, the project, as mitigated, would not result in
significant short- or long-term environmental impacts.

c. Sections 1 through 12 of this Initial Study consider potential cumulative impacts to environmental resources. As
discussed in these sections, the project, as mitigated, would not result in any significant, cumulative impacts on the
environment because the project contribution to cumulative impacts would not be considerable.

d. As discussed in Sections 1 through 12 of this Initial Study, no significant effects on humans (direct or indirect)
would occur as a result of this project as mitigated. All potentially significant impacts related to air quality, biological
resources, cultural resources, hazards, noise, and public services can be mitigated to a less than significant level. In
addition, mitigation measures are recommended to further reduce adverse but Iess than significant impacts associated with
geophysical conditions and public services.

INITIAL STUDY CONCLUSION

On the basis of this initial evaluation it has been determined that with identified mitigation measures agreed-to by the

applicant, potentially significant impacts would be avoided or reduced to less than significant levels. A Mitigated
Negative Declaration will be prepared.

[ o
Case Planner/Initial Study Preparer: ;{ﬁ(»f}\ & m,g Kathleen Kennedy. Associate Planner

Environmental Analyst:

Date: S’j ;‘t‘jr! SO0

Michael Berman

EXHIBITS:

A, Project Plans

B. Project Description Letter and Construction Phasing Program

C. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP)

D, Architectural Board of Review Minutes, December 1, 2008

E. URBEMIS 2807 Version 9.2.4 Results

F. Air Quality Assessment of Construction Emissions prepared by Dudek, July 2609
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Biological Resources Summary prepared by DBudek, May 31, 2009
Conceptual Riparian Revegetation Plan prepared by Dudek, June 2009
Tree Protection Plan and Addendum prepared by Duke McPherson, April 12 & August 17, 2009

- om @

Historic Structures Report prepared by Shelley Bookspan, Ph.D., September 21, 2009

?{

Seils Engineering and Engineering Geology Report prepared by Earth Systems Pacific, May 14, 2009
Updated Creek Stability Analysis prepared by Questa, April 9, 2009

il
s
b

Environmental Neise Study Report prepared by Dudek, June 25, 2009

Utility Demand Calcuolations Worksheet

Traffic Assessment prepared by Associated Transportation Engineers, April 16, 2009
Parking Assessment prepared by Associated Transportation Engineers, April 8, 2009
Preliminary Drainage Report prepared by Penfield & Smith, April 6, 2009

"o ® O ZE

Respopse to Comments

The following document was also used in the preparation of this Initial Study:
Phase I Archaeological Resources Report prepared by David Stone, M.A., September 2009
LIST OF SOURCES USED IN PREPARATION OF THIS INITIAL STUDY

The following sources used in the preparation of this Initial Study are located at the Community Development
Department, Planning Division, 630 Garden Street, Santa Barbara and are available for review upon request.

General Sources/Documents
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) & CEQA Guidelines

Greneral Plan Circulation Element

General Plan Conservation Element

1995 Housing Element

General Plan Iand Use Element

General Plan Noise Element w/appendices

General Plan Map

General Plan Seismic Safety/Safety Element

Geology Assessment for the City of Santa Barbara
Institute of Traffic Engineers Parking Generation Manual
Institute of Traffic Engineers Trip Generation Manual
Local Coastal Plan (Main)

Master Environmental Aséessment

Parking Design Standards

Santa Barbara Municipal Code & City Charter
Special District Map

Uniform Building Code as adopted by City

Zoning Ordinance & Zoning Map
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540 W. PUEBLO STREET, CANCER CENTER OF SANTA BARBARA

FINAL MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

MAY 27,2010
INTRODUCTION:

An Initial Study was prepared for the 540 W. Pueble Street, Cancer Center of Santa
Barbara project because the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that an
environmental assessment of the proposed project be provided. The environmental analysis
determined that the proposed project could potentially have significant adverse impacts related
to air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, hazards, noise, and public services;
however, mitigation measures described in the Initial Study and agreed to by the applicant
would reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels. In addition, recommended
‘mitigation measures were identified to further reduce less than significant impacts associated
with geophysical conditions and public services issues.

A Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) was prepared for the proposed project, and a
public review period was held from April 15 to May 17, 2010. Comment letters were received
from the following agencies and members of the public during the comment period:

L. State of California, Department of Transportation (Caltrans)

2 Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (APCD)
3. The Oaks Parent-Child Workshop
4

Paula Westbury

On May 13, 2010 the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing to accept testimony
regarding the Draft MND. No members of the public provided verbal comments at the hearing.

Responses to the comments received from the public and the Planning Commission regarding
the Draft MND are provided below, and the comment letters received are attached.

The purpose of this document is to respond to specific comments received pertaining to

environmental issues in the Draft MND. While letters of general support or opposition to the

project are acknowledged and included in this document for the record, no formal response is -
provided. In addition, comments received not related to the environmental issues outlined in

the Draft MND, such as land use issues and social or fiscal impacts of the project, are outside

the scope and not addressed in this document. However, all comments will be forwarded to the

Planning Commission for consideration.

EXHIBIT F




540 W, Pueblo Street, Cancer Center of Santa Barbara
Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, Response to Comments
May 27, 2010

Page 2 of 10

Letter No. 1
Caltrans
April 21, 2010

I-1.

1-2.

1-4.

Comment: Project could shift traffic onto West Pueblo Street and West Junipero Street.
Response: The traffic patterns to access the proposed Cancer Center would be nearly identical
as the access to the two existing separate sites. The project’s purpose is to consolidate the
Cancer Center’s activities by moving the functions that occur approximately two and a half
blocks away at 300 W. Pucblo and 2320 Bath Street to the expanded facility at 540 W. Pueblo
Street. The main driveway entrance to the Cancer Center will continue to be on W. Pueblo St.
The secondary entrance on W. Junipero St. will be used primarily by emplovees, residents and
for deliveries, although some employees will continue to use the W. Pueblo St. entrance.
Peak traffic is not expected to increase and should actually decrease throughout the day due to
the elimination of travel between the two sites.

Comment: Operational changes were not studied at key intersections or the driveway
entrances.

Response: Traffic operations associated with the Cancer Center would be nearly identical as
with the existing sites, Traffic accessing the area would use the same existing routes and
intersections.  Currently, both inpatient and outpatient radiation oncology take place at the
existing Cottage Hospital location. With the expansion of space at the 540 W. Pueblo Street -
location, the outpatient radiation oncology will be relocated there, with inpatient care remaining
at Cottage Hospital. The project would abandon the 2,568 square feet medical office at 2320
Bath Street. This is not all Cancer Center space because they share the use with overflow from
the PET scan services and PET mammography performed by Cottage Hospital. These services
will move into Cottage Hospital. The traffic analysis performed on the proposed project
included the consolidation of services along with a projected 5% growth from a potential
expanding area population base. The resulting traffic of 3 peak A.M. trips and 6 peak P.M.
trips was then assigned to the road network per the project trip distribution percentages shown
in the traffic assessment’s Table 4. Consequently, all eleven of the identified traffic analysis
intersections would expect to experience less than 5 additional trips associated with future
population growth and therefore, no impacts are anticipated.

See driveway discussion in response 1-4 below. The proposed driveway configuration is
similar to the existing configuration.

Comment: Traftic assessment did not address the project’s impacts to the Caltrans existing
substandard level of service at the U.S. 101 NB off-ramp/Calle Real/West Pueblo intersection;
Response: Sce response 1-2 above. The project is not expected to substantially impact this or
any intersection. '

Comment: No queuing analysis was performed due to a single driveway and traffic shift.

Response: A queuing analysis is unnecessary. The Cancer Center will continue to receive
vehicles through two driveways, one off W. Junipero Street and one off W. Pueblo Street, The
main driveway entrance to the Cancer Center will continue to be on W. Pueblo St. The
secondary entrance on W. Junipero St. will be used primarily by employees, residents and for
deliveries, although some employees will continue to use the W. Pueblo St. entrance. The
driveways that are being removed along W. Junipero Street are primarily associated with
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I-5.

existing residential units located on lots that were acquired by the Cancer Center to allow for
the project expansion. The driveways that are being removed along W. Pueblo Street are
associated with existing structures that are to be removed. The W. Pueblo Street access will
improve by moving approximately 135 feet further east on W. Pueblo Street, increasing the
distance from the stop controlled intersection at Calle Real and W. Pueblo Street. Because the
Cancer Center will continue to have two driveways, retain area traffic patterns associated with
the Cancer Center, and introduce little expected additional traffic, no queuing analysis is
necessary. Also, removal of driveways will decrease roadway friction due to the reduction of
vehicle conflicts on both W. Junipero and W. Pueblo Streets.

Comment: The environmental document did not discuss the potential benefit of highway
improvements being evaluated in Project Study Report (PSR) for Cottage Hospital.

Response: The PSR is not yet underway. However, the City submitted to Caltrans a Project
Initiation Document the week of April 19, 2010, which is the first step in the process to
evaluate feasibility of Highway 101 access improvements for the Cottage Hospital area. A
PSR will be compiled to determine project feasibility, which could take until mid 2011 to early
2012. If a viable solution is determined and constructed, access and circulation to the Cancer
Center, Cottage Hospital, and the surrounding neighborhoods would improve.
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Letter No. 2

Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (APCD)
May 17, 2010

2-1.

2-2.

Comment: a) Please specify how the mitigated carbon dioxide quantity will be achieved. b)
Delete the section regarding the comparison between the project’s carbon dioxide emissions
and the carbon dioxide emissions of the State of California.

Response:  a) Reductions in carbon dioxide quantity would be achieved through
implementation of the mitigation measure requiring carpooling for construction workers,

- through the provision of adequate parking and through compliance with the State’s Building

Energy Efficiency Standards. In addition, the project site is located in close proximity to public
transit. b) The Initial Study has been revised accordingly.

Comment: The MND should include quantification of the emissions for all proposed
equipment that would require APCD permits, comparison of emissions totals to air quality
thresholds, and mitigation as needed. A diesel generator would also require the Inclusion of a
Health Risk Assessment in the MND.

Response: Equipment that requires an APCD permit is not anticipated. A diesel emergency
generator would not be installed onsite.

Comment: Suggested conditions regarding APCD permits/PERP certificates; asbestos; idiing
of trucks; paving activities; and greenhouse gases.

Response: See response 2-2 regarding APCD permits. The Final MND includes a mitigation
measure regarding asbestos (AQ-1, page 11). The Final MND includes a mitigation measure
regarding idling of trucks (AQ-18, page 12). Comment noted regarding the paving activities.
The proposed project is required to increase energy efficiency per the State’s Building Energy
Efficiency Standards. The proposed project is required to recycle construction and operational
waste. Additional landscaping is proposed including shade trees.
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Letter No. 3
The Oaks Parent-Child Workshop
May 12, 2010

3-1.

Comment: The main concern is the potential increase of traffic entering and exiting onto W.
Junipero Street from the Cancer Center driveway. The comment states that the applicant has
assured The Oaks that the W. Junipero St. driveway will be used primarily by employees and
delivery trucks and that the new entrance design will encourage patients to enter and exit on W.
Pucblo St. rather than W. Junipero St. by umplementing the following: 1) new signage to
encourage patrons to use the W. Pueblo St. driveway; 2) installation of an automated gated arm
at the parking structure requiring employees to use a card; and 3) the curb between the Cancer
Center and The Oaks driveway on W. Junipero St. will be painted red so that better visibility
would be provided for vehicles entering and exiting the site.

Response: The main driveway entrance to the Cancer Center will continue to be on W. Pucblo
Street. The secondary entrance on W. Junipero Street will be used primarily by employees,
residents and for deliveries, although some employees will continue to use the W. Pueblo Street
entrance. This has been clarified in the project description section (page 2) and Transportation
section (page 28) of the proposed Final Initial Study/ Mitigated Negative Declaration. Staff
supports the use of an automated gated arm at the entrance/exit to the parking garage on the W.
Junipero Street side in order to discourage patients from using the W. Junipero Street driveway.
The painting of curbs, indicating no parking or Joading zones, must be evaluated after Cancer
Center operations have commenced and after a request to the City Traffic Operations Division
for operational review and decision by the Traffic Engineer.
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Letter No. 4
Paula Westbury
May 10, 2010

4-1.  Comment: The handwritten comments are unintelligible.
Response: No response necessary.
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The following comments regarding the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration were
provided by the Planning Commission.

PC-1

PC-2

PC-3

PC-4

PC-5

PC-6

Comment: The change in the traffic pattern is not adequately analyzed. There is a concern
about increases in traffic, a shift of traffic to W. Junipero St., through traffic, impacts to
Mission Street intersections, queuing and the impact on the other uses there, including Oak
Park, the Oaks Parent-Child Workshop, and Mission Tcrrace Also, please address the issues in
the Caltrans letter.

Response: Traffic operations to access the proposed Cancer Center would be virtually
identical as the access to the two existing separate sites. Traffic accessing the area would use
the same existing routes and intersections. The main driveway entrance to the Cancer Center
will continue to be on W. Pueblo St. The secondary entrance on W. Junipero St. will be used
primarily by employees, residents and for deliveries, although some employees will continue to
use the W. Pueblo St. entrance. This has been further clarified on page 28 of the proposed
Final Initial Study/ Mitigated Negative Declaration. Because there will be no increase in
traffic, impacts on other uses in the area are not anticipated. The traffic analysis did not
identify impacts to the Mission Street intersections because no increase in traffic was found.
See Letter No. 3 above regarding the Qaks Parent- Chﬂd Workshop. See Letter No. 1 above for
responses to the Caltrans letter.

Comment: There is a need to look at alternatives such as mass transit, parking at Cottage
Hospital, and alternative schedules.

Response: No significant traffic impacts are identified or anticipated as a result of the project.
Mass transit, off-site parking and alternative scheduling may be considered to enhance the
project but are not required environmental mitigations.

Comment: The analysis in the MND traffic section needs to factor in Cottage Hospital
improvements.

Response: Because the prepared traffic analysis clearly identified that no significant project
specific or cumulative impacts are anticipated, no additional analysis is required.

Comment: Crosswalks on West Junipero would not be allowed because it is a hospital
ambulance route.

Response: Crosswalks may be located at intersections even when they are along a primary
emergency route. Crosswalks have not been proposed for this location because existing
pedestrian volumes do not meet warrants for the inclusion of crosswalks. However, they will
be added if future measured pedestrian volumes warrant inclusion,

Comment: How will the project benefit from the improvements proposed in the Project Study
Report (PSR)?

Response: Sce response 1-5 above. PSR proposed enhancements would likely improve area
access.

Comment: What would the incremental and cumulative traffic impacts of this project be?
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PC-7

PC-8

PC-9

Response: As stated in the proposed Final Initial Study/ Mitigated Negative Declaration, the
Tratfic Assessment prepared for the proposed project concludes that the project would result in
a shift of 267 average daily automobile trips and 16 a.m. and 32 p.m. peak hour trips from
Cottage Hospital to the new facility and that the proposed project impact to long-term traffic
would be less than significant because City intersection Levels of Service would not be
impacted by development of this project. Because the project does not make a substantial
contribution (project impacts are less than significant) to existing, approved and future traffic
volumes, project cumulative traffic impacts would be less than significant.

Comment: What is the traffic plan for bringing in construction trucks?

Response: A traffic control plan is required to be submitted prior to the issuance of a building
/public works permit, as specified in the City of Santa Barbara Traffic Control Guidelines.
Traffic Control Plans are subject to approval by the Public Works Director/Transportation
Manager. Given the project’s location, it is anticipated that trucks accessing and leaving the
site would use Pugblo and Junipero Streets exiting and entering Highway 101.

Comment: Since the site is over parked, will this result in more cars and traffic?

Response: As discussed in the proposed Final Initial Study/ Mitigated Negative Declaration,
the Parking Assessment report concludes that the estimated parking demand for the proposed
project would range between 133 and 154 parking spaces, which is less than the proposed
number of parking spaces. As a result, the proposed project impacts related to parking demand
would be less than significant because the project includes more spaces than the estimated
demand. Parking demand is primarily a function of the land-use draw. Studies show that
traffic and parking demand can be reduced where available alternative transportation modes
exist and parking is limited. However, providing more parking will not create more cars or
traffic than the total demand created by the land use.

Comment: [s it reasonable to assume that carpooling required as construction mitigation would
be implemented?

Response: It is reasonable to assume that some carpooling will occur. The applicant may find
it necessary to use an off-site location for construction worker parking because there may be
limited space on site during construction activities; therefore, carpooling from the off-site
location would occur.

PC-10 Comment: Should a larger sound wall be required during construction, similar to the one used

at a well project at the Santa Barbara High School?

Response: As stated in the proposed Final Initial Study/ Mitigated Negative Declaration, the
mstallation of a temporary 8 to 10 foot high plywood construction wall around the construction
site would reduce the noise impact on the adjacent pre-school to a less than significant level.
The applicant has stated that the wall would be 10 feet in height adjacent to the Oaks Parent-
Child Workshop and elsewhere, where it would be necessary for noise or dust control. It would
be 8 feet in height in areas where less sensitivity exists. The Planning Commission could
require a higher wall as a condition of approval; however. it would not be a required mitigation
measure because the 8 to 10 foot high wall reduced the impact to a less than significant level.




540 W. Pueblo Street, Cancer Center of Santa Barbara
Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, Response to Comments
May 27,2010

Page 9 of 10

PC-11

PC-12

PC-13

It 1s expected that the 10-foot high sound wall constructed with minimum 5/8 inch thick
plywood, installed with no gaps between sheets and no spacing below the wall, would deliver
approximately 10 dBA attenuation. With the specified minimum 5/8-inch thick plywood noise
barrier much more sound would travel over the top of the wall than through the wall, so
increasing the wall material density provides little. if any, additional sound attenuation. As a
general rule, it is estimated that once a noise barrier reaches about 10 feet in height. there is
about a 1 dBA reduction per each additional 2 feet of wall height. Therefore, a 12-foot high
noise barrier would be expected to deliver a total of approximately 11 dBA attenuation.

Comment: What would be the construction noise impacts on patients and employees at the
Cancer Center?

Respense: The mitigation measure requiring that a temporary 8 to 10 foot high plywood
construction wall be installed around the construction site would reduce the noise impact on the
patients and employees at the Cancer Center to a less than significant level. The employees
and patients would be inside the Cancer Center building. The structure would reduce
temporary construction noise levels substantially. Also, the Cancer Center management would
be overseeing the construction on their property and they have to option to reschedule patients
or construction to avoid temporary construction noise and patient conflicts.

Comment: Would speed bumps be installed in the parking structure? If they would be used,
they would cause increased noise.
Response: No speed bumps are proposed for the parking structure.

Comment: The Draft MND does not address the California Air Resources Board (CARB)
recommendation regarding sensitive land uses within 500 feet of Hwy 101 and it is in conflict
with the recommendations of PlanSB and the PlanSB Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR). Would the project obstruct implementation of the Clean Air Plan CAP) if it locates
project development within 500 feet of the freeway?

Response: The proposed PlanSB documents and the DEIR have not been adopted, are still
under consideration and subject to modification prior to finalization/certification.  PlanSRE
concludes that a 250 foot setback. rather than a California Air Resources Board (CARB)
recommended 500 foot setback, from Highway 101 is sufficient until the rest of the CARB
phased regulations go into effect to further reduce the risk level. This is based on the following
factors: (a) CARB used urban areas with generally higher traffic volumes than SB to identify
the 500-ft guideline; and (b) CARB 2005 Land Use Guideline for 500 feet was based on 2000
diesel particulate data. Since that time, some CARB regulations have gone into effect and
diesel particulate levels for 2010 are substantially reduced based on CARB updated model and
CARB published health risk maps. The limitations on land use are recommendations of CARB

and SBAPCD. Not complying with the recommendations would not obstruct implementation of
the CAP.

Residential uses are the main "sensitive" uses for this issue due to a long-term exposure
associated with residential uses. Outpatient medical uses involve short-term exposure and are
not included in this discussion. In the case of the proposed project, the residential uses would
be slightly more than 500 feet from Highway 101, as measured from the freeway edge and
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therefore would be consistent with the CARB recommendation and the proposed PlanSB
policy.

PC-14 Comment: Lighting from the parking garage would increase area lighting impacting nighttime
views of the site.
Response: Lighting is addressed on page 7 of the Draft Initial Study/ Mitigated Negative
Declaration. As stated, all proposed exterior lighting would be subject to compliance with the
requirements of SBMC Chapter 22.75, the City’s Outdoor Lighting and Design Ordinance.
The ordinance provides that exterior lighting be shielded and directed to the site such that no
undue lighting or glare would affect surrounding residents or roads.

PC-15 Comment: Why is use of recycled water recommended and not required?
Response: The City requires that recycled water be used for irrigation. It is included as a
recommended mitigation because it is not a mitigation that is required to reduce a potentially
significant impact to a less than significant level. The impact to water resources was
determined to be less than significant; therefore, no mitigations measures are required. Use of
recycled water is also a condition of approval for the project.

PC-16 Comment: Can employees use the Cottage Hospital parking lot?
Response: There are eight parking spaces in the Cottage Hospital parking structure which are
assigned to the Cancer Center facility within Cottage and are the only spaces available to
Cancer Center employees. The Cancer Center will continue to have space in Cottage Hospital
and dedicated staff there.

PC-17 Comment: Where will all of the construction workers park? Will there be room on site?
Response: The standard condition of approval has been applied to this project requiring that
parking spaces for construction workers be provided on-site or off-site in a location subject to
the approval of the Public Works Director.

Attachments: Public Comments Letters (1 through 4)
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April 21, 2010

Kathleen Kennedy, Associate Planner 5B 101 16.03
Santa Barbara Planning Division

PO Box 1990

Santa Barbara, CA 93102-1990

Subject: Cancer Center of Santa Barbara Mitigated Negative Declaration
Dear Ms. Kennedy:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment upon the subject project’s Mitigated
Negative Declaration (MND). The Cancer Center proposes to consolidate existing operations at
540 West Pueblo Street. This would include eliminating multiple driveway entrances on West
Pueblo and West Junipero Streets. The proposed project’s traffic assessment indicates that
although the patient and staff population are not expected to increase significantly on an
annualized basis, the Center’s existing traffic patterns will shift substantially onta West Pueblo
and/or West Junipero. According to the assessment, this could be as much as 2300 patient trips
per year and 36 staff trips per day.

it is mmportant to point out that neither the MND nor the traffic assessment discusses
commensurate operational changes at key intersections or the driveway entrances.

In late December 2008/Early 2009 Caltrans completed a U.S. 101 traffic operations analysis in
support of the South County 101 HOV widening project. This report was presented to southern
Santa Barbara County jurisdictions since the scope of analysis extends from Goleta to Carpinteria.
The study focused upon existing conditions on the mainline, interchanges, ramp nodes, and
selected local intersections. The unsignalized U.S. 101 NB off-ramp at West Pueblo Street was
included in the analysis. Specific turning movements were determined to operate at a poor level
of service that appears to exceed both the City’s and Caltrans thresholds in both the am. and p.m.
pecak hours. In the p.m. peak hour, the overall LOS is E. The stop-controlled left turn from Calle
Real to West Pueblo is LOS D and the stop-controlled right tum from West Pueblo to Calle Real
is LOS . In the am. peak hour both turning movements operate at LOS E. Neither these

conditions nor the effects of shifting the Cancer Center traffic to this area are addressed in the
environmental analysis.

In addition there is no discussion regarding queuing on West Pueblo and whether the traffic shift
together with a new single driveway will create operational impacts either on West Pueblo Street
or at the NB off-ramp intersection.

Lastly, the environmental document should also discuss whether the subject project is likely to
receive benefit from the proposed highway improvement discussed in the Project Study Report

"Coltrans improves mobility across California”
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(PSR) underway for the Cottage Hospital. The Cancer Center document should determine
whether participation or cost sharing is appropriate in that effort.

These issues should receive thorough treatment and whether mitigation is required prior to project
approval. This is a very important regional and local project. Every effort should be made to
ensure that its effects are analyzed and no unintended consequences arise.

It you have any questions about this letter [ can be reached at (805) 549-3632 or
chris, shaeffer@dot.ca.gov

Sincerely,

v )]
— 'L)(/ﬁ//
Chris Shaeffer [/

Development Review
Caltrans District 5 Planning Group South

cc. L. Newland, Branch Chief
I'. Boyle, Traffic Operations
C. Espino, Advance Planning Branch Chief

“Caltrang improves mobility across California”
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Kathieen Kennedy

City of Santa Barbara

Planning Division

P.O. Box 1990

Santa Barbara, CA 93102-1990

Re: APCD Comments on Cancer Center of Santa Barbara MIND, MST2007-00092
Dear Ms. Kennedy:

The Air Pollution Control District {APCD} has reviewed the referenced case, which consists of the
demolition of the main medical building and 2,510 square feet of office space housed in several existing
structures. Also proposed for demolition are three residential structures containing five residential units.
The proposed construction consists of a new 53,407 square foot medical facility, four residential units,
and a 169 stall parking structure. Two existing buildings would be used as medical offices, and one
existing building would be converted into a residential duplex, totaling six proposed residential units.
The 3.4-acre subject property consists of 10 parcels which will be merged into one 3.4-acre parcel. The
property is located at 540 West Pueblo Street in the City of Santa Barbara.

APCD staff offers the following comments on the Initial Study:

1. Initial Study Page 11, Section 2 Air Quality, Impact Discussion Item (2.b}: In the first paragraph
of this page, the text identifies carbon dioxide emission quantities for unmitigated and mitigated
project scenarios. Please specify how the mitigated carbon dioxide quantity will be achieved. Per
CEQA Guidelines §15126.4.a.2, mitigation measures must be fully enforceable through permit
conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments. The mitipated carbon dioxide
quantity should correspond to enforceable mitigation measures identified in the required
mitigation section or specific design features.

in the second paragraph of this section, the project’s carbon dioxide emissions are compared to
the carbon dioxide emissions of the State of California. A number of state and regional agencies
have been working to develop various approaches to determine whether an individual project’s
greenhouse gas {(GHG) emissions are considered significant {i.e., cumulatively considerable} in
the context of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). To date, none of the
approaches being considered include an analysis whereby a project’s individual GHG emissions
are compared, in relative ferms, to the total amount of GHG emissions estimated for the entire
State of California. APCD staff recommends deleting this type of comparison from the
document.

2. Initial Study Page 11, Section 2 Air Quality, Impact Discussion Item {2.b}: The proposed factlity
may potentially include equipment subject to APCD permit requirements and prohibitory rules.
In that circumstance, APCD would be a responsible agency under the California Environmental
Quality Act {CEQA), and would rely on the MND when evaluating any APCD permits for proposed

Terence E. Dressler = Air Pollution Control Officer
260 North San Antonio Road, Suite A © Santa Barbara, CA = 93110 » www.sbcapcd.org » 805.961.8800 » B0%.961.8801 (fax}
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equipment. To avoid additional CEQA documentation requirements related to APCD permit
issuance, the MIND should include quantification of the emissions for all proposed equipment,
comparison of emissions totals to air quality threshoids, and mitigation as needed. A diesel
generator would also require the inclusion of a Health Risk Assessment in the MND.

Alr Poliution Control District staff offers the following suggested conditions:

1.

Prier to occupancy, APCD permits must be obtained for all equipment that requires an APCD
permit. APCD Authority to Construct permits are required for diesel engines rated at 50 bhp and
greater (e.g., firewater pumps and emergency standby generators} and boilers/large water
heaters whose combined heat input rating exceeds 2.0 million BTUs per hour.

All portable diesel-fired construction engines rated at 50 brake- horsepower or greater must
have either statewide Portable Equipment Registration Program (PERP) certificates or APCD
permits prior to operation. Construction engines with PERP certificates are exempt from APCD
permit, provided they will be on-site for less than 12 months.

Applicant Is required to complete and submit an Asbestos Demolition/Renovation Notification
{APCD Form ENF-28 which can be downloaded at http://www.sbcapcd.org/eng/di/dI08.hitm ) for
each regulated structure to be demolished or renovated. Demolition notifications are required
regardless of whether asbestos is present or not. The completed notification should be
presented or mailed to the Santa Barbara Air Pollution Control District with a minimum of 10
working days advance notice prior to disturbing asbestos in a renovation or starting work on a
demolition. For additional information regarding asbestos notification requirements, please

visit our website at http://www.sbeapcd.org/biz/asbestos.htm or contact us at (805) 961-8800,

At all times, idling of heavy-duty diesel trucks must be limited to five minutes; auxiliary power

units should be used whenever possible. State law requires that drivers of diesel-fueled

commercial vehicles: ‘

e shall not idle the vehicle’s primary diese! engine for greater than 5 minutes at any location

e shall not idle a diesel-fueled auxiliary power system {APS} for more than 5 minutes to power
a heater, air conditioner, or any ancillary equipment an the vehicle.

Asphalt paving activities shall comply with APCD Rule 329, Cutback and Emulsified Asphalt
Paving Materials.

At a minimum, prior to occupancy each building should reduce emissions of greenhouse gases

by

» Increasing energy efficiency beyond Title 24 requirements;

® Encouraging the use of transit, bicycling and walking by the occupants;

s [Increasing recycling goals (e.g., separate waste and recycling receptacies); and

* increasing landscaping (shade trees decrease energy requirements and also provide carbon
storage.)
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If you or the project applicant have any guestions regarding these comments, please feel free to contact
me at {805) 961-8893 or via emall at edg@sbeapcd.org.

Sincerely,

Eric Gage,
Air Quality Specialist
Technology and Environmental Assessment Division

ce Project File
TEA Chron File




The Oaks Parent-Child Workshop
605 West lunipero Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93105

May 12, 2010

To: City of Santa Barbara, Planning Division,

We are writing on behalf of the Parent Board of The Oaks Parent-Child Workshop and its
membership. As you are aware, we have been concerned about any possible negative impact
that the Cancer Center expansion would have on our facility and, most importantly, the
children who attend our program.

At this point in time, our main concern is the potential increase of traffic entering and exiting
onto lunipero Street from the Cancer Center driveway. The Cancer Center driveway on
lunipero Street is adjacent to The Oaks driveway where up to 50 children and their parents
enter and exit on foot. Many of these children, with their parents, also cross Junipero Street at
this location to travel to QOak Park or to their cars.

We have expressed our concerns with the Cancer Center and they have assured us that the
proposed new main entrance design will encourage most of their patients to enter and exit on
Pueblo Street. This new design includes a circular driveway for dropping off and picking up
patients with a multi-tiered parking structure attached. They have also suggested that new
signage will encourage patrons to enter and exit on Pueblo.

As we understand it, the Cancer Center, because of fire regulations, must have a second exit
onto Junipero Street. We have been told that the Junipero Street entrance/exit will be used
primarily by employees of the Cancer Center and by delivery vehicles — whose usage is likely to
occur before and after The Oaks families arrive and depart (from approximately 8:30 am until
12:30 pm.} There is a possibility that The Oaks day will be extended until 3:30pm.

Cancer Center representatives have alsc informed us that the Junipero Street entrance will
include an automated gated arm - requiring employees to have a card to gain access. The
lunipero exit will include and automatic arm or “spikes.” These measures will serve as a
deterrent to the general public and Cancer Center patients to use the Juniperodriveway as a
thoroughfaretc Pueblo Street.




It is also our understanding that the actual height of the Junipero entrance/exit will be slightly
elevated from its current level. This would allow for better visibility to cars exiting that
driveway.

Finally, the Cancer Center proposed submitting a request to the City to have the portion of the
Junipero Street curb between the Oaks and the Cancer Center driveways painted red. The Oaks
fully supports this effort as it would provide much better visibility to cars and pedestrians
exiting those driveways to turn left and right.

We appreciate all the efforts and consideration that the Cancer Center has given to the safety
of our children and parents. This letter is meant to serve as a confirmation of our concerns and
discussions with Cancer Center representatives as this project moves forward.

Sincerely,
Libby Erickson, Co-Chair of the Oaks Parent Board of Directors

Kelley Stoddard, Co-Chair of the Oaks Parent Board of Directors
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