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L PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project involves a lot line adjustment between two parcels (2.82 and 2.75 acres in size)
by realigning the dividing lot line from a north-south direction to an east-west direction, and resulting
in two parcels of 2.47 acres (Parcel 1, upper parcel) and 3.10 acres (Parcel 2, lower parcel). Parcel 1
would have an average slope of 21.3% and Parcel 2 would have an average slope of 22.5%, both
parcels sloping north to south. An existing single-family residence, greenhouse foundation, and
hardscape driveway would be removed and two new single-family residences are proposed on each
parcel. Parcel 1 would include a 6,129 square foot residence with an attached 743 square foot garage,
and a 1,517 square foot residence with a 320 square foot garage, and a detached 430 square foot
garage. Parcel 2 would include a 3,927 square foot residence with a 747 square foot attached garage,
and a 1,786 square foot residence with a 352 square foot subterranean garage. The project site is
currently accessed from Eucalyptus Hill Drive, a private road, by an existing unimproved driveway
which extends to the southern portion of the properties. This driveway would be improved to facilitate
access to the proposed lower parcel, via an easement though the upper parcel. An existing driveway
on the eastern property is proposed to be expanded to provide for a circular driveway to the upper
parcel for a total of three curb cuts. The applicant also proposes two bioswale storm water retention
areas totaling 900 square feet for Parcel 1 and 600 square feet for Parcel 2. The total grading quantities
proposed for the development of both parcels include 3,090 cubic yards of cut and 2,830 cubic yards of
fill. (Exhibits B and C)

II. REQUIRED APPLICATIONS

The discretionary applications required for this project are:

I. A Lot Line Adjustment to allow adjustment of the property line between two existing parcels
{(SBMC § 27.40 and Government Code §66412);
2. Street Frontage Modifications to allow less than the required 100 feet of frontage on a public

street for each parcel (SBMC § 28.15.080 and 28.92.110); and
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3.

Performance Standard Permits to allow an additional dwelling unit on each parcel
(SBMC § 28.93.030.E).

1. 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 Staff Hearing Officer approve the project,

making the findings outlined in Section VII of this report, and subject to the conditions of approval in
Exhibit A.

P OB TR BTIEA VO

APPLICATION DEEMED COMPLETE: November 29, 2006
DATE ACTION REQUIRED PER MAP ACT: June 18, 2007
DATE ACTION REQUIRED:

September 16, 2007 (90 day extension granted)
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SITE INFORMATION AND PROJECT STATISTICS

A. SITE INFORMATION

Applicant; Brent Daniels, L&P Consultants | Property Owner:  Cynthia Howard

Parcel Numbers: 015-050-017 & -018 Lot Area: 5.57 acres

General Plan:  Residential, Two Units/Acre Zoning: A-2, One-Family Residential
Existing Use:  Single-Family Residential Topography: 19% & 20% (Existing)

21.3% & 22.5 % (Proposed)

Adjacent Land Uses:

North — Single-Family Residential
South - Single-Family Residential

East - Single-Family Residential

West - Single-Family Residential

ZONING ORDINANCE CONSISTENCY

including 30% slope =2.0
times min, lot area or
50,000 sq. ft.

Over 30% slope = 3.0
times min. lot area or
75,000 sq. fi.

*for add’l dwelling units the

Lot Area Required
for Each SFR (Slope
Density)

requirement is doubled

= 122,839 sq. ft. lot
area

Parcel B (20% slope)
= 119,790 sq. ft. lot
area

Standard Requirement/ Allowance Existing Proposed
Sethacks
-Front o3 E1th Parcel 1 = 307
Parcel 2=N/A
Tpter 10° 30° to 160° Parcel 1 >1(¥
Interior Parcel 2>10°
\ , Parcel 1 >10
-Rear 10 >430 Parcel 2 >10°
Building Height 30° <307 307 or less
. Parcel 1 = 6 spaces
Parking 2 spaces/SFR 3 spaces
Parcel 2 = 5 spaces
0% up to and including
20% slope = 1.5 times
min. lot area or 37,500 sq.
ft
9% 3% st
Over 20% up to and Parcel A (19% slope) | Parcel 1 (21 slope)

= 107,593 sq. f1. lot
area

Parcel 2 {22.5% slope)
= 135,036 sq. ft. lot
area
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The proposed project would meet the requirements of the A-2 Zone, with the exception of two
Street Frontage Modifications requested to allow less than the required 100 feet of frontage on
a public street. A lot line adjustment to realign the existing lot line between the two parcels
from a north-south direction to an east-west direction is proposed. This new lot line
configuration would result in two parcels with less than the required street frontage. However,
neither parcel has public street frontage as presently configured since Eucalyptus Hill Drive is a
private street.

ISSUES

A. DESIGN REVIEW

This project was reviewed by the Architectural Board of Review (ABR) on three separate
occasions (meeting minutes are attached to the Initial Study, included as part of Exhibit D).
The ABR had the following cumulative comments: 1) As to the General Overall Site Design:
The Board can support the densities of the development, the size of the buildings, and the
number of garage parking spaces and uncovered parking spaces; given the reconfiguration of
the lots and that they are not visible by the general public. 2) The lower lot (226 Eucalyptus
Hill) is not viewed by the general public and mostly concealed within the natural woodshed of
the lower terrain, 3) The Board is comfortable with the walled scheme of the front elevation on
the upper house; given the natural material palette with sandstone walls, and copper roofs that
mostly slope toward the downhill view of the site. 4) The Board appreciates the reduction in
the hardscape of the revised site planning effort, the minimized driveway areas, and the less
paving visible from Eucalyptus IHill Drive. 35) The parking for the guest house at 226
Eucalyptus Hill Drive is a clever solution utilizing the sunken lift garage which helps to
minimize the circulation and paving area presented on a prior scheme. 6) The architecture of
the upper house (232 Eucalyptus Hill} is low in profile and barely visible beyond the wall
presenting from Fucalyptus Hill Drive. 7) The use of the hip roof is acceptable to the other
elements of the design. 8) The copper roof material is acceptable as presented. 9) As to the
Guest House for 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive: The Board finds it is tucked well into hillside, and
the natural sandstone materiality helps it blend into the setting. 10) The Board is comfortable
with the adjacent detached garage with the landscaped roof as it tucks into the hillside. 11) As
to the Lower House of 226 Eucalyptus Hill Drive: The Board is comfortable with the siting
around the central courtyard. 12) Some Board members are concerned with the proposed
glazed roof tile, which should be a green tone coloration to blend with the landscape. 13) The
Board looks forward to a more detailed landscape plan that expands the plant palette, walking
paths, the propesed water features, locates all underground utilities to mitigate and preserve any
oak trees, shows all proposed retaining walls including their height and materiality, and
addresses the new entry driveway through the oak grove to clearly depict the oak trees to
remain and those to be removed and/or replaced.

B. COMPLIANCE WITH THE GENERAL PLAN

The project site is zoned A-2, Two Family Residential and is designated by the General Plan as
Residential, Two Units/Acre. The subject property is located in the Eucalyptus Hill
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Neighborhood, which is bordered by the City limits on the north and east, Sycamore Canyon on
the west and the bottom of the hill and Highway 101 on the south. The majority of the
neighborhood is developed with single-family homes and is characterized by the General Plan
as an area of low density development. The project as proposed complies with the General
Plan density of two units per acre and also meets the minimum lot area requirements identified
by the Zoning Ordinance. Based on this, the project could be found potentially consistent with
both the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance.

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 archaeological, cultural and historic resources; protection and
enhancement of visual, biological and open space resources; protection of specimen and street
trees; maintenance of air and water quality; and minimizing potential drainage, erosion and
flooding hazards. The project may be found generally consistent with applicable policies of the
Conservation Element through adherence to the identified project design and mitigation
measures as detailed in the Proposed Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). This would
ensure potential conflicts with Conservation Element policies are avoided or minimized and are
in conformance with applicable policies.

With respect to hillside development, there are policies under the Conservation Element that
directly apply to the project site, which are discussed below:

¢ Visual Resources Policy 2.0 - “Development on hillsides shall not significantly modify
the natural topography and vegetation.”

e Visual Resources Policy 3.0 — “New development shall not obstruct scenic view
corridors, including those of the ocean and lower elevations of the City viewed
respectively from the shoreline and upper foothills, and of the upper foothills and
mountains viewed respectively from the beach and lower elevations of the City.”

s Visual Resources Policy 4.0 — “Trees enhance the general appearance of the landscape
and should be preserved and protected.”

» Biological Resources Policy 5.0 — “The habitats of rare and endangered species shall be
preserved.”

The project has been designed to minimize the grading as much as possible; however, it is
generally not feasible to entirely eliminate grading on hilisides with slopes greater than 20 to 30
percent. Site grading would include excavation and replacement of artificial fill. The amount

- of earthwork required for grading for both parcels is estimated at is 3,090 CY of cut and 2,830
CY of fill. The currently proposed grading would result in some alteration of the existing
landform but would not substantially change the existing topography of the site. In general, the
slopes on the property range from nearly flat to over 30%, and the two main house sites would
be located in arcas of between 0-20% slopes. The two guest houses would be located in areas
of mostly 20-30% slopes, with a small portion of the lower guest house and a portion of the
driveway located in areas that exceed 30% slopes.
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Artificial fill areas occur throughout much of the upper and middle portions of the project site,
with the deepest areas located within and around the 30 percent slopes. According to the
project’s Engineering Geologist, placement of artificial fill material through the years has
contributed to the now existing slope contouring of the site, especially within the steep portions
of the property. As recommended in the Geology Report, road grading necessary to provide
the fire turnaround and switch back will result in the re-compaction of the existing materials

within steeper areas, thereby properly taking care of the existing unconsolidated and uncertified
fill materials.

Future construction of four single family residences on the two reconfigured lots is not
anticipated to obstruct important public scenic views to the ocean or lower elevations of the
City nor would it obstruct upper foothill or mountain views from the beach or lower elevations
of the City. The project site is surrounded by existing residential development as well as
significant vegetation, some of which is proposed for removal, but replacement is also
proposed to maintain screening. Further, the houses have been designed to be tucked into the
hillside to maintain a low profile. The project site is only minimally visible from Eucalyptus
Hill Road, which is approximately 400 feet west of the project site.

The Conservation Element directs that mature trees be incorporated into the project rather than
be removed. Fifty five trees, primarily Eucalyptus and Acacia trees are proposed for removal
as part of the project. The site also contains several mature coast live oak trees and seedlings,
Although the project has attempted to avoid the removal of cak trees, four coast live oak trees
are proposed for removal as part of the project. In addition, three other oak trees have a high
potential for damage during construction. To mitigate the removal or impact on the seven
trees, 70 young oak saplings will be planted in the northern portion of the property adjacent to
the existing oaks and also in the southern portion of the property where several eucalyptus trees
will be removed.

According to the Biological Assessment, sensitive species are likely to occur on the project site
and may be adversely impacted by short-term construction noise, removal of trees, and
increased human presence during construction. However, implementation of the landscape
plan, retention of the eucalyptus trees at the south of the of property, and planting grassland and
other landscapes is likely to provide foraging habitat, while planting and maintaining 70 one-
gallon oak trees, will result in a long term increase of habitat for these and other species.

C. LOT FRONTAGE MODIFICATION

Santa Barbara Municipal Code, Section 28.15.080 (Lot Frontage Requirements) requires that
newly created parcels in the A-2 Zone have no less than 100 feet of frontage on a public street.
Neither of the existing parcels fronts on a public street. Eucalyptus Hill Drive is a private road.
In the proposed project, neither of the newly created lots would have any frontage on a public
street. Therefore, a Modification of this requirement for each lot is necessary. While staff has
some concerns about changing the lot configuration, the applicant states that the
reconfiguration of the two lots is dictated by the desire to create an integrated set of properties
that would complement each other in both the flow and functionality of landscape and
architectural design. Additionally, it is believed that the proposed lot line adjustment results in




STAFF HEARING OFFICER STAFF REPORT
226 & 232 EucaLypTUS HILL DRIVE (MST2004-00349)
AUGUST 23,2007

PAGET

a superior lot configuration compared to the existing “long and thin” lots. Findings for the Lot
Frontage Modifications are included in Section VII below,

D. PERFORMANCE STANDARD PERMITS (PSP)

Santa Barbara Municipal Code Section 28.93.110 allows the construction of an additional one-
family dwelling and related accessory buildings in the A-2 zone, provided that the lot has the
required lot area necessary for two parcels and adequate provisions for ingress and egress. The
proposed lots are reasonably sized and shaped and, as required for Additional Dwelling Unit
PSP, double the minimum lot area has been required. The lots comply with setbacks and slope
density provisions.

Even though staff recommends approval of the project, the driveway designs are not supported.
During the DART process it was explained to the applicant that Transportation Planning staff
reviews the location, spacing, width, alignment, number and design of driveways. The practice
is to permit one access point per property unless a development or circulation plan is provided
that indicates that more than one access is required to handle traffic volumes or to
accommodate specific site constraints. Staff indicated that an exception to this policy could be
made by supporting the provision of a second driveway to serve Parcel 2 since this parcel
would have been permitted to have a separate access under the existing lot configuration.
However, staff does not support the proposed third driveway entrance. The center driveway
curb cut does not provide access to the garage parking spaces and is therefore not supportable.

E. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Environmental review of the proposed project has been conducted pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and related Guidelines. An 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: biological resources, geophysical conditions,
hazards, and water environment. Also evaluated in the document as less than significant
impacts are aesthetics, cultural resources, noise, population and housing, public services,
recreation and transportation/circulation.  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 (Exhibit D).

Aesthetics

The project site is located in an area with no significant visual resources and is not located
along an existing or proposed scenic highway. The City carefully scrutinizes project sites
proposed on parcels with an average slope of 30% or greater, where visual impacts arc a
general concern. The project site is located within the City’s Hillside Design District and
has slopes that exceed 20%, with a small portion of the two properties that exceed 30%.
The project site is only minimally visible from the closest public street, Eucalyptus Hill
Road, which 1s approximately 400 feet west of the project site. The proposed houses have
been designed to be low profile and tucked into the hillside. The Architectural Board of
Review (ABR) has reviewed the project and has made generally positive comments.
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A total of 55 trees are proposed for removal. From an aesthetic point of view, although
these trees do not provide for screening of the site from major public viewpoints, they do
provide visual relief from surrounding development. A large amount of trees and
vegetation are proposed to remain, and 70 coast live oak saplings are proposed for
replacement. The visual change resulting from the proposed project would be nominal
from public view vantage points. The proposal would not obstruct any public vantage
points and would incorporate development compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.
Aesthetic impacts would be less than significant.

Air Quali

This project will not result in long-term air quality impacts. The primary concerns related
to air quality impacts are pollutant emissions from vehicle exhaust or other stationary
sources, particulates and nuisance dust associated with grading and construction. Long-
term emissions are much less than the Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District
threshold of significance for air quality impacts; therefore, long term project air quality
impacts are less than significant. The MND has incorporated mitigation measures to
minimize construction dust emissions, which would be Iess than significant.

Biological Resources

Portions of the project site are designated as southern oak woodland habitat. Vegetation on
the project site is characterized predominantly by non-native eucalyptus and acacia trees,
with coast live oaks located primarily on the northern portions of the existing parcels. The
proposed project would remove approximately 55 existing trees, including four coast live
oak trees and 3 may be impacted by construction activities and necessitate removal. A
great horned owl was observed roosting in a eucalyptus tree and a dead eucalyptus tree was
observed to be an acorn granary used by acorn woodpeckers. Both trees will be retained
on-site and protection of the two trees has been incorporated into the tree protection plan.
Seventy young oak saplings will be planted in two areas of the northern portion of the
property adjacent to the existing oaks and also in the southern portion of the property where
several eucalyptus trees will be removed as mitigation.

According to the Biological Assessment, sensitive species that are likely to occur on the
project site include the monarch butterfly, Cooper’s hawk, and big free-tailed bat. A total
of 18 wildlife species were observed on the site or adjacent to the site, including a mule
deer, monarch butterfly, Cooper’s hawk, red-tailed hawk, great horned owl, and turkey
vulture. A total of six monarch butterflies were observed patrolling, and no clusters were
found. The Cooper’s hawk is listed by the Department of Fish and Game as a Species of
Special Concern, and the other three bird species are common species; however, all four are
protected by the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918. Implementation of the
landscape plan, retention of the eucalyptus trees at the south of the of property, and planting
grassland and other landscapes is expected to provide foraging habitat, while planting and
mainfaining 70 one-gallon oak trees, will result in a long term increase of habitat for these
and other species.
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Cultural Resources

The project site is not located in any cultural resource sensitivity areas according to the
City’s MEA, and no archacological studies were requested. Impacts to cultural resources
are not expected occur as a result of the proposed project.  Additionally, the existing
residence located at 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive is less than 50 years old and is not
considered historically significant. No impacts to historical resources would occur as a
result of the proposed demolition of the existing residence. The project would have no
impact related to historic, ethnic or religious resources.

Geophyvsical Conditions

Project impacts related to ground shaking, liquefaction, seiche, tsunami, landslides,
subsidence and excessive grading are considered less than significant. Potential impacts
due to expansive soils would be minimized to less than significant levels with incorporation
of grading and foundation recommendations included in the Engineering Geology and
Geotechnical Engineering Report, prepared by Earth Systems Southern California.

Hazards

The project site is not on any lists for known contaminated soils, groundwater, or hazardous
materials use, and there would be no impacts from the project related to these hazards. The
site is located within a High Fire Hazard Area and would be required to comply with
standard mitigation measures such as brush clearance, vegetation management and
landscaping to reduce this potential impact to a less than significant level.

Noise

The proposed project is not anticipated to have significant long-term noise impacts.
Demolition of the existing house and construction of the four residences and associated
driveways are anticipated to result in use of heavy equipment. Noise during construction is
generally intermittent and sporadic and, after completion of initial grading and site clearing
activities, tends to be quieter. Construction noise is limited by City ordinance to the hours
between 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. daily for noise generating activities that would increase
noise levels at the nearest residential property line by 5 decibels. Noise generated during
project construction activities would result in a less than significant short-term adverse
impact to sensitive receptors in the area. These impacts would be further reduced by
limiting construction hours and utilizing equipment mufflers.

Population and Housing

The project would not involve substantial employment growth that would increase
population and housing demand. Growth-inducing impacts would not be significant.

Public Services

Public services in the project vicinity are in place. Impacts to fire and police protection,
schools, roads and utilities would be less than significant.
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Recreation

The project may result in a very small increase in the demand for recreational facilities, but
is considered an incremental increase in the number of potential users for existing facilities.
There are various recreational facilities in the project area including the Eastside
Neighborhood Park, Hale Park and Sunflower Park. Project impacts related to recreational
demand would be less than significant.

Transportation/Circulation

The project is expected to generate approximately 3 additional a.m. peak hour trip, 3 p.m.
peak hour trip and 30 average daily trips. When these trips are added to the existing street
network, they would result in a less than significant traffic impact.

Short term construction traffic would not result in a significant impact to the traffic network
because of the temporary nature of the trips generated and the size of the project.” Standard
mitigations include restrictions on the hours permitted for construction mps and approval of
routes for construction traffic,

Project impacts relative to access and circulation are not significant.

Water Envirenment

Drainage from the site sheet flows to the southern boundary of the parcels, into
neighboring properties, and eventually into the public right-of-way. The site is within the
Andree Clark Bird Refuge watershed. The two parcels are currently developed with
approximately 11,500 square feet of impervious area, including buildings, hardscape, and
driveway. The project would result in an increase of approximately 37,500 square feet of
impervious surface. The project includes two stormwater retention areas designed to
retain the increase in runoff for a 25-year storm event as a result of the proposed project.
A 247 storm drain is also proposed, starting at the bottom of the foundation for the upper
parcel’s retention area, and would be directed through a proposed easemient over the
private property at 860 Woodland Drive.

The proposed drainage design would prevent an increase of stormwater runoff by retaining
increased flows on-site. By implementing adequate drainage facilities to reduce potential
runoff to pre-development levels would result in less than significant impacts.

Proposed grading for the project would consist of 3,090 cubic yards of cut and 2,830 cubic
yards of fill. Standard erosion and dust control measures have been included in the project
conditions to minimize potential short term adverse impacts to water and air quality.

A Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) was prepared and released for public review,
During the public review period from April 6, 2007 to May 7, 2007, public comment on the
Draft MND was taken. No Environmental Hearing was held by the Planning Commission
because one was not requested by the public. Staff received six letters of concern regarding the
project during the public comment period. Environmental concerns related to biological
resources, cultural resources, traffic, grading, drainage, and flooding impacts were raised.
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These issues are outlined in the Staff response to public comments incorporated into the Final
Mitigated Negative Declaration (Exhibit D).

The 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 Staff
Hearing Officer must consider the Mitigated Negative Declaration. For each mitigation
measure adopted as part of a Mitigated Negative Declaration, the decision maker is required to
make the mitigation measures conditions of project approval and adopt a program for
monitoring and reporting on the mitigation measures to ensure their compliance during project
implementation [PRC Sec.21081.6]. 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)
1s included in the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration.

FINDINGS

The Staff Hearing Officer finds the following:

A, FINAL MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION ADOPTION

¢ The Staff Hearing Officer has considered the proposed final mitigated negative
declaration together with comments received during the public review process.

e The Staff Hearing Officer finds on the basis of the whole record before it (including
the initial study and comments received) that there is no substantial evidence that
the project will have a significant unmitigated effect on the environment.

e The Staff Hearing Officer finds that the final mitigated negative declaration reflects
the Staff Hearing Officer’s independent judgment and analysis.

e The Staff Hearing Officer finds that the final mitigated negative declaration has
been prepared in compliance with CEQA, and constitutes adequate environmental
evaluation for the proposed project. The Planning Commission hereby adopts the
Final Mitigated Negative Declaration for the project.

¢ 'The Staff Hearing Officer hereby adopts a mitigation. monitoring and reporting
program for measures required in the project or made a condition of approval to
mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects.

¢ The location and custodian of the 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,
Califorma.

B. LOT FRONTAGE MODBIFICATIONS (SBMC §28.15.080 AND §28.92.110.B)

The modifications are consistent with the purposes and intent of the Zoning Ordinance
and are necessary to secure an appropriate improvement on the lots. The existing lots
do not currently meet the 100 foot street frontage requirement. There are adjacent
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C.

D.

E.
Exhibits:

parcels in the neighborhood that have less than 100 feet of street frontage or no street
frontage at all.

Lot LINE ADJUSTMENT (GOV., CODE §66412 AND SBMC §27.04.030)

The proposed lot line adjustment is appropriate for the area and is consistent with the
City’s General Plan and Building and Zoning Ordinances. The lot line adjustment
would adjust the lot line between the two parcels which are currently 2.82 acres (Parcel
A) and 2.75 acres (Parcel B} in size by realigning the dividing lot line from a north-
south direction to an east-west direction, resulting in two parcels of 2.47 acres (Parcel 1)
and 3.10 acres {Parcel 2). The proposed parcels exceed the minimum lot area
requirement which is 50,000 square feet when slope density requirements are applied in
recognition of steep topography. The intent of the lot line adjustment is to create an
integrated set of properties that would complement each other in both the flow and
functionality of landscape and architectural design.

PERFORMANCE STANDARD PERMITS (SBMC §28.93.020.A & 28.93.030.E)

The lot areas of the two parcels have the minimum lot area per unit required in the A-2
zone and the additional dwelling units comply with all other applicable ordinance
requirements. '

DEPARTMENT OF FISIF AND GAME FEE FINDING

An Initial Study has been conducted by the lead agency, which has evaluated the
potential for the proposed project to result in adverse effects, either individually or
cumulatively, on wildlife resources or the habitat on which the wildlife depends. For
this purpose, “wildlife” is defined as “all wild animals, birds, plants, fish, amphibians,
and related ecological communities, including the habitat upon which the wildlife
depends for its continued viability” (Section 711.2 Fish and Game Code). This project
has the potential to affect wildlife resources or the habitat on which wildlife depend,
and 1s subject to the Department of Fish and Game fee.

A. Conditions of Approval

B. Site Plans

C. Applicant's letter, dated August 17,2007
D. Final Mitigated Negative Declaration

MGroup Foiders\PLANSHOWSHS Sl Reponisi2007 Sl Reporsi2007-8-29_Nem_-_226_-_232_Rucalyplus_ Hili_Drive_Siaf_Report doc
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In consideration of the project approval granted by the Staff Hearing Officer 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. Recorded 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:

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

2. Recreational Vehicle Storage Limitation. No recreational vehicles, boats or
trailers shall be stored on the Real Property unless enclosed or concealed from view
as approved by the Architectural Board of Review (ABR).

3. Landscape Plan Compliance. The Owner shall comply with the Landscape Plan
approved by the Architectural Board of Review (ABR) and the Fire Department.
Such plan shall not be modified unless prior written approval is obtained from the
ABR and Fire Department. The landscaping on the Real Property shall be provided
and maintained in accordance with said landscape plan.

4. Maintenance of Drainage System. Owner shall be responsible for maintaining
the drainage system in a functioning state. Should any of the project’s surface or
subsurface drainage structures fail 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.

5. Approved Develepment. The development of the Real Property approved by the
Staff Hearing Officer on August 29, 2007 is limited to a lot line adjustment,
performance standard permits and the improvements shown on the Development
Plans, including landscaping and hardscape work associated with the existing
residences and associated garages and the drainage facilities, including the two
bioswale storm water retention areas, signed by the Staff Hearing Officer on said
date and on file at the City of Santa Barbara.

EXHIBIT A
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10.

Lighting. Exterior lighting, where provided, shall be consistent with the City's
Lighting Ordinance and most cutrently adopted Energy Code. No floodlights shall
be allowed. Exterior lighting shall be shielded and directed toward the ground.

Oak Tree Protection. Tree protection measures for oaks, as recommended in the
Oak Tree Protection Plan dated September 21, 2006, shall be followed for the
duration of all grading and construction activities associated with the project. (B-1)

Oak Tree Replacement. A replacement of the seven oaks proposed for removal
or impacted by construction shall include the planting, management, and long-term
maintenance of 70 one-gallon young saplings per the recommendations of the Oak
Tree Protection Plan. (B-2)

Habitat Protection. The two eucalyptus trees identified as a great horned owl
roost and an acorn granary, shall be retained and protected per the
recommendations of the Biological Assessment dated October 26, 2006, and as
noted on the Tree Preservation Plan. (B-3)

High Fire Vegetation Management. Residences located in the High Fire Hazard
area are required to maintain vegetation to create an effective fuel break by
thinning dense vegetation (mosaic style) and removing dry brush, flammable
vegetation and combustible growth from areas within 100 feet of all buildings or
structures. The owner(s) shall perform the following maintenance annually for the
life of the project:

a. Cut and remove hazardous brush, shrubs, and flammable vegetation such as
dry grass and weeds within 100 feet of any structure and within 2 inches of
the ground.

b. Thin brush from streets and driveways both horizontally and vertically

along the property. Flammable vegetation must be cleared on each side of
the street or driveway for a distance of 10 feet and a vertical distance of 13
feet, 6 inches. Vegetation must be cut to within 2 inches of the ground.
This applies to the public or private driveway and any public or private
streets that border the property.

c. Remove dead wood, trim the lower branches, and limb all live trees to 6
feet above the ground (or as much as possible with younger, smaller trees),
especially trees adjacent to buildings.

d. Trim tree limbs back a minimum distance of 10 feet from any chimney
opening.

e. Remove all dead trees from the property.

f. Maintain the roof of all structures free of leaves, ncedles or other vegetative
debris.

g. Legally dispose of all cut vegetation, including any debris left from

previous tree trimming and brush removal. Cut vegetation may be chipped
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12.

13,

14.

and spread throughout the property as a ground cover, up to 12 inches in
depth, and at least 30 feet from any structure. (H-1)

Drainage and Water Quality. Any increase in runoff above existing conditions
shall be retained on site, consistent with the City’s NPDES Guidelines. Project
plans for grading, drainage, stormwater facilities, and project development, shall be
subject to review and approval by City Building Division and Public Works
Department per City regulations. 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
quality pollutants, or groundwater pollutants would result from the project. The
Owner shall maintain the storm drain and retention areas consistent with an
approved maintenance plan. This plan shall be provided with the building plan
submittal for review and approval by Community Development prior to approval of
building permits. (W-1)

Storm Water Pollution Control Systems Maintenance. The Owner(s) shall
maintain the drainage system, storm drain and other storm water pollution control
devices i accordance with the Operations and Maintenance Procedure Plan
approved by the Building Official and/or Public Works Director.

Required Private Covenants. The Declaration executed by the Owners and
recorded in the official records of Santa Barbara County shall establish private
covenants, a reciprocal easement agreement, or a similar agreement which, among
other things, shall provide for all of the following:

a. Common Area Maintenance. An express method for the appropriate and
regular maintenance of the common access way, which methodology shall
also provide for an appropriate cost-sharing of such regular maintenance
among the various owners of the lots.

b. Trash and Recycling. Trash and recycling containers shall contain equal
volume, and trash/recycling areas shall be easily accessed by the consumer
and the trash hauler. Green waste shall either have containers adequate for
the landscaping, or include an item in the private CC&Rs stating that the
green waste will be hauled offsite by a landscaping maintenance company.

Participation in the FEucalyptus Hill Vegetation Management Unit.
Participation in the Fucalyptus Hill Vegetation Management Unit to reduce fire
hazards in the area. If a community project is underway, the Owner would be
encouraged to paticipate in cooperative vegetation management, public education,
or other community solutions to reduce hazard and risk.

B. 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 shail 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
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$1.800 for projects with Mitigated Negative Declarations, Without the appropriate fee, the
Notice of Determination (which the City is required to file within five days of project
approval) 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 following is subject to the review and approval of the Architectural
Board of Review (ABR):

1.

Landscape Plan. The landscape plan shall adhere to the Fire Department
Landscape Guidelines for properties in the high fire hazard area. These plans shall
be reviewed and approved by the Architectural Board of Review, Transportation
Planning Division, and the Fire Department. (H-2)

Oak Tree Replacement. A replacement plan for the four Coast Live Qaks to be
removed shall be included in the landscape plans for Parcel 1 and/or Parcel 2, to be
reviewed and approved by the Architectural Board of Review. Replacement oaks
shall be 70 one-gallon young saplings per the recommendations of the Oak Tree
Protection Plan.

Tree Protection Measures. The landscape plan and grading plan shall inctude the
following tree protection measures:

a. Fencing. Fencing or protective barriers around the tree(s) during
construction.
b. Landseaping Under Trees. Landscaping under the ftree(s) that is

compatible with the preservation of the tree(s).

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

(1) During construction, fencing or protective barriers shall be placed
around the dripline of all oak trees located within 25 feet of
development.

(2) No grading shall occur under any oak tree dripline, except as
indicated on the drainage and grading plan. Grading within the
dripline of any oak 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.

(3) A qualified Arborist shall be present during any grading or
excavation adjacent to or beneath the dripline of any oak tree. 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.
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(4)  No storage of heavy equipment or materials, or parking shall take
place within five (5) feet of the dripline of any oak tree.

(5) Landscaping provided under the oak tree(s) shall be compatible with
preservation of the trees as determined by the Architectural Board of
Review (ABR). No irrigation system shall be installed under the
dripline of any oak tree.

Existing Tree Preservation. The existing tree(s) shown .on the approved Tree
Preservation and Removal Plan to be retained shall be preserved and protected and
fenced during construction. '

Irrigation System. The irrigation system shall be designed and maintained with
the most current technology to prevent a system failure and shall be kept to the
minimum necessary for plant survival.

Permeable Paving. Permeable/porous paving materials shall be utilized where
possible to reduce the impermeability of hardscape surfaces. (W-3)

Lighting. Exterior lighting, where provided, shall be consistent with the City's
Lighting Ordinance. No floodlights shall be allowed. Exterior lighting shall be
shielded and directed toward the ground.

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:

1.

Lot Line Adjustment. The Owner shall submit an executed Agreement Relating
to Lot Line Adjustment, Quitclaim Deed and Acceptance Thereof/Dedication of
Lot Line Adjustment to the Public Works Department, including the legal
description of the subject properties prior to and following the lot line adjustment.
A licensed surveyor shall prepare legal descriptions and said
Agreement/Declaration shall be recorded in the Office of the County Recorder

Easement(s), “Irrevocable Offer of Covenant of Easement Deed(s):

a. A variable width Easement for Ingress, Egress, Drainage, Public and Private
Utilities and Other Incidental Purposes, as shown on Lot Line Adjustment
Map, and recorded by separate instrument at any time either of the adjusted
lots are conveyed by the Owner into separate ownerships.

b. A variable width Reciprocal Access Easement, for vehicle and pedestrian
ingress and egress through Adjusted Lot 1 (Upper Lot) adjacent to private
road Eucalyptus Hill Drive, for the benefit of Adjusted Lot 2 (Lower Lot) as
shown on Lot Line Adjustment Map and recorded by separate Instrument at
any time either of the adjusted lots are conveyed by the Owner into separate
ownerships.
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c. A ten-foot wide sewer easement for the benefit of Adjusted Lot 1 as shown
on the Lot Line Adjustment Map and recorded by separate instrument, an
any time either of the adjusted lots are conveyed by the Owner into separate
ownerships.

d. A ten-foot wide sewer and drainage easement for the benefit of Adjusted
Lot 1 and Adjusted Lot 2 through the adjacent property known as 890
Woodland Drive, and recorded by separate instrument, an any time either of
the adjusted lots are conveyed by the Owner into separate ownerships.

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 for each parcel. This assignment of rights does not include a right of
surface entry on or from the Real Property. Said agreement will be prepared by
Engineering Division Staff for the Owner’s signature.

Required Private Covenants. The Owner shall submit a copy of the recorded
private covenants, reciprocal easement agreement, or similar private agreements
required for the project.

Street Improvement Plans for Eucalyptus Hill Drive.- The Owner shall submit
building plans for construction of improvements along the subject property road
frontage on Eucalyptus Hill Drive and Woodland Drive. As determined by the
Public Works Department, the improvements shall include connection to City water
main on Eucalyptus Hill Drive and connection to City sewer main and City storm
drain system on Woodland Drive, construct on-site drainage system including
detention and erosion protection and provide adequate positive drainage from the
site. The building plans shall be prepared by a registered civil engineer or licensed
architect and reviewed by the City Engineer.

Removal 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.

Maintenance Agreement Required. The Owner shall submit an Executed
Agreement for Maintenance of the proposed private driveway, subject to the review
and approval of the Public Works Director and City Attorney.

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.

Storm Drain Operation and Maintenance Plan Required. The Owner shall
provide an Operations and Maintenance Procedure Plan (describing replacement
schedules for pollution absorbing filters, etc.) for the operation and use of the storm

drain system. The Plan shall be approved by the Building and Safety Division and
Public Works Department.
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10.

Landscape Plan Approval Reqﬁired. The landscape plan shall be reviewed and
approved by the Transportation Planning Division to ensure compliance with sight
visibility requirements.

Community Development Requirements Prior to Building or Public Works Permit
Application/Issuance, The following shall be finalized prior to, and/or submitted with,
the application for any Building or Public Works permit;

1.

Nesting Native Birds. Construction 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
owner shall conduct a minimum of four weekly bird surveys, using a qualified
biologist with experience in conducting breeding bird surveys, approved by the
City Environmental Analyst, to detect protected nesting native birds in the
vegetation and trees to be removed and within 300 feet of the construction work
area. The surveys shall begin 30 days prior to the disturbance of suitable nesting
habitat and conducted on a weekly basis with the last survey conducted no more
than three days before 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 clearing and tree removal shall be postponed unti! the nest is vacated
and juveniles have fledged and there is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting.
This shall be confirmed by the qualified biologist. Nesting areas to be avoided
during construction shall be marked and protected with flagging and stakes or
construction fencing at least 300 feet or 500 feet (if applicable) from the nest.

Project Environmental Coordinator Required. Submit to the Planning Division
a contract with a qualified representative for the Owner, approved by the Planning
Division, to act as the Project Environmental Coordinator (PEC). The PEC shall be
responsible for assuring full compliance with the provisions of the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 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,

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, 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
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to all property owners, businesses and residents within 450 feet of the project area.
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 Netification. 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.

Arborist’s Monitoring. Submit to the Planning Division a coniract with a
qualified arborist for monitoring of all work within the dripline of all oak trees
during construction. The contract shall include a schedule for the arborist's
presence during grading and construction activities, and is subject to the review and
approval of the Planning Division.

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 be held within twenty days of the
commencement of construction and shall include representatives from the Public
Works Department Engineering and Transportation Divisions, the assigned
Building Inspector, the Planning Division, the Property Owner, the Landscape
Architect, the Biologist, the Project Engineer, the Project Environmental
Coordinator, the Contractor and each subcontractor.

Final Planning Commission Resolution Submittal. The final Planning
Commission Resolution shall be submitted, indicating how each condition is met
with drawing sheet and/or note references to verify condition compliance. If the
condition relates to a document submittal, describe the status of the submittal (e.g.,
Final Map submitted to Public Works Department for review), and attach
documents as appropriate.

F. Building 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.

Design Review Requirements. Plans shall show all design, landscape and tree
protection elements, as approved by the Architectural Board of Review, outlined in
Section C above,
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Pre-Construction Conference. No more than twenty 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 Enginecring and
Transportation Divisions, Building Division, Planning Division, the Property
Owner, Landscape Architect, Biologist, Project Engineer, Project Environmental
Coordinator, Mitigation Monitors, Contractor and each Subcontractor.

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Requirement. Note on the plans that the
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.

Drainage and Water Quality. Any increase in runoff above existing conditions
shall be retained on site, consistent with the City’s NPDES Guidelines. Runoff
shall be directed into a bioswale-type area or landscape features such as planter
beds and/or lawns to increase sotl infiltration. Project plans for grading, drainage,
stormwater facilities, and project development, shall be subject to review and
approval by City Building Division and Public Works Department per City
regulations.  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 quality pollutants, or
groundwater pollutants would result from the project. The Owner shall maintain
the storm drain energy dissipater consistent with an approved maintenance plan.
This plan shall be provided with the building plan submittal for review and
approval by Community Development prior to approval of building permits, (W-1)

Grading and Foundation Recommendations. Site preparation, grading and
project construction related to soil conditions shall be in accordance with the
recommendations contained in the Engineering Geology and Geotechnical
Engineering Report, prepared by Earth Systems Southern California, and dated July
14, 2006. Compliance shall be demonstrated on plans submitted for grading and/or
building permits. (G-1)

Mechanical Parking System. The upper platform of the mechanical parking
system shall be equipped with a barrier or a guide designed to ensure that vehicles
parked on the upper deck will not interfere with the access to the garage parking
spaces. The lift system shall include a pressure sensitive electric safety edge. The
location of the Key-operated control switch for security and safety shall be
reviewed and approved by staff prior to issuance of a Building Permit for this
residence. All components of the mechanical parking system must be maintained
in good operating condition

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.
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If the condition relates to a document submittal, indicate the status of the submittal
(e.g., Final Map submitted to Public Works 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.
G. Construction Implementation Requirements. All of these construction requirements
shall be carried out in the field for the duration of the project construction.

1. Construction-Related Truck Trips. Construction-related truck trips shall not be
scheduled during peak hours (7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.).
The purpose of this condition is to help reduce truck traffic and noise on adjacent
streets and roadways. (T-1)

2. 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 Public Works Director. (T-1)

3. Haul Routes. The haul route(s) for all construction-related trucks, three tons or
more, entering or exiting the site, shall be approved by the Transportation Engineer.
(T-1)

4. Construction Hours. Construction (including preparation for construction work)

is prohibited Monday through Friday before 8:00 a.m. and after 5:00 p.m., and ail
day on Saturdays, Sundays and holidays observed by the City of Santa Barbara, as
shown below:

NeW Year’ s Day..cco ittt e January 1st*
Martin Luther King*s Birthday .....cccccoocoovvivvviiiniinienin 3rd Monday in January
Presidents’ Day ..ot e 3rd Monday in February
Memorial Day ... Last Monday in May
Independence Day........cociriiiiiiinii July 4th*
Labor Day ......cccccvvirieiiicticieccieseene e, Ist Monday in September

Thanksgiving Day......ccccceeiirieiiiirs e 4th Thursday in November
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Following Thanksgiving Day ......ccccevvvvvnnnnnne. Friday following Thanksgiving Day
Christmas Day....cccccccminiinnenrerncnienns et 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 ouflined 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, (N-1)

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

a. During construction, free parking spaces for construction workers shall be
provided on-site. 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 exiensions may be
issued for the life of the project

C. On-site or oft-site storage shall be provided for construction materials,
equipment, and vehicles. Storage of construction materials within the
public right-of-way is prohibited. (T-2)

Construction Dust Control, Minimize amount of disturbed area and reduce on
site vehicle speeds to 15 miles per hour or less. (AQ-1)

Water Sprinkling During Grading. 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, earth moving or excavation, sufficient quantities of water, through use of
cither water trucks or sprinkler systems, shall be applied 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 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 in the
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10.

13.

11.

late morning and after work is completed for the day. Increased watering
frequency will be required whenever the wind speed exceeds 15 mph. (AQ-2)

Covered Truck Loads. Trucks transporting fill material to and from the site shall
be covered from the point of origin. (AQ-3)

Gravel Pads. Gravel pads shall be installed at all access points to the project site
to prevent tracking of mud on to public roads. (AQ-4)

Disturbed Area Treatment. After clearing, grading, earth moving or excavation
is complete, the entire area of disturbed soil shall be treated to prevent wind pickup
of soil. This may be accomplished by:

Seeding and watering until grass cover is grown.

Spreading soil binders.

c. 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.

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

(AQ-5)

Construction Equipment Requirements. The following shall be adhered to
during project grading and construction to reduce NOx and particulate emissions
from construction equipment:

a. Heavy-duty diesel-powered construction equipment manufactured after
‘ 1996 (with federally mandated "clean" diesel engines) shall be atilized
wherever feasible,

b. The engine size of construction equipment shall be the minimum practical
size.
c. The number of construction equipment operating simultancously shall be

minimized through efficient management practices to ensure that the
smallest practical number is operating at any one time.

d. Construction equipment shall be mainfained in tune per the manufacturer
specifications.

€. Catalytic converters shall be installed on gasoline-powered equipment, if
feasible.

f. Diesel powered equipment shall be replaced by electric equipment

whenever feasible. (AQ-6)

Construction Best Management Practices (BMPs). Construction activities shall
address water quality through the use of BMPs, as approved by the Building and
Safety Division.
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13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

Construction Contact 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’s) name, contractor(s) and PEC’s telephone
number, work hours, site rules, and construction-related conditions, to assist
Building Inspectors and Police Officers in the enforcement of the conditions of
approval.

Tree Protection. All trees not indicated for removal on the site plan shall be
preserved, protected and maintained.

Tree Protection. Notes on the grading plan that specify the following:

No grading shall occur under the driplines of the existing tree(s).

b. A qualified Arborist shall be present during any excavation adjacent to or
beneath the dripline of the tree(s) which are required to be protected.

c. All excavation within the dripline of the tree(s) shall be done with hand
tools.

d. Any roots encountered shall be cleanly cut and sealed with a tree-seal
compound.

e. No heavy equipment, storage of materials or parking shall take place under
the dripline of the tree(s).

f Any root pruning and trimming shall be done under the direction of a
qualified Arborist.

Construction Equipment Sound Centrol. All construction equipment, including
trucks, shall be professionally maintained and fitted with standard manufacturers’
muffler and silencing devices. (N-2)

Graffiti Abatement Required. Owner and Contractor shall be responsible for
removal of all gratfiti 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 Rescurces Contractor Netification. 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 archacological features or artifacts associated
with past human occupation of the parcel. If such archacological resources are
encountered or suspected, work shall be halted immediately, the City
Environmental Analyst shall be notified and an archaeologist from the most current
City Qualified Archaeologists List shall be retained by the applicant. 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
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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
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:

L. Complete Public Improvements. Public improvements, as shown in the
improvement plans connecting new private sewer system to existing public 8 inch
sewer main on Woodland Drive and storm drain system from the site to the public
sewer system on Woodland Drive.

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

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
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 indemnify 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
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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 APPROVAL TIME LIMITS:

The Staff Hearing Officer’s action approving the Modifications, shall terminate two (2) year from
the date of the approval, per Santa Barbara Municipal Code §28.87.360, unless:

1. A Building permit for the use authorized by the approval is issued within twenty-four (24)
months of granting the approval. An extension may be granted by the Community
Development Director, if the construction authorized by the permit is being diligently
pursued to completion and issuance of a Certificate of Qccupancy.

2. The approval has not been discontinued, abandoned or unused for a period of six months
following the earlier of (a) an Issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for the use, or (b) two
(2) years from granting the approval.

3. The project also includes approval of a Development Plan, Tentative Subdivision Map or a
Coastal Development Permit, in which case the longer approval period shall prevail.
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3 West Carrillo Street, Suife 205 Santa Barbara, CA 93101

pht 805967 461 fax: 805.962 416!
[L&P P.N.: 03-027.01]

August 17 , 2007

City of Santa Barbara

Planning Division

Attn: Bettie Weiss, Staff Hearing Officer
630 Garden Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Subject: DART Application Submittal

APN 015-050-017, & 018; Howard Property
226 & 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive, Santa Barbara
MST 2004-00349

Dear Ms. Weiss:

Enclosed herewith please find the following items pertaining fo application for a proposed

Lot Line Adjustment and Performance Standards Permits for Additional Dwelling Units of
the subject properties:

One (1) completed Master Application Form (previously submitted);
One (1) completed Owner/Agent Authorization Form {previously submitted);

Four (4) copies of a revised Proposed Lot Line Adjustment, Architectural and Landscape
Plans;

Two (2) copies of a Preliminary Title Report, prepared by Chicago Title Company, dated
September 27, 2005 (previously submitted);

Two {2) copies of a Preliminary Stormwater Study, prepared by Triad/Holmes
Associates, dated October 5, 2005 (previously submitted);

Two (2} copies of a Preliminary Stormwater Study, prepared by Triad/Holmes
Associates, dated July 2006;

Two {2) copies of a Engineering Geology and Geotechnical Engineering Report, prepared
by Earth Systems, dated July 14, 2006;

Two {2} copies of a Biological Survey, prepared by Condor Environmeﬁtal, dated
November 8, 2005 (previously submitted);

One (1} copy of a Draft Declaration of CC&Rs regarding Proposed Easements;

One (1) set of revised Residential Project Statistics;

EXHIBIT C
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¢ One (1) copy of Assessor Page 015-05;

° One (1) copy of ABR Minutes, dated September 20, 2004 (previously submitted) and
May 8, 2006; ’

¢ Check payable to City of Santa Barbara for application fee of $11,635 (LLA = $3030,
CUP = $2600 each x 2 = $5200, Environmental Review = $600, 1st Mod = $1065, Each
Add'n Mod = $540 x 3 = $1620, Mailing = $120) (Previously Submitted)

I. Purpose of Reguest

The purpose of the application request is to seek a Lot Line Adjustment of two existing
parcels of 2.82 acres and 2.75 acres, which would result in parcels of 2.47 acres and 3.10
acres respectively. Additionally, it is proposed that each of the adjusted parcels will
construct one (1} main residence each, and one {1) Additional Dwelling Unit each, as
allowed by the Zoning Ordinance with a Performance Standard Permit.

II. Project Setting

The project site consists of two (2] legal properties of 2.82 acres {226 Eucalyptus Hill Drive)
and 2.75 acres {232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive) located in the General Plan Neighborhood of
Eucalyptus Hills in Santa Barbara, on the private road portion of Eucalyptus Hill Drive.
The property landform consists mostly of a gently rolling slope of 12 to 20 percent which
heads to the south toward existing developed neighborhoods of Woodland Drive and
Norman Lane. The property is improved with an existing single family residence located
somewhat in the upper middle of the property, and a two-car garage. Numerous
eucalyptus trees and oak trees are scattered over the property. Surrounding land uses
include residential lots on all sides. No rare, threatened or endangered species are known
to inhabit the site,

Title Interests Affecting Project Site :

The existing Eucalyptus Hill Drive properties are affected by a number of title interests
including easements for road access and utilities such as Southern California Edison,
General Telephone Company, and to the City of Santa Barbara which has a sanitary sewer
line which bisects the properties. (See Preliminary Title Report for details.)

Project Site Land Use And Zoning
The current General Plan designation on the property is Residential 2 units per acre.
Zoning on the property is an A-2, Single Family Residence zone.

Surrdunding Land Use And Zouing

Surrounding land uses include single family homes and some larger estate developmeﬁts,
all within the A-2 zone district. To the south lots sizes are mostly half-acres with some
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quarter-acres sites. One, two and three-plus acre sites surround the subject properties to
-the north, east and west,

Project Site Access

The property is currently accessed from Eucalyptus Hill Drive on the western side by an
existing unimproved road which extends to the southern portion of the properties. This
road would be improved to facilitate access to the proposed lower parcel, via an easement
through the upper parcel. An improved driveway is located on the east side of the frontage
and provides garage access for the existing house. This driveway would be further
improved to provide for a circular driveway to the proposed new home.

1. Project Description

The project is a proposal to adjust the existing lot line between the two subject parcels
which will result in two parcels of 2.47 acres (upper parcel, 226 Eucalyptus Hill Drive}, and
3.10 acres {lower parcel, 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive). The applicant is also seeking to
demolish the existing home and garage and construct a new house, garage and additional
dwelling unit on each of the adjusted parcels (please see architectural drawing for details).
Applications associated with these proposals include the following:

1. Lot Line Adjustment Between Two Existing Parcels Of Approximately 2.82 And 2.75
Acres, Resulting In Two Parcels Of Approximately 2.47 And 3.10 Acres, Pursuant To
Subdivision Map Act Section 66412(D);

For The Reconfigured Upper Lot, 226 - 228 Eucalyptus Hills Drive:

2. A Performance Standard Permit To Allow An Additional Dwelling Unit At 228 Eucalyptus
Hill Drive {(SBMC §28.93.030.E);

3. Modification To Allow A Lot To Have Less Than 100 Feet Of Frontage On A Public Street
At 226 Eucalyptus Hill Drive, An Existing Private Road (SBMC §28.92.026.A.2);

4. Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance Findings Must Be Made By The Planning
Commission For The Property Located In The Hillside Design District And The Development

Would Exceed 6,500 Square Feet And Grading In Excess Of 500 Cubic Yards Qutside The
Main Building Footprint (SBMC §22.68.070).

For The Reconfigured Lower Lot, 232 - 234 Eucalyptus Hills Drive:

5. A Performance Standard Permit To Allow An Additional Dwelling Unit At 234 Eucalyptus
Hill Drive (SBMC §28.93.030.E);

6. Modification To Allow A Lot To Have Less Than 100 Feet Of Frontage On A Public Street
At 232 Bucalyptus Hill Drive, An Existing Private Road (SBMC §28.92.026.A.2);
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7. Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance Findings Must Be Made By The Planning
Commission For The Property Located In The Hillside Design District And The Development
Would Exceed 6,500 Square Feet And Grading In Excess Of 5300 Cubic Yards Outside The
Main Building Footprint {(SBMC §22.68.070).

The property has a General Plan designation of Residential, Two Units per Acre, and is
within the A-2 zone district. The project site is accessed from Eucalyptus Hill Road, a
public City street to Eucalyptus Hill Drive, a private road, and the adjusted parcel to the
south is proposed to be accessed by a combination of shared and individual driveway. The

property is served by utilities and infrastructure for water, sewer, electrical, gas, telephone
and CATV.

Currently, the slope of 226 Eucalyptus Hill Drive is 20 percent, and 232 Eucalyptus Hill
Drive is 19 percent. The reconfiguration of the parcels would result in slopes of 21.3
percent at the upper property (226 Eucalyptus Hill} and 22.5 percent on the lower parcel
(232 Eucalyptus Hill}. Given the lot area and slope density requirements necessary to
allow additional dwelling units on each parcel, a minimum lot size of 2.3 acres is required.

Both existing and adjusted parcels meet the minimum lot area requirements for the
proposed developments.

Improvements associated with the upper lot include a new 6129 square foot (sf) single
family residence and attached three-car 743 sf garage, to replace an existing 3946 sf single
family home and attached 649 sf garage. Additionally, a guest house of 1517 sf and
attached one-car 320 sf garage with 335 sf storage area , and a detached two-car 430 sf
garage and 210 sf workshop structure is proposed.

The lower lot includes a new 3927 sf single family residence with an attached three-car 747

sf garage. Additionally, a guest house of 1786 sf and underground two-car 399 sf garage is
proposed.

Architectural Design Statement

This project is comprised of two pie shaped lots with rolling slopes that provide two very
different experiences. Expansive panoramic ocean views are offered from the narrow
northern part of the site and a quiet Eucalyptus Grove is nestled into the wider southern
part of the site. A single family residence located at the northern portion of the properties is
the only habitable structure that currently exists on both properties. The northern street
boundary is the narrow portion of the site and is further constrained by existing native oak
trees. To avoid crowding two homes along the street side of the lots, the overall site
strategy reorganizes the properties to splitting in a North / South axis rather than East/
West. In this proposed configuration, the two main dwellings would be located at opposite
ends of the site where they would have privacy from each other and relate better to the
existing fabric of Eucalyptus Hill Drive,
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There is a main house and a guest house proposed for each property. The overall design
theme consistent in the homes is to provide a strong connection between the indoor and
outdoor spaces. These spaces step along the rolling hillside following the natural
landscape. The site transforms as it slopes from the north to south, with each of the
structures having a unique character and style as they are designed as private retreats
respecting the given site features. The use of natural materials in an earthy palette on all of
the homes relates them to each other and again back to the landscape.

The proposed design of the upper main residence is located near the street front in the
narrow part of the site. It slides across the existing boundary line of the two properties to
reside towards the center avoiding existing oak trees and allowing open space on both
sides. From the street, the house is modest with a low profile and a very few openings. The
southern side of the house is organized as a sweeping arc with an open plan of living
spaces that flow together on the interior and extend seamlessly outside to a deep covered
patio. This soaring gesture allows the house to take full advantage of the views to the
gardens on the property and the ocean view beyond. An art studio and 2 additional
bedrooms are nestled into the hillside below the main living space and open directly to the
gardens. The arc of the main house is echoed in the front elevation of the detached garage
to the south. The garage is completely subterranean on three sides and a usable deck on
the roof is accessed from the north side.

The main residence on the lower lot is conceived of as the Gallery house. As it is at a lower
elevation surrounded by Eucalyptus Trees, the house has an inward focus centered about
the gallery and interior courtyard. The details reflect an Asian modern influence with deep
overhangs, exposed beams, and a ceramic tile roof.

One guest house would be located on each site. They are both stepped into the hillside on
the east side of the site separated by existing trees. They are both conceived as modest two
bedroom retreats with open plans continuing the theme of connection to outdoor areas.
The lower guest house also benefits from a unique subsurface two-car garage elevator that
presents itself as an at-grade patio when closed. A driveway meanders through the site to
connect the main houses, the detached garage and the guest houses. Please refer to the
attached Residential Project Statistics for proposed square footage details.

Landscape Design Intent

The landscape design for both parcels is meant to complement the architecture, embody
the native landscape character of the Santa Barbara region, and harness runoff from
impervious surfaces to be artfully dispiayed and treated on site. The bold details of the
architecture are echoed in the landscape with broad plantings of distinctive species and
visually dynamic hardscape features. Careful consideration has been given throughout the
property to provide a durable and drought tolerant landscape that protects the structures
from fire while providing visual and environmental benefits.

The design maximizes the amount of permeable surfaces for storm water quality purposes.
Wherever feasible, permeable paving systems such as crushed stone and unit pavers are to
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be used. All impermeable surfaces on the site will be conveyed into a system of retention
swales and formal retention gardens planted with native grasses and hedges.

Careful attention has also been given to provide shade to west-facing building elevations to
limit the amount of solar heat gain. Deciduous trees and vines on east and south facing

elevations will provide the same effect in summer and provide passive heating in the winter
months,

Lot Configuration

The reconfiguration of these two lots has been dictated by the desire of the property owner
to create an integrated set of properties that would complement each other in both the flow
and functionality of landscape and architectural design. The resultant lot lines have been

piaced to form reasonably sized and shaped lots, comply with structural setbacks, and
slope density calculations.

These lots are not land-locked nor do they diverge from established patterns of
development in the neighborhood. The existing Eucalyptus Hills Drive is a private road.
Being a private road, all property owners who are served by this road have appurtenant
easement rights which allow for ingress and egress to their respective homes. The
proposed lot configuration utilized this same access by appurtenant easement concept to
facilitate ingress and egress for the lower lot, through the upper lot to the private road.

Further, the subdivision which created these lots back in 1978 (seven lots total) was only a
portion of a neighborhood on one side of the road. A review of the Assessor’s Page (015-
050, attached) will conciude that of the seven lots created, perhaps five (5) of the lots could
be considered “similar” in shape, and this application consists of two (2] of these similar
iots. We are of the opinion that the resultant lots are a superior configuration as compared
to the existing “long and thin” lots. It is interesting to note that in the A-1 Zone District
there exists a minimum width standard for newly created lots over an acre in size, which

would be met by these reconfigured lots, however would not be met by the lots which exist
today.

V. Previous City Reviews

An earlier project concept was submitted to the City Pre-Application Review Team in May
2004. In June 2004, City Staff responded to the proposal with their Team Comments
letter. The ABR reviewed the proposed project in September 2004. At that meeting the
Board was generally supportive of the densities of the development, the size of the
buildings and the amount of garage spaces proposed given the size and configuration of the
lots. With respect to the upper lot, the Board liked the stepping nature of the house the
way it descends into the hillside, and the contemporary style of the house. The Board also
commented that the guesthouse was acceptable. Comments on the lower project indicated
that the lot is not viewed by the general public in such a way that the amount of
development is adverse to the public view of the hillside.
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In the June 2004 PRT Comment Letter, City staff indicates that the proposed lot
configuration would create a land-locked parcel and would not be consistent with the
surrounding neighborhood. At the September 2004 ABR meeting, the Board commented
that the overall site design was supportable given the size and reconfigured lots.

In December 2005 the applicant submitted a formal DART application for City staff review.
In the January 2006 DART letter staff comments focused on the excessive amount of
garage space, extensive grading and lot configuration associated with the proposal.

In May 2006, a substantially revised project (the current project) returned to the ABR for
consideration and review of the new site plan and architectural revisions. Regarding the
overall site design, the Board commented that they can support the densities of the
development, the size of the buildings, and the number of garage parking spaces, given the
reconfiguration of the lots and that they are not visible by the general public. The Board

appreciated the reduction in the hardscape of the revised site planning effort, and the
minimized driveway areas.

With respect to the lower lot the Board commented that this area is not viewed by the
general public and mostly concealed within the natural woodshed of the lower terrain. The
Board is comfortable with the lower house and its siting around a central courtyard. The
parking for the guest house is a clever solution utilizing the sunken lift garage which helps
to minimize the circulation and paving area presented on a prior scheme.

On the upper lot the Board commented that the architecture of the upper house is low in
profile and barely visible beyond the wall presenting from Eucalyptus Hill Drive. The Board
was comfortable with the walled scheme of the front elevation on the upper house, given
the natural material palette with sandstone walls, and copper roofs that mostly slope
toward the downhill view of the site. The Board finds that the upper guest house is tucked
well into the hillside, and the natural sandstone materiality helps it blend into the setting.

The Board was also comfortable with the adjacent detached garage with the landscaped
roof as it tucks into the hillside.

V. Additional Information Reguested

Pursuant to staff letters of June 16, 2004 and January 19, 2006, the following additional
studies and reports have been included with this submittal for your consideration:

Visual Study has been included within the map sets in order to demonstrate the project
site in relationship to the neighborhood. Photographs of the Eucalyptus Hill Drive existing
setting, neighboring frontages and driveways, the frontage of the project site and views
from the neighborhood to the south are submitted for your reference. The proposed upper
house would be viewed similar to the existing house (See Sheet T.02, Views 9, 10, 11 and
12}, while the remaining development would be hidden from view from Eucalyptus Hill
Drive. Views of the proposed development from the southern Woodland Drive
neighborhood (Sheet T.02, Views 13, 14 and 15) are challenging given the gentle slope of
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the subject property and the existing eucalyptus trees which function as a large vegetative
screen. The project as designed will be substantially hidden from view.

A Driveway Study is also included on Sheet T.02 which demonstrates that the proposed
circle driveway is consistent with the neighborhood. A combination of auto-courts, circular
driveways and next to street parking dominate Eucalyptus Hill Drive. The proposed
driveway is in keeping with the parking theme of the neighborhood which is to keep cars off

the street while having the ability to accommodate vehicles near the street on these 2-plus
acres lots.

A Preliminary Stormwater Study (July 2006) has been completed for the project. The study
inchuded the analysis of existing conditions and proposed development on the project site.
Storm event calculations are included for Qzs and Qo scenarios. The analysis has
concluded that the future development of the upper property {226 & 228 Eucalyptus Hill
Drive) would increase the 25-year storm event by 0.8 CFS, and the lower property would
increase by 0.6 CFS. The Study recommends that with the incorporation of bioswales and
check structures, a retention area of approximately 900 square feet for the upper project
and 600 square feet for the lower project would be needed to retard the increase in
drainage flow of the 25-year storm. These features have been included in the Landscape
Plan to satisfy the combined 1,500 square foot retention requirement. The Study also
identifies a total increase for both projects of 1.8 CFS for a 100-year storm. This overland
runoff is proposed to be directed to a drainage swale which would be provided over the
property located to the south of the project site, at 860 Woodland Drive. The applicant
owns the property on Woodland Drive and will covenant to a ten (10) foot easement over
that property for drainage and sewer purposes.

A Biological Survev has also been complete for the project and includes field surveys and
analysis of the property’s general setting, tree inventory, on-site biotic resources,
assessment of special status species, and project impacts.

With respect to native vegetation, the site is nearly void of native vegetation with the
exception of several mature coast live oak trees and seedlings, and a number of native
shrubs and forbs that are beneath the canopy of the Eucalyptus trees. The building
footprints of the four structures would avoid native coast live oaks, but would remove a
number of non-native trees including Eucalyptus and Acacia. In addition to the building
footprints, the City of Santa Barbara’s High Fire Hazard Area Brush Clearance Standards
require removal of hazardous brush, shrubs, and flammable vegetation within 100 feet of
any structure and additional cleared area on slopes (City of Santa Barbara 2003a). In the
case of Eucalyptus trees, the City does not require removal of all trees, but rather thinning
of the trees within 100 feet of structures resuiting in a density of 6 to 8 trees per 1,000
square feet, Given the slope on the property, City Fire Department staff estimates that an
additional 20 feet of brush clearance and thinning of the trees would be required.

Previous eucalyptus tree removal estimates approximated 100 to 150 trees that are either
Eucalyptus or Acacia. Most of these are Eucalyptus. However, given the May 2006 redesign
of the lower portion of the project to relocate the structures further to the north, it is now
estimated that approximately 50-55 trees would require removal. The tree removal plan
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included within the Landscape drawings depicts the trees to be removed. This would leave
an estimated 250 to 300 trees remaining on the property.

Eucalyptus forests are not native to California and, in general, have relatively low value to
wildlife, as compared to native oak forests and other native communities. Nevertheless,
they do provide some functions and values for native animals. A great horned owl roost and
an acorn granary were identified on site. These two particular trees are outside of the
building footprints, the trees can be selectively thinned, and these trees could be among
those that are retained. In addition, a large number of trees in the southeastern corner of
the property are outside of the required thinning zone and could also be retained.

Wildlife corridors were also studied. The site is surrounded on all sides by a developed,
low-density residential neighborhood; and it is more than % of a mile to Sycamore Creek
and about 1 mile to Montecito Creek. Although there is a band of Eucalyptus forest that
stretches from east to west across the lower section of the property for 500 feet or more in
both directions, the property is fenced with chain link fencing on its westerly boundary,
and it 1s unlikely that most wildlife, other than common animals such as coyote, raccoon,
and striped skunk, would use this as a movement corridor given the lack of water, minimal
cover close to the ground, minimal if any food, and lack of connectivity to native habitats
such as a stream corridor that stretches from the mountains to the coast. On one site visit,
a mule deer buck was observed, and suggests that the canyon to the west (off the property)
may be used by deer as habitat. Based upon site visits and review of a recent aeriat
photograph of the region, it does not appear that a wildlife corridor exists on the property.

The Biological Study concludes that sensitive habitat {a plant community identified by the
Department of Fish and Game as rare) does not exist on the property and would not be

impacted by the proposed development. No sensitive species were observed, and none are
likely to occur on the site,

Short-term impacts to wildlife during construction would inciude noise and dust. Neither of
these elements is expected to significantly impact native animals on or near the project
site. Removal of the 50 to 55 trees would remove some habitat for birds and other wildlife
species, but these animals are expected to use the 250 to 300 trees that will remain.

The removal of a large number of Eucalyptus and Acacia trees is not expected to add
significantly to a cumulative loss of habitat, given the relatively low habitat value of these
trees and the presence of many more both on the property and in the neighborhood.

Landscaping with native trees and shrubs is likely to produce greater benefit for wildlife in
the long run.

The Study recommends that the mature coast live oak trees on the site be protected and
that the coast live oak seedlings be protected or transplant on site. Additionally, use
landscaping materials native to Santa Barbara as much as possible, consistent with

the City’s High Fire Hazard Area Landscape Guidelines (City of Santa Barbara 2003b). And

lastly, retain the trees used as a roost by great horned owl and as an acorn granary by
acorn woodpeckers.
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An Engineering Geology Report has been produced for this project pursuant to the request
of city staff. Excavations, logging and lab sampling of seven backhoe test pits were
conducted to study bedrock, soil and groundwater conditions. The development site is
composed of a mixture of trash, debris, artificial fill, colluviums and Monterey Formation.
The report concludes that the proposed development is suitable for the project site

provided that report recommendations are successfully implements. Please refer to this
report for further details and lab results.

Slope Mapping A new sheet has been included in this map set which addresses staff’s
request for slope mapping. In general, the slopes on the property range from nearly flat to
over 30 percent. The two main house sites are located in areas of between 0-20 percent
slopes, essentially the flatter portions of the project site. The two guest homes are both
located in areas of mostly 20-30 percent. As demonstrated on the slope map, a ribbon of
over 30 percent slope somewhat bisects the project site. The main improvement within this
30 percent area is the road bend or “switch-back” which facilities access to the proposed
lower lot. In consultation with the Engineering Geologist, areas of a combination of
artificial fili/trash/debris have also been depicted on the slope map. These artificial fill
areas are located throughout much of the upper and middle portions of the properties, with
the deepest areas located in and around the 30 percent slopes. It appears that the
placement of artificial fill material throughout the years (decades) has contributed to the
now existing slope contouring of the site, especially within the steeper portions of the
property. To provide for the fire turnaround and switch-back, the proposed road grading
within this steeper area will recompact the existing materials per the Geology Report

recommendations, thereby properly taking care of the existing unconsolidated and
uncertified fill materials.

The Grading Design has been substantially revised to reduce overall quantities by nearly
two-thirds. In doing so, there has been a significant reduction in hardscape and
turnaround area on the lower lot which contributed to the reduction of the amount of
proposed earthwork. Some minor retaining walls in and around the building footprints
and some patio areas are needed with this design, and walls associated with the road

system at the fire hammerhead and switchback are also necessary to meet fire department
standards.

Grading quantities, expressed in cubic yards, associated with the project include the
following:
House Guest House Driveway Yard

Lot 1 (226) - 538 cut/300 fill, {228) 140 cut/180 fill, 50 cut/600 fill, 200 cut/500 fill
Detached Garage - 62 cut/0 fill

Subtotal for Lot 1 = 990 c.y. cut and 1580 c¢.y. fill

Lot 2 (232) - 200 cut/400 fill, (234) 300 cut/0 fill, 1000 cut/250 fill, 600 cut/600 fill

Subtotal for Lot 2 = 2100 c.y. cut and 1250 ¢.y. fill
Total for both lots = 3090 c.y. cut and 2830 c.y. of fill
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We believe that the revised project has rendered a grading design which respects the
Design Guidelines for Hillside Development, as the plan significantly reduced both cut and
fill slopes by nearly 10,000 cubic yards. Further these cumulative grading quantities are
modest given the resultant development of all four homes, garages and site improvements.

Summary

We have revised this project to address City staff comments and suggestions and have
rendered a much improved application. The revised project retains each of the dwelling
units and the lot reconfiguration, while reducing the amount of garages, complying with
Fire Department suggestions, and significantly reduced the amount of grading. The
proposed project is consistent with density and lot size requirements of the General Plan
and Zoning Ordinance. The reconfiguration of the two lots provides for a superior property
configuration, while protecting existing oak trees. The proposed design themes are
supported by ABR, including the relatively modest sized guest houses. As an in-fill project
we believe that we are fully consistent and compatible with the surrounding uses, and that
little if any environmental impacts would result from this project. We believe that an
objective analysis and review will confirm this perspective. It should also be mentioned
that the property owner has contacted neighbors within the vicinity of the property,
regarding the project, and further has held a open house meeting at the architect’s offices
to review and explain the project to those interested parties.

Thank you for your consideration. If you have any questions or wish to discuss this project
further, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Very truly yours,
L & P CONSULTANTS

Brudbin )

Brent Daniels
Project Manager

ce: Howard w/o enc.
Architect
File

{G:\2003\03-027.01 Eucalyptus Hill\Word\BKD - DART App Ltr 08-2007 to SHO. doc



CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
FINAL MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION - MST2004-00349

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 Mitigated Negative
Declaration has been prepared for the following project:

PROJECT LOCATION: 226 & 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive

PROJECT PROPONENT: L&P Consultants

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The applicant proposes a lot line adjustment between two parcels (2.82 and 2.75
acres in size) by realigning the dividing lot line from a north-south direction to an east-west direction, and resulting
in two parcels of 2.47 acres (Parcel 1, upper parcel) and 3.10 acres (Parcel 2, lower parcel). Parcel 1 would have an

average slope of 21.3% and Parcel 2 would have an average siope of 22.5%, both parcels sloping north to south.
- An existing single family residence, greenhouse foundation, and hardscape driveway would be removed and two
new single-family residences are proposed on each parcel. Parcel 1 would include a 6,129 square foot residence
with an attached 743 square foot garage, a 1,517 square foot residence with a 320 square foot garage, and a
detached 430 square foot garage. Parcel 2 would include a 3,927 square foot residence with an a 747 square foot
attached garage, and a 1,786 square foot residence with a 352 square foot subterranean garage. The project site is
currently accessed from Eucalyptus IHill Drive by an existing unimproved road which extends to the southern
portion of the properties. This road would be improved to facilitate access to the proposed lower parcel, via an
easement though the upper parcel. An existing driveway on the eastern property is proposed to be expanded to
provide for a circular driveway to the upper parcel for a total of three curb cuts. The applicant also proposes two
bioswale storm water retention areas totaling 900 square feet for Parcel 1 and 600 square feet for Parcel 2. The
total grading quantities proposed for the development of both parcels include 3,090 cubic yards of cut and 2,830
cubic yards of fill,

Required Permits; In order for the project to proceed, the following discretionary approvals are required by the
Planning Commission:

1. Lot Line Adjustment between twa existing lots per SBMC §27.40 and Government Code §66412;

2. Two Street Frontage Modifications to allow less than the required 100 feet of frontage on a public street;

3. Two Performance Standard Permits to allow an additional dwelling unit on each parcel; and

4. Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance Findings for the greater than 6,500 square feet of development on
each parcel and more than 500 cubic yards of grading on each parcel.

EXHIBIT D




MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FINDING:

Based on the attached Initial Study prepared for the proposed project, it has been determined that, with
implementation of identified required mitigation measures, the proposed project will not have a
significant effect on the environment,

A, &/on. !@m’}

Environmental Analyst Date

H:\Group Folders\PLAN\Environ. Review\Neg Decst226 & 232 Eucaiyptus Mill Drive Final NI Cover Sheet 8-21-07.doc



CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT, PLANNING DIVISION

INITIAL STUDY/ ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST MST2004-00349

PROJECT: 226 & 232 Eucalyptus Hill ReadDrive
Lot Line Adjustment, Performance Standard Permits, and Street Frontage Modifications

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 Initial Study are
the basis for deciding whether a Negative Declaration (ND) 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 BIR on the effects determined to be potentially significant.

APPLICANT/PROPERTY OWNER

Applicant: L. & P Consultants
Owner: Cynthia Howard

PROJECT ADDRESS/LOCATION

The project site is 5.57 gross and net acres in size and is located on two separate parcels at 226 & 232 Eucalyptus Hill
ReadDrive. The site is located in the Eucalyptus Hill neighborhood, within the City of Santa Barbara.

& H : 5 s = i o % Y - : I
PROJECT DESCRIPTION (See Exhibit A-Project Plans)

Project Components: The applicant proposes 2 lot line adjustment between two parcels (2.82 and 2.75 acres in size) by
realigning the dividing lot line from a north-south direction to an east-west direction, and resulting in two parcels of 2.47
acres (Parcel 1, upper parcel) and 3.10 acres (Parcel 2, lower parcel). Parcel 1 would have an average slope of 21.3% and
" Parcel 2 would have an average slope of 22.5%, both parcels sloping north to south. An existing single family residence,
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greenhouse foundation, and hardscape driveway would be removed and two new single-family residences are proposed on
each parcel. Parcel 1 would include a 6,129 square foot residence with an attached 743 square foot garage, a 1,517 square
foot residence with a 320 square foot garage, and a detached 430 square foot garage. Parcel 2 would include a 3,927
square foot residence with an a 747 square foot attached garage, and a 1,786 square foot residence with a 352 square foot
subterranean garage. The project site is currently accessed from Eucalyptus Hill Drive by an existing unimproved road
which extends to the southern portion of the properties. This road would be improved to facilitate access to the proposed
lower parcel, via an easement though the upper parcel. An existing driveway on the eastern property is proposed to be
expanded to provide for a circular driveway to the upper parcel for a total of three curb cuts. The applicant also proposes
two bioswale storm water retention areas totaling 900 square feet for Parcel 1 and 600 square feet for Parcel 2. The total

grading quantities proposed for the development of both parcels include 3,090 cubic yards of cut and 2,830 cubic yards of
fill.

Construction: The applicant estimates that the first phase of construction (demolishing the existing residence, and site
grading, including utilities trenching) would require 90 days to complete. The second phase, which would include
construction of new residence, guest house, and detached garage on the upper parcel would take approximately 138
months. Finally, the third phase of project, which includes construction of the new residence and guest house on the
lower parcel, would take approximately 12 months. Project staging would occur on-site.

Required Permits: In order for the project to proceed, the following discretionary approvals are required by the Planning
Commission:

1. Lot Line Adiustment between two existing lots per SBMC §27.40 and Government Code §66412;

Two Street Frontage Modifications to allow less than the required 100 feet of frontage on a public sireet;

2
3. Two Performance Standard Permits to allow an additional dwelling unit on each parcel; and
4

Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance Findings for the greater than 6,500 square feet of development on each
parcel and more than 500 cubic yards of grading on each parcel.

ENV N TAL SETTING

Existing Site Characteristics

Topography: Topography of the both existing parcels slope from north to south with existing average slopes of 19% and
20%.

Seismic/Geologic Conditions: Geologic conditions onsite are characterized by approximately 1-5 feet of artificial fill,
including clayey silts to silty clays and construction debris, underlain by topsoil/colluvium and Monterery Formation
bedrock shale. The City’s Master Environmental Assessment (MEA) and the geotechnical report prepared for the project
identify the potential for liquefaction to occur as a result of earthshaking is minimal. The potential for expansive soils is
moderately high. The potential for seismic hazards is low. '

Fire: The project site is located in a high fire zone.

Flooding/Drainage: The project site is not located within the 100 year flood plain as shown on the Flood Insurance Rate
maps. Drainage from the site sheet flows to the south, A natural drainage course runs in a north-south direction through
the southern corner of the adjacent parcel to the west, but not through the project site.

Biclogical Resources: The project site is located within an urban area and is identified on the City’s MEA map as
containing southern oak woodland. The site is composed predominantly of Eucalyptus and Acacia trees, and some coast
live oaks.

Archaeological Resources: The project site is not located in any cultural resource sensitivity areas according to the City’s
MEA, and no archaeological studies were requested.

Noise: The project site is currently subject to noise levels of less than 60 Ldn dBA, which is acceptable for residential
Uses.
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PROPERTY CHARA IST

Assessor's Parcel 015-050-017 & -018 General Plan Designation:  Residential ~ 2 units per

Number: acre

Existing Land Use: Single-family residential Existing Parcel Sizes: 2.82 acres (Parcel A)
2.75 acres (Parcel B)

Propesed Parcel Sizes: 2.47 acres (Parcel 1)

3.10 acres (Parcel 2)

Zoning; A-2, One-Family Residential | Proposed Land Use: Single-family residential

Slope: 19% & 20% (Existing Lot Configurations) '

21.3% & 22.5 % (Proposed Lot Configurations)

SURROUNDING LAND USES: .

North: Single-Family Residential
South: Single-Family Residential
East: Single-Family Residential
West: Single~Fami]y'Residential

PLANS AND POLICY DISCUSSION
Land Use and Zoning Designations:

The project site is designated Residential — 2 units per acre by the General Plan Land Use Element. The project is located
in the Eucalyptus Hill neighborhood, which is bordered by the City limits on the north and east, Sycamore Canyon on the
west and the bottom of the hill and Highway 101 on the south. The majority of this neighborhood is developed with
single-family homes. The area is characterized by low density residential development.

The project site is zoned A-2, One-Family Residential. In the A-2 zone, the minimum lot size requirement is 25,000
square feet. Slope density requirements are applied to the site in recognition of the steep topography, which increases the
required minimuam fot size by the following factors when the average slope of the parcel falls within the following
parameters:

Percent of Average Slope Factor

0% up to and mcluding 20% 1.5 times minimum lot area

over 20% up to & including 30% 2.0 times minimum lot area
| over 30% 3.0 times minimum lot area

The project would subdivide the lot into two lots with the following lot sizes:

Lot | Average | Required Lot Size Proposed Lot Compiies with
# Slope per A-2 Zone with | Size (Net sq. ft.) Minimum Let

Slope Density Area
(Net sq. ft.) Required?
1 21.3% 50,000 sq.ft. 107,510 sq.ft. Yes
2 22.5% 50,000 sg.it. 134,843 sq.ft. Yes
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General Plan Policies:

Initial analysis of project consistency with adopted City plans and policies indicates that the project could be found
consistent with the existing General Plan Land Use Element designation of Residential, for the lot line adjustment and
future development of two single family residences on each of the two lots. Various sections of this Initial Study make
reference to applicable General Plan policies and ordinance provisions. The Planning Commission Staff Report will
provide a further analysis of potential project consistency or inconsistency with the City General Plan elements, including
the Land Use Element, Circulation Element, Conservation Element, Scenic Highways Element, Noise Element, Seismic
Safety-Safety Element and other applicable plans and policies. Final determinations of project consistency with
applicable policies will be made by the decision-makers as part of their action to approve or deny the project proposal.
The following information consists of some background information of the conservation, seismic safety/safety, noise and
circulation elements of the General Plan.

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 archagological,
cultural and historic resources; protection and enhancement of visual, biological and open space resources; protection of
specimen and street trees; maintenance of air and water quality; and minimizing potential drainage, erosion and flooding
hazards. The project may be found generally consistent with applicable policies of the Conservation Element through
adherence to the identified project design and mitigation measures as detailed in this initial study. This would ensure
potential conflicts with Conservation Element policies are avoided or minimized and are in conformance with applicable
policies.

With respect to hillside development, there are three policies under the Conservation Element that directly apply to the
project site, which are discussed below:

Visual Resources Policy 2.0 — “Development on hillsides shall not significantly modify the natural topography
and vegetation.”

Visual Resources Policy 3.0 — “New development shall not obstruct scenic view corridors, including
those of the ocean and lower elevations of the City viewed respectively from the shoreline and upper
foothills, and of the upper foothills and mountains viewed respectively from the beach and lower
elevations of the City.”

Biological Resources Policy 5.0 — “The habitats of rare and endangered species shall be preserved.”

In cases where projects have steep slopes of 30% or greater, the City uses the Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance
{NPO) findings and the Single-Family Residence Design Guidelines for direction in reviewing appropriate development
on constrained sites. The NPO findings (SBMC §22.68.060) implement policies focused on hillside development in the
City’s Conservation and Open Space Elements pertaining to protection of the public health, safety, and welfare,
appropriateness of proposed grading and development given the site topography, protection of existing trees, preservation
of public views, and compatibility with the neighborhood. Although the parcels would have average slopes of 21.3% and
22.5 %, these findings and gnidelines have been considered throughout the review of this project.

The existing oak trees on-site have also played a role in the siting of the proposed development.

Future construction of the four new single-family residences on both adjusted parcels is not anticipated to obstruct
important public scenic views to the ocean or lower elevations of the City nor obstruct upper foothill or mountain views
from the beach or lower elevations of the City. The project site is surrounded by existing residential development as well
as significant vegetation, some of which is proposed for removal, but replacement is also proposed to maintain screening.
Further, the houses have been designed to be tucked into the hillside to maintain a low profile. The project site is only
minimally visible from Eucalyptus Hill Road, which is approximately 400 feet west of the project site.
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2. 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 Seismic Safety/Safety Element addresses a

number of potential hazards including, geology, seismicity, flooding, liquefaction, tsunamis, high groundwater, and
erosion.

As discussed in the Initial Study analysis, less than significant impacts associated with geologic hazards are anticipated with
the implementation of recommendations for grading and development, which are outlined in the geotechnical report provided
for the project.

3. 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 development would not generate a significant
increase in existing noise levels in the neighborhood in the long-term or exceed noise level guidelines. As such, the
proposed project may be found consistent with the applicable policies of the Noise Element.

4, 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.
Traffic and circulation impacts resulting from the proposed project are very minor, and thus the project could be found
consistent with the Circulation Element.

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP)

A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) will be prepared for the project in compliance with Public
Resources Code §21081.6. The mitigation measures suggested in the Initial Study may be refined or augmented by
decision-makers. Monitoring and reporting requirements would be adopted as conditions of project approval.

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

The following checklist contains questiotis concerning potential changes to the environment that may result if this project
is implemented. If no impact would occur, NO 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 level
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.
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1. AESTHETICS NO YES

Could the project: Level of Significance

a) Affect a public scenic vista or designated scenic highway or Less than Significant
highway/roadway eligible for designation as a scenic
highway?

b) Have a demonstrable negative aesthetic effect in that it is . Less than Significant

incongistent 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

Issues: Issues 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
project is proposed. The significance of visual changes is assessed qualitatively based on consideration of the proposed
physical 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. The importance of existing views is
assessed qualitatively based on whether important visual resources such as mountains, skyline trees, or the coastline, can
be seen, the extent and scenic quality of the views, and whether the views are experienced from public viewpoints, The
visual changes associated with the project are then assessed qualitatively 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 potentiaily 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 trees visible from 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.

s 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

1.a} Scenic Views

The project site is located in an urban environment in the Eucalyptus Hill neighborhood of the City of Santa Barbara. One
of the parcels is currently developed with a single-family residence and attached garage and the other parcel contains a
greenhouse foundation only. Existing development in the project vicinity includes single-family residences. The site is
located within the City’s Hillside Design District and any development is subject to review by the Architectural Board of
Review (ABR).

The City’s Master Environmental Assessment (MEA) maps identify the parcel as located in an area with no significant
visual resources. The City carefully scrutinizes project sites proposed on parcels with and average slope of 30% or
greater, where visual impacts are a general concern. The project site is located within the City’s Hillside Design District
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and has slopes that exceed 20%, with a small portion of the two properties that exceed 30%. The project site is only
minimally visible from the closest public street, Eucalyptus Hill Road, which is approximately 400 feet west of the project
site. The proposed houses have been designed to be low profile and tucked into the hillside.

The ABR reviewed the proposal on three occasions and had the following comments on the current design: 1) As to the
General Overall Site Design: The Board can support the densities of the development, the size of the buildings, and the
number of garage parking spaces and not covered parking spaces; given the reconfiguration of the lots and that they are
not visible by the general public. 2) The lower lot (226 Eucalyptus Hill) is not viewed by the general public and mostly
concealed within the natural woodshed of the lower terrain, 3) The Board is comfortable with the walled scheme of the
front elevation on the upper house; given the natural material palette with sandstone walls, and copper roofs that mostly
slope toward the downhill view of the site. 4) The Board appreciates the reduction in the hardscape of the revised site
planning effort, the minimized driveway areas, and the less paving visible from Eucalyptus Hill Drive. 5) The parking for
the guest house at 226 Eucalyptus Hill Drive is a clever selution utilizing the sunken lift garage which helps to minimize
the circulation and paving area presented on a prior scheme. 6) The architecture of the upper house (232 Eucalyptus Hill)
is low in profile and barely visible beyond the wall presenting from Eucalyptus IHill Drive. 7) The use of the hip roof is
acceptable to the other elements of the design. 8) The copper roof material is acceptable as presented. 9} As to the Guest
House for 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive: The Board finds it is tucked well into hillside, and the natural sandstone materiality
helps it blend into the setting. 10) The Board is comfortable with the adjacent detached garage with the landscaped roof
as it tucks into the hillside. 11) As to the Lower House of 226 Eucalyptus Hill Drive: The Board is comfortable with the
siting around the central courtyard. 12) Some Board members are concerned with the proposed glazed roof tile, which
should be a green tone coloration o blend with the landscape. 13) The Board looks forward to a more detailed tandscape
plan that expands the plant palette, walking paths, the proposed water features, locates all underground utilities to mitigate
and preserve any ozk trees, shows all proposed retaining walls including their height and materiality, and addresses the
new entry driveway through the oak grove to clearly depict the oak trees to remain and those to be removed and/or
replaced.

Given the location and topography of the site, public vantage points are limited. The project site is located in an urban
area and is surrounded by residential development.

A total of 55 trees are proposed for removal, including 51 non-native trees and 4 coast live oak trees. Removal of this
vegetation will be analyzed in terms of its biological impact in Section 3, “Biological Impacts,” below. From an aesthetic
point of view, although these trees do not provide for screening of the site from major public viewpoints, they do provide
visual relief from surrounding urban development. Given the large amount of trees and vegetation proposed to remain,
and the 70 coast live oak saplings proposed for replacement, the removal of the trees would be less than significant.

The visual change resulting from the proposed project would be nominal from public view vantage points, and long term
view impacts may be adverse but Jess than significani. The proposal would not obstruct any public vantage points and
would incorporate development compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. No designated open spaces would be
impacted by this proposal. Therefore, the impacts to scenic views would be less than significant.

1.b) On-Site Aesthetics

The proposed development requires review and approval by the Architectural Board of Review (ABR) in accordance with
ABR Design Guidelines. The Planning Commission must also make Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance findings.
The ABR has conceptually reviewed the plans three times since 2004 (See Exhibit B} and has provided positive
comments with regard to the overall site design and each of the four proposed houses and associated garages.

Subsequent ABR Preliminary and Final Design Review approvals will refine project architectural and landscaping details.
The lot line adjustment and proposed single family residences’ effect on public scenic views, visual aesthetics and
compatibility, would be fess than significant.

1.c) Lighting

The project is located in a residential neighborhood. The project would provide outdoor lighting typical of residential
areas on a project of limited scope. Exterior lighting would be subject to compliance with the requirements of SBMC
§22.75, the City’s Outdoor Lighting and Design Ordinance. The ordinance provides that exterior lighting be shielded and
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directed to the site such that no undue lighting or glare would affect surrounding residents, roads, or habitat areas. Project
impacts on lighting and glare would be [ess than significant.

Visual Aesthetics — Mitigation

No mitigation is required.

2. AIR QUALITY NO YES
Could the project: Level of Significance
a) Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or Less than Significant
projected air quality violation?
b) Expose sensitive receptors to pollutants? Less than Significant
c) Create objectionable odors? ' Less than Significant

Is the project consistent with the County of Santa Barbara Air Quality Attainment Plan? Yes

Air Quality - Discussion

Issues. Air quality issues involve pollutant emissions from vehicle exhaust and industrial or other stationary sources that
contribute to smog, particulates and nuisance dust associated with grading and construction processes, and nuisance odors,

Smog, or ozone, is formed in the atmosphere through a series of photochemical reactions involving interaction of oxides
of nifrogen [NO,] and reactive organic gases [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 (PMyy) include demolition, grading, road dust, agricaltural tilling and mineral quarries and vehicle exhaust (PM; 5).

The City of Santa Barbara is part of 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.

Presently, Santa Barbara County is considered in attainment of the federal eight-hour ozone standard, but does not meet
the state one-hour ozone standard or the standard for particulate matter less than ten microns in diameter (PM10).
Insufficient data is available to determine our attainment status for either the federal standard for particulate matter less
than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5) or the state PM2.5 standard. The state recently adopted a new eight-hour ozone
standard that became effective in May 2006. Although the state has not vet issued attainment designations, the data
indicate Santa Barbara County will be considered in nonattainment of this standard.

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

e Exceeding an APCD pollutant threshold; inconsistency with District regulations; or exceeding population
forecasts in the adopted County Clean Air Plan.

e Exposing sensitive receptors, such as children, the elderly, or sick people to substantial pollutant exposure.
# 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 thresholds 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:
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¢ Emit (from all project sources, both stationary and mobile) less than 240 pounds per day for ROG and NO, _and
80 pounds per day for PMy,

e Emit less than 25 pounds per day of ROG or NO, from motor vehicle trips only;

e Not cause a violation of any California or National Ambient Air Quality Standard (except ozone);
e Not exceed the. APCD health risks public nofiﬁcation thresholds adopted by the APCD Board; and
s Be consistent with the adopted federal and state air quality plans for Santa Barbara.

Short-Term (Constrauction) Impacts Guideliness Projects imvolving grading, paving, construction, and landscaping
activities may cause localized nuisance dust impacts and increased particulate matter (PMyy). Substantial dust-related
impacts may be potentially significant, but are generally considered mitigable with the application of standard dust controf
mitigation measures. Standard dust mitigation measures are applied to projects with either significant or less than
significant 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 Barbara County Association of
Governments and Air Resources Board on-road emissions forecasts are used as a basis for vehicle emission forecasting.
If a 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 inconsistent with APCD rules
and regulations, then the project may be found inconsistent with the CAP and may have a significant impact on air
quality.

Air Ouality — Existing Conditions and Project Impacis

2.a-b}y Air Pollutant Emissions

Long-Term (Operational) Emissions: Substantial long-term project emissions could potentially stem from stationary
sources which may require permits from the APCD and from motor vehicles associated with the project and from mobile
sources including the automobile. The proposed project does not contain any stationary sources (gas stations, auto body
shops, dry cleaners, oil and gas production and processing facilities, and water treatment facilities) which require permits
from APCD. However, the proposed project will result in 30 new average daily trips (ADTs) and 3 new a.m. peak hour
trips (PHT) and 3 new p.m. PHT. Utilizing the URBEMIS 2002 ver. 8.7 computer model, it is estimated that the proposed
project will generate 0.6) pounds per day of NO, and 0.40 pounds per day of ROG. Therefore, the proposed project is
anticipated to have a less than significant effect on the environment.

Short-Term (Construction) Emissions: The project would involve grading, paving, and landscaping activities which
could cause localized dust related impacts resulting in increases in particulate matter (PM;p). Project demolition of the
existing residence, followed by site grading would be completed in approximately 90 days. Estimated grading for Lot 1
(upper parcel) would consist of 990 cubic yards (cy) of cut and 1,580 cy of fill for the development of the two houses,
driveway, and landscaping. Estimated grading for Lot 2 (lower parcel} would consist of 2,100 ¢y of cut and 1,250 cy of
1ill for the development of both houses, garages, driveway, and landscaping. The total estimated grading for both parcels
is 3,090 cy of cut and 2,830 cy of fill, and is estimated to take approximately 3 months. Construction of structures on the
upper lot including the new residence, guest house, and detached garage would take approximately 10 months; and
construction of structures on the lower lot including the new residence and guest house is expected to take approximately
16 months.  Dust-related impacts are considered less than significant, with the application of standard dust control
mitigation measures.
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Construction equipment would also emit NO, and ROG. However, in order for NO, and ROG emissions from
construction equipment to be considered a significant environmental impact, combined emissions from all construction
equipment would need to exceed 25 tons of any pollutant {except carbon monoxide) within a 12-month period. Utilizing
the URBEMIS 2002 ver. 8.7 computer model, it is estimated that the proposed project will generate 0.026 tons per year of
NOy and 2.13 tons per year of ROG, during construction. Therefore, the proposed project is anticipated to have a less
than significant effect on the environment.

Sensitive Receptors: Sensitive receptors are defined as children, elderly, or ill people that can be more adversely affected
by air quality problems. Land uses typically associated with sensitive receptors include schools, parks, playgrounds,
childcare centers, retirement homes; convalescent homes, hospitals, and clinics. Stationary sources are of particular
concern to sensitive receptors, as is construction dust and particulate matter. The project would not include stationary
sources, but sensitive receptors could be affected by dust and particulates during project site grading. Nuisance dust and
particulates would be reduced to a less than significant level through application of dust control mitigation measures. The
insignificant amounts of these pollutants would result in an insignificant exposure of sensitive receptors to pollutants.

2.c) Odors

The project is [imited to residential uses, and would not include land uses involving odors or smoke.

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.
Due to the nature of the proposed land use and limited size of the project, project impacts related to odors would be
considered less than significant.

Caonsistency with the Clean Air Plan:

Direct and indirect emissions associated with the project are accounted for in the CAP emissions growth assumptions,
Appropriate air quality mitigation measures, including construction dust suppression, would be applied to the project,
consistent with CAP and City policies. The project can be found consistent with the Clean Air Plan.

Air Quality — Reguired Mitigation

AQ-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, earth moving or excavation, sufficient quantities ‘of water, through use of
either water trucks or sprinkler systems, shall be applied to prevent dust from feaving the site. Each day, after
construction activities cease, the entire area 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 in the late morning and after work is completed for the day. Increased watering frequency will
be required whenever the wind speed exceeds 15 mph.

AQ-3 Construction Dust Contro! — Tarping, Trucks transporting fill material to and from the site shall be covered
from the point of origin.

AQ-4 Construction Dust Centrol — Gravel Pads, Gravel pads shall be installed af all access points to prevent tracking of
mud on to public roads.

AQ-5 Construction Dust Centrol — Disturbed Area Treatment. After clearing, grading, earth moving or excavation
is complete, the entire area of disturbed soil shall be treated to prevent wind pickup of soil. This may be
accomplished by:

1. Seeding and watering until grass cover is grown.

2. Spreading soil binders.
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3. 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.
4. Other methods approved in advance by the Air Pollution Control District.

AQ-6 Construction Equipment Requirements. The following shall be adhered to during project grading and
construction to reduce NOx and particulate emissions from construction equipment:

1. Heavy-duty diesel-powered construction equipment manufactured after 1996 (with federally mandated
"clean" diesel engines) shall be utilized wherever feasible.

2. The engine size of construction equipment shall be the minimum practica! size.

3. The number of construction equipment operating simultancously shall be minimized through efficient
management practices to ensure that the smallest practical number is operating at any one time.

4. Construction equipment shall be maintained in tune per the manufacturer specifications.
5. Catalytic converters shall be installed on gasoline-powered equipment, if feasible.
6. Diesel powered equipment shall be replaced by electric equipment whenever feasible.

Air Quality - Residual Impacts

Implementation of the identified mitigation measures would reduce short-term impacts to air quality to a less than
significant level.

3. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES NO YES
Could the project result in impacts to: Level of Significance
a) Endangered, threatened or rare species or their habitats X
(including but not limited to plants, fish, insects, animals, and
birds)?
b) Locally designated historic, Landmark or specimen trees? X
c) Natural communities (e.g. oak woodland, coastal habitat, Potentially Significant, Mitigable
etc.).
d) Wetland habitat (e.g. marsh, riparian, and vernal pool)? X
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 qualitatively 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 qualitatively 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:
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¢ 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.

e Substantial effect on protected plant or animal species listed or otherwise identified or protected as endange: ed,
threatened or rare. -

e Substantial loss or damage to important native specimen trees or designated landmark or historic trees.
Biclegical Resources — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts

3.a, ¢, e} Native Wildlife, Natural Communities and Habitat and Wildlife Corridors

As recognized by the City of Santa Barbara Master Environmental Assessment, portions of this site are designated as
southern oak woodland habitat. The site contains several mafure coast live oak trees and seedlings, and a number of
native shrubs and forbs beneath the canopy of the eucalyptus trees. No natural drainage courses or creeks run through the
parcels.

A Biological Assessment of the site was prepared by Condor Environmental Planning Services, Inc. (Exhibits E and F).
Vegetation on the project site is characterized predominantly by non-native eucalyptus and acacia trees, with coast live
oaks located primarily on the northern portions of the existing parcels. A large portion of the site has been previously
disturbed and cleared of vegetation in the past. Ground cover includes non-native grasses and some native plants such as
greenspot {Douglas’) nightshade, poison oak, and Mexican tea.

According to the Biological Assessment, sensitive species that are likely fo occur on the project site include the monarch
butterfly, Cooper’s hawk, and big free-tailed bat. A total of 18 wildlife species were observed on the site or adjacent to
the site, including the a mule deer, monarch butterfly, Cooper’s hawk, red-tailed hawk, great horned owl, and turkey
vulture, A total of six monarch butterflies were observed patrolling, and no clusters were found. The Cooper’s hawk is
listed by the Department of Fish and Game as a Species of Special Concern, and the other three bird species are common
species; however, all four are protected by the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918. A great horned owl was
observed roosting in a eucalyptus tree and a dead eucalyptus tree was observed to be an acorn granary use by acomn
woodpeckers. Both trees will be retained on-site and protection of the two frees bas been incorporated into the tree
protection plan. The Biological Assessment concludes that these species may be adversely impacted by short-term
construction noise, removal of trees, and increased human presence during construction. However, implementation of the
landscape plan, retention of the eucalyptus trees at the south of the of property, and planting grassltand and other
landscapes is likely to provide foraging habitat, while planting and maintaining 70 1-gallon oak trees, will result in a long
term increase of habitat for these and other species,

As open areas are fragmented by urban encroachment, free movement of animals between areas of suitable habitat may
become increasingly restricted. The site is likely to continue being used by urban-adopted wildlife such as birds, rodents,
and small mammals for movement and foraging. Development of the site with a three additional single-family
residences would not totally preclude this use, but could limit it, resulting in a less than significant impact.

A total of 55 trees are proposed for removal, including 51 non-native trees and 4 coast live oak trees. An Qak Tree
Assessment and Protection Plan was prepared by Bill Spiewak to specifically analyze the impacts of the project on 17 oak
trees on-site. The report recognized that a cluster of oaks could be impacted from driveway construction activities near
the northwestern portion of the site. Recommendations are provided within the Tree Protection Plan for minimizing
impacts to these caks, which have been incorporated as required mitigation. To mitigate the removal of four oaks located
further south on the property, 70 young oak saplings will be planted in the northern portion of the property adjacent to the
existing oaks and also in the southern portion of the property where several eucalyptus trees will be removed. Impacts to
native vegetation associated with construction' of the new residences, driveways, and landscaping are considered
potentially significant, but mitigable. Mitigation Measures B-1 through B-3 are required to reduce the blolomcal impacts
associated with the project to a less than significant level.

Although not a significant impact due the existing high level of human presence in the area, increased noise and light from
the future residences has the potential to disrupt wildlife. To further reduce this less than significant impact, a mitigation
measure is recommended to address lghting impacts (see Mitigation Measure A-3).
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3.b) Specimen Trees

Mature native and non-native specimen trees provide numerous benefits to the environment, including visual beauty,
shade, soil stability, air quality, and localized habitat for urban-adapted wildlife species, such as birds. No impacts to
locally designated historic, Landmark or specimen trees would occur as a result of the proposed project since no such
resources exist on the site. See biological resources discussion a) and c) for other issues associated with tree removal,

3.d) Wetland Habitat

The Master Environmental Assessment (MEA) identifies the site as southern oak woodland. The site is within a
developed neighborhood; however, it contains several oak trees throughout the northern portion of the site. There are no
drainage courses or creeks that run through the project site. The closest natural drainage course runs in a north-south
direction through the southwestern corner of the adjacent parcel to the west. The Biological Assessment concludes that
no wetland species were identified on-site. No sensitive habitat exists on the property and no sensitive habitat would be
impacted by the proposed development. Therefore, there would be po impacts to wetland habitat.

Biological Resources — Required Mifigation

B-1 Oak Tree Protection (Short-Term). Tree protection measures for oaks, as recommended in the Oak Tree
Protection Plan dated September 21, 2006, shall be followed for the duration of all grading and construction
activities associated with the project.

B-2  Oak Tree Replacement. A replacement of the four oaks proposed for removal shall include the planting,
management, and long-term maintenance of 70 1-gallon young saplings per the recommendations of the Oak Tree
Protection Plan.

B-3  Habitat Protection. The two eucalyptus trees identified as a great horned owl roost and an acorn granary, shall
be retained and protected per the recommendations of the Biological Assessment dated October 26, 2006, and as
noted on the Tree Preservation Plan.

Biological Resources - Residual Impacts

Implementation of the identified mitigation measures would reduce impacts to biological resources to a less than
significant level. '

4. CULTURAL RESOURCES NO YES

Could the project: Level of Significance
a) Disturb archaeologicai resources? X
b) Affect a historic structure or site designated or eligible for

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? :

Cuitural Resources - Discussion

Issues: Archaeological resources are subsurface deposits dating from Prehistoric or Historical time periods. Native
Anmerican culture appeared along the channel coast over 10,000 years ago, and numerous villages of the Barbareno
Chumash flourished in coastal plains now encompassed 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
above-ground structures and sites from historical time periods with historic, architectural, or other cultural importance.
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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
earthquake.

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 archaeological or
historical resources exist, based on criteria specified in the State CEQA Guidelines and City Master Environmental
Assessment Guidelines for Archaeological Resources and Historical Structures and Sites, summarized as follows:

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

e Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available example of its type.
e s directly associated with an important 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 substantially affect these important resources.

Cultural Resources — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts

4.a) Archaeological Resources

The project site is not located in any cultural resource sensitivity areas according fo the City’s MEA, and no
archaeological studies were requested. No impacts to cultural resources would occur as a result of the proposed project.

4.b} Historic Resources

One of the existing parcels, APN 015-050-018, is currently developed with a single-family residence and attached garage.
APN 015-050-017 is not developed, with the exception of the remains of a greenhouse foundation, which will be utilized
for the location of a future retention area. The project site is located in the City’s Demolition Review Study Area, as
described in SBMC §22.22; however, the existing residence located at 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive is less than 50 years old
and is not considered historically significant. No_impacts to historical resources would occur as a result of the proposed
demolition of the existing residence.

4.c) Ethnic/Religious Resources

There is no evidence that the site involves any ethnic or religious use or importance. The project would have no impact on
historic, ethnic or religious resources.

Cultural Resources — Mitigation

No mitigation is required.

5. GEOPHYSICAL CONDITIONS NO YES

Could the project result in or expose people to: Level of Significance
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a) Seismicity: fault rupture? Less than Significant
b) Seismicity: ground shaking or liquefaction? Less than Significant
c) Seismicity: seiche or tsunami? Less than Significant
d) Landslides or mudslides? Less than Significant
¢) Subsidence of the land? Less than Significant
) ‘Expansive soils? : Potentially Significant, Mitigable -
2) Excessive grading or permanent changes in the topography? Less than Significant

Geophysical Conditions - Discussion

Issues: Geophysical impacts involve geologic and soi! conditions and their potential to create physical hazards affecting
persons or property; or substantial changes to the physical condition of the site. Included are earthquake-related conditions
such as fault rupture, ground-shaking, liquefaction (a condition in which saturated soil looses shear strength during
earthquake shaking); or seisimic sea waves; unstable soil or slope conditions, such as landslides, subsidence, expansive or
compressible/collapsible soils; or erosion; and extensive grading or topographic changes.

Impact Evaluation Guidelines: Potentially significant geophysical impacts may result from:

e Exposure to or creation of unstabie earth conditions due to seismic conditions, such as ecarthquake faulting,
groundshaking, liquefaction, or seismic waves.

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

s Extensive grading on slopes exceeding 20%, substantial iopographic change, destruction of unique physical
features; substantial erosion of soils, overburden, or sedimentation of a water course,

Geophysical Conditions — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts

5.a-¢) Seismic Hazards

Fault Rupture: According to the City’s MEA map, the project site is iocated in an area that has low seismic hazard
damage to all structures. The MEA map shows no fault crossing the project site, but does show a fault trending towards
the site from the west. An Engineering Geology and Geotechnical Engineering Report was prepared by Earth Systems
Southern California on July 14, 2006, and as part of the study, test pits were excavated in a north-south direction across
the parcels and no faults were identified. According to this report, faulting is located south of the project site and the
potential for fault rupture hazard is considered low. The report identifies the closest active fault as the Mission Ridge
Arroyo Parida-Santa Ana Fault, located approximately | mile away. Fault rupture impacts are considered less than

significant.

Ground Shaking and Liguefaction: The project site is located in a seismically active area of southern California. Ground
shaking as a result of a local or regional earthquake is likely to occur during the life of the project. The site is considered
to be minimaily susceptible to liquefaction in the event of a strong earthquake. The potential for ground shaking is
considered a less than significant impact. Future development would be required to comply with building code
requirements that would minimize potential hazards associated with ground shaking.

Seiche or Tsunami: The project site is not located within the tsunami run-up zone as identified in the City’s Master
Environmental Assessment. The project site is not subject to seiche hazards because of its distance from potential seiche
hazard areas (i.e. open badies of water and the harbor). Tmpacts would be Jess than significant.

5.d-f) Geologic or Soil Instability

Landslides: The project site has some areas with relatively steep slopes, but is not identified as subject to landslide
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hazards on the City’s MEA map. Therefore, project impacts from landslides would be /ess than significant.

Subsidence: The potential for subsidence on the site is considered low, and impacts would be less than significant.

Expansive Soils: As shown on the City’s MEA, the site is subject to moderately high expansive clay soil. The
Geotechnical Report identified near-surface soils underlying the proposed building arcas as artificial fill over
topsoil/colluvium over Monterey Formation bedrock. Testing indicated that anticipated bearing soils lie in the “very low”
expansion range in the 2001 California Building Code. Soils were also tested for pH, resistivity, soluble sulfates and
soluble chlorides. Results indicated that sulfate exposure is negligible, but that the soil is corrosive to ferrous metals in
the bedrock units and mildly corrosive in the topsoil/colluvial units, and that the test results should be provided to the
project designers for interpretations pertaining to the corrosivity or reactivity of various construction materials with the
soils. Mitigation is identified to reduce this potentially significant impact to less than significant.

5.g) Topography; Grading

Grading: Site grading would include excavation and replacement of artificial fill. The amount of earthwork required for
grading for both parcels is estimated at is 3,090 cy of cut and 2,830 cy of fill. The currently proposed grading would
result in some alteration of the existing landform but would not substantially change the existing topography of the site.
In general, the slopes on the property range from nearly flat to over 30%, and the two main house sites would be located
in areas of between 0-20% slopes. The two guest houses would be located in areas of mostly 20-30% slopes, with a small
portion of the lower guest house and a portion of the driveway located in areas that exceed 30% slopes. Impacts
associated with project grading would be less than significant. '

Geophysical Conditions — Reguired Mitigation

G-1  Grading and Foundation Recommendations. Site preparation, grading and project construction related to soil
conditions shall be in accordance with the recommendations contained in the Engineering Geology and
Geotechnical Engineering Report, prepared by Earth Systems Southern California, and dated July 14, 2006.
Compliance shall be demonstrated on plans submitted for grading and/or building permits.

Geophysical Conditions — Residual Impacts

Implementation of the required site preparation and structural design measures would mitigate potential geologic hazards
associated with grading to less than significant levels.

6. HAZARDS ‘ NG YES
Could the project involve: Level of Significance
a) A risk of accidental explosion or release of hazardous X

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

b) The creation of any health hazard or potential health hazards? X

<) Exposure of people to existing sources of potential health - Less than Significant
hazards?

d) Increased fire hazard in areas with flammable brush, grass, or Potentially Significant, Mitigable
trees?

Hazards - Discussion

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.
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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, starage or disposal of
hazardous materials.

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

Hazards — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts
6.a,b,c} Public Health and Safety

The project site has no known contamination and is not listed on the County Fire Department Hazardous Materials parcel
listings. The project site is not located close to sources of public safety or health hazards, such as pipelines. Hazardous
materials use and storage would be limited to small amounts of common household, automotive, and gardening supplies,
such as cleansers, paint, motor oil, and pesticides. Less than significant impacts due to the use of oils, paint, and cleaners
during construction activities would be present during development of four single family residences on the subject
properties.

6.d) Fire Hazard

The project site is located in the High Fire Hazard area, and development of four new residences constitutes a pofentially
significant_but mitigable impact. The proposed project’s landscape plan complies with City high fire hazard area
requirements for access, construction (access), water availability, and vegetation brush management, with application of
vegetation landscape and management zones around developable areas. Table 1 below identifies what generally can and
cannot be planted within the various landscape and management zones. Because both resulting parcels would have slopes
greater than 20%, fuel management would be required up to 200 feet from all development. Most of the vegetation
required to be removed or trimmed is non-native. Short- and long-term impacts to biological resources are considered less
than significant, and are fully analyzed in Section 3, “Biological Resources”, Compliance with the City’s high fire hazard
requirements for brush maintenance and landscape design are identified as mitigation to reduce project related fire hazard
impacts to a less than significant level.

Table 1: Recommendations for Plant Placement in the High Fire Hazard Area

This area is closest to a structure. It provides the best protection against the high radiant heat that results

ZONE 1 during a wildfire. Plants should be low growing, rrigated plants. Focus should be on ground covers not
030 feet more than 12 inches in height or succuients. Use non-flammable materials for paths, patios, and mulch.
Trees should not be planted closer than 15 feet to a structure.

Maintain a reasonably open character in this area. Plant low growing ground covers and succulents
. resistant to fire. Shrubs up to 3 feet can be planted but should have at least 18 feet spacing between
ZONE 2 . A ‘

30 - 50 foet other shrubs or other trees. Shrubs can be planted in clusters not more than 10 feet in diameter, but

should have at least 18 feet between clusters. Do not plant shrubs underneath tree canopies., Trees

should be spaced at least 30 feet apart to prevent crowns from touching once fully grown.

This area should have native and Mediterranean plantings that require irrigation and should not be

ZONE 3 higher than 4 to 6 feet. Shrubs should be spaced at least 18 feet away from each other. Shrubs can be
50~ 70 feet | planted in clusters not more than 10 feet in diameter, but should have at least 18 feet between clusters.
Trees should be spaced at least 30 feet apart to prevent crowns from touching once fully grown.

ZONE 4 This zone is furthest from the structure. Plantings once established need no irrigation. There is no limit
70 - 100 fest to height. Shrubs planted in this area should have 18 feet spacing or be planted in clusters with at least
18 feet spacing. Trees can be planted in groups or with individual spacing at least 30 feet from other

or greater
g trees.
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Slopes > 20% | Additional vegetation modification may be required.

Hazards — Required Mitization

H-1

High Fire Vegetation Management. Residences located in the High Fire Hazard area are required to maintain
vegetation to create an effective fuel break by thinning dense vegetation (mosaic style) and removing dry brush,
flammable vegetation and combustible growth from areas within 100 feet of all buildings or structures. The
owner shall perform the following maintenance annually for the life of the project.

Cut and remove hazardous brush, shrubs, and flammable vegetation such as dry grass and weeds within 100 feet
of any structure and within 2 inches of the ground.

Thin brush from streets and driveways both horizontally and vertically along the property. Flammable vegetation
must be cleared on each side of the street or driveway for a distance of 10 feet and a vertical distance of 13 feet, 6
inches. Vegetation must be cut to within 2 inches of the ground. This applies to the public or private driveway
and any public or private streets that border the property.

Remove dead wood, trim the lower branches, and limb all live trees to 6 feet above the ground (or as much as
possible with younger, smaller trees), especially trees adjacent to buildings.

Trim tree limbs back a minimum distance of 10 feet from any chimney opening.
Remove all dead trees from the property.
Maintain the roof of all structures free of leaves, needles or other vegetative debris.

Legally dispose of all cut vegetation, including any debris left from previous tree trimming and brush removal.
Cut vegetation may be chipped and spread throughout the property as a ground cover, up to 12 inches in depth,
and at least 30 feet from any structure.

Landscape Plan. The final landscape plan shall adhere to the Fire Department Landscape Guidelines for
properties that are in the high fire hazard area. These plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Architectural
Board of Review and the Fire Department.

Hazards — Residual Impacts

Compliance with local requirements for high fire hazard areas would ensure wildfire hazard impacts of the proposed
project are fess than significant.

7. NOISE ' NO YES

Could the project result in: Level of Significance
a) Increases in existing noise levels? _ Less than Significant
b) Exposure of people to severe noise leveis? | Less than Significant

Noise - 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
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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 infrusive 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 Lg, 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 (L.} is a
single noise level, which, if held constant during the measurement time period, would represent the same total energy as a
fluctuating noise. L., 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 decibel level of six decibels.

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

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
demolition, 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 guidelines as follows (Use applicable land uses):

= Residential: Noriﬁaliy acceptable maximum exterior ambient noise level of 60 dB{A); maximum interior
noise level of 45 dB(A).

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

Noise ~ Existing Conditions and Proiect Impacts

7T.a-b) Increased Noise Level; Exposure to High Noise Levels

Long-Term Operational Noise:

'The project site is located in an area subject to average ambient noise levels from roadway noise of less than 60 dBA, as
shown on the City's Master Environmental Assessment noise contour maps. The Noise Element establishes 60 dBA as the
acceptable exterior noise level for residential uses. No substantial noise generation is anticipated to occur as a result of
the proposed residential use. Therefore, the project site would not be subject to high noise levels, nor would the project
cause high operational noise levels. Long-term operational noise impacts would be Jess than significant.

Temporary Construction Noise:

Noise during construction is generally intermittent and sporadic, and after completion of initial grading and site clearing
activities, tends to be quieter. Noise generated during project grading activities would result in a short-term adverse
construction impact to residential receptors in the area. Demolition of the existing house and construction of the four
residences and associated driveways are anticipated to result in use of heavy equipment. Construction noise is limited by
City ordinance to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. daily for noise generating activities that would increase noise
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levels at the nearest residential property line by 5 decibels. The project is limited in scope and the potential impact due to
construction noise would be less than significant. However, the level of potential adverse effect would be further reduced
through recommended measures below, including construction scheduling, further limiting grading activities to daytime
hours on weekdays, and use of equipment mufflers.

Noise — Reecommended Mitigation

N-1

N-2:

Construction Hours. Noise-generating construction. activities associated with the site grading (which may
include preparation for construction work) shall be permitted weekdays between the hows of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00
p.m., excluding holidays observed by the City as legal holidays: New Year's Day (January 1™ Martin Luther
King Jr.’s Birthday (3™ Monday in January); President’s Day (31 Monday in February); Memorial Day (Last
Monday in May); Independence Day (July 4™ Labor Day (1™ Monday in September); Thanksgiving Day (4™
Thursday in November); Day Following Thanksgiving Day {Friday following Thanksgiving), Christmas Day
(December 25™ *When a holiday falls on a Saturday or Sunday, the preceding Friday or following Monday
respectively shall be observed as a legal holiday.

Occasional night work may be approved for the hours between 5 pm. and 8 a.m. weekdays by the Chief of
Building and Zoning (per Section 9.16.015 of the Municipal Code). In the event of such night work approval, the
applicant shall provide written notice to all property owners and residents within 450 feet of the project property
boundary and the City Planning and Building Divisions at least 48 hours prior to commencement of any. Night
work shall not be permitted on weekends and holidays.

Construction Equipment Sound Control. All construction equipment, including frucks, shall be professionally
maintained and fitted with standard manufacturers” muffler and silencing devices.

Noise -~ Residual Impact

Impacts associated with long and short term noise sources are considered Jess than significant. Recommended mitigation
measures would minimize the nuisance associated with construction noise.

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

indirectly (e.g. through projects in an undeveloped area or Less than Significant
extension of major infrastructure)?

b)

Displace existing housing, especially affordable housing? X

Population and Housing - Discussion

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

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 infrastructure 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 mpacts

8.a)

Growth-Inducing Impacts

The project site is located in an existing developed area already served by urban infrastructure. A total of four residential
units would be permitted as a result of the project resulting in three new residences in the neighborhood. No new parcels
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are being created by the project and one of the lots is not currently developed with a residence. The sizes of both the
existing and adjusted parcels would be large enough to allow for two residential units on each parcel per the density
regulations of the City’s Zoning Ordinance. No extensions of infrastructure or urban services would be necessary to serve
the project site. The proposed residential units are intended to meet existing demand for ownership housing units within
the community and would not induce growth. Growth inducing impacts as a result of the project would be less than
significant.

8.b) Housing Displacement

The project would not involve any housing displacement. No impact would result from the project.

Population and Housing - Mitigation

No mitigation is required.

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 in any of the following areas:
a) Fire protection? Less than Significant
b) Police protection? Less than Significant
¢) Schools? : Less than Significant
d) Maintenance of public facilities, including roads? Less than Significant
&) Other governmental services? Less than Significant
f) Electrical power or natural gas? Less than Significant
) Water treatiment or distribution facilities? Less than Significant
h) Sewer or septic tanks? Less than Significant
i) Water distribution/demand? Less than Significant
i} Solid waste disposal? Less than Significant

Public Services - 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  (eneration of substantial numbers of students exceeding public school capacity where schools have been designated
as overcrowded.

e Inadequate water, sewage disposal, or utility faciiities.
e Substantial increase in solid waste disposal to area sanitary landfills.

Public Services — Existing Conditions and Preject Impacts

%a-b,d-g. Facilities and Services

The project site is located in an urban area where all public services are available. In 2005, the City prepared a General
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Plan Update: 2030 Condition, Trends, and Issues (CTI) Report (September 2003) that examined existing conditions
associated with fire protection, police protection, library services, public facilities, governmental facilities, electrical
power, and natural gas. The CTI Report specifically analyzed whether there were deficiencies existing or anticipated for
each of the public services. The CTI report determined that police and fire protection services, and library services are
being provided at acceptable levels to the City. In addition, the CTI Report determined that 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
buildings and facilities will continue to be impacted by growth, although no appropriate/acceptable levels of service have
been established.

The project would be served with connections to existing public services for gas, electricity, cable, and telephone
traversing the site, as well as access to existing roads. The project is not anticipated o create a substantially different
demand on fire or police protection services, library services, or City buildings and facilities than that anticipated in the
CTI Report. Therefore, impacts to fire protection, police protection, library services, City buildings and facilities,
electrical power, natural gas, telephone, and cable telecommunication services are anticipated to be less than significant.

9.¢) Schools

The project site is served by the Santa Barbara Elementary and High School Districts for elementary and high school. The
project has the potential to generate additional students; however, not to a degree that would impact area schools.

None of the school districts in the South Coast have been designated "overcrowded" as defined by California State law.
School impact fees would be applied to the project in accordance with State law, Project impacts to schools would be fess

than significont.

9.h,i) Water and Sewer
Water

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: Cachuma Reservoir 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 entitlement, desalination, and recycled water, 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 City’s 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, the target for
the-amount of water the system will actually have to supply, including the safety margin, is 18,200 AFY. The 2003 Water
Supply Management Report documents an actual system demand of 13,460 AFY and a theoretical commitment of 16,170
AFY. Of the total system production, 95% was potable water and 5% was reclaimed water.

In 2005, the City prepared a General Plan Update: 2030 Condition, Trends, and Issues {(CTT) Report {September 2005)
that examined existing conditions associated with water supply, treatment, and distribution system, and specifically
analyzed and determined that there were no existing or anticipated deficiencies for the next 20-year planning period based
on a growth rate of 0.7% per vear.

The existing development on the site receives water service from the City of Santa Barbara water supply, treatment, and
distribution system. The proposed project is estimated to demand .12 AFY of potable water. The proposed project is
within the anticipated growth rate for the City and therefore, the City’s long-term water supply and existing water
treatinent and distribution facilities would adequately serve the proposed project. The potential increase in demand would
constitute a less than significant impact to the City water supply.

Sewer

The project site is currently served by City sewer system. The project would include four new residences, with a net
increase of three residences, which are estimated to generate 868 gallons/day or 0.97 AFY (87% of water demand). The
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maximum capacity of the El Estero Treatment Plant is 11 million gallons per day (MGD), with current average daily flow
8.5 MGD. The Treatment Plant is designed to treat the wastewater from a population of 104,000. Increased sewage
treatment associated by the project can be accommodated by the existing City sewer system and sewage treatment plant,
and would represent a less than significant impact.

9.j) Sclid Waste Generation/ Disposal

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 4,000
tons per year) 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 tons/year]). 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
year {(TPY) after reduction and recycling efforts, impacts would be considered significant and unavoidable.

Proposed projects with a project specific impact as identified above (196 tons/year 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 [4,000 tons/year], which equates to 40 TPY, is considered an adverse cumulative
impact.

Using methodology and factors found in the County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual (1995), the
annual generation of the proposed project is calculated below:

Existing land use on the site generates an estimated 2.52 TPY of solid waste (2.65 people/unit x 1 unit x 0.95 TPY/person
=2.52 TPY), and the site is served by recycling pick up.

The proposed project would generate an additional 7.55 TPY of solid waste (2.65 people/unit x 3 units x 0.95 TPY /person
=7.55TPY)(3.78 TPY with source reduction and recycling).

Net project generation of 7.55 TPY solid waste is considered a less than significant project-specific impact and
contribution to cumulative impact.

Short-Term (Demolition and Construction). Construction-related waste generation would result from the demolition of
the existing residence and exported cut, and would be short-term and less than significant.

Public Services —Mitigation

No mitigation is required.

10. RECREATION NO YES
Could the project: Level of Significance
a) Increase the demand for neighborhood or regional parks or [ess 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.
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Impact Evaluation Guidelines: Recreation impacts may be significant if they result in:

s  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 Conditiens and Project Impacts

16.a) Recreational Demand

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 volieyhall 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 people of all ages and abilities in sports, various classes, tennis, aquatics and cultural
arts.

In 2005, the City prepared a General Plan Update: 2030 Condition, Trends, and Issues {(CTI) Report (September 2005)
that examined existing conditions associated with recreation and parks. Population characteristics including income, age,
population growth, education and ethnicity affect recreation interests and participation levels.

The CTT Report determined that there is an uneven distribution of parkland in the City, such that some areas of the City
may currently be underserved with neighborhood parks, but overall the City has adequate passive, community, beach,
regional, open space, and sports facility parks.

The National Recreation and Park Association has 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 CT1 Report determined that, based on NRPA standards, there is an uneven distribution of parkland in
the City, such that some areas of the City may currently be underserved with neighborhood and community parks, but
overall the City has adequate passive, community, beach, regional, open space, and sports facility parks.

The future development of the two parcels with a three additional residences would create a very minor increase in the
demand for park and recreational opportunities. As indicated above, the City of Santa Barbara has ample parkland, albeit
unevenly distributed throughout the City, and adequate recreation facilities. The proposed project would introduce
additional residents into the Eucalyptus Hill neighborhood where existing nearby parks include Eastside Neighborhood
Park, Hale Park and Sunflower Park. Hale Park is located within the NRPA % to '2-mile radius standard of the proposed
project site and residents of the proposed project would have access to the other neighborhood parks, although somewhat
less conveniently than if located within the NRPA standard distance. In addition, residents would have access to other
community, beach, regional, open space, and sports facility parks, and all City recreation programs. Therefore, the
increase in park and recreational demands associated with the residences would be a less than significant impact.

10.b) Existing Recreational Facilities

As described above, the proposed project is located within close proximity of Hale Park. The proposed residential use
would not interfere or cause a substantial loss of use of existing parks or recreational facilities by means of obnoxious or
offensive emission of odors, dust, gas, fumes, smoke, liquids, wastes, noise, vibrations, or disturbances. Therefore, the
project would have Jess than significant impacts on recreational facilities.

Recreation - Mitigation

No mitigation is required.
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H. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION NO YES
Could the project result in: Level of Significance
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)?
c) Inadequate emergency access or access 1o nearby uses? Less than Significant
d) Insufficient parking capacity on-site or off-site? X
e) Hazards or barriers for pedestrians or bicyclists? X

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 impact on traffic/ circulation/ parking if it
would:

Vehicle Traffic
e Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and street system capacity (see
traffic thresholds below).

e Cause insufficiency in transit system.
¢ Conflict with the Congestion Management Plan (CMP) or Circulation Element or other adopted plan or policy

pertaining to vehicle or transit systems,

Circulation and Traffic Safety

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

¢ Diminish or reduce safe pedestrian and/or bicycle circulation.

¢ 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 (LOS) “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/C)
representing free flowing conditions and LOS F (0.90+ V/C) describing conditions of substantial delay. The City General
Plan Circulation Element 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 0.77 V/C is the threshold Level of Service against which impacts are
measured. An intersection is considered “impacted” if the volume to capacity ratio is .77 V/C or greater.

Project-Specific Significant Impact: A project-specific significant impact results when:
(a) Project peak-hour traffic would cause a signalized intersection to exceed 0.77 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
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peak-hour traffic.
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 traffic 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
1i.a) Traffic
Long-Term Traffic

The project site is located in the Eucalyptus Hill neighborhood and is accessed from Eucalyptus Hill Drive, a private road
off of Fucalyptus Hill Road. Milpas Street, located to the southwest of the site, is the closest arterial and provides access
to the beach and Highway 101 to the south and many east-west connectors to the north. All the nearby intersections
operate at an acceptable level, per City thresholds. The project is expected to generate approximately three a.m. peak hour
trips and 3 p.m. peak hour trips and 30 average daily trips. When these trips are added to the existing street network they
would result in a [ess than significant impact to traffic.

Short-Term Construction Traffic

The project includes approximately 3,090 cubic yards of cut and 2,830 cubic yards of fill, resulting in approximately 260
cubic yards exported cut. Based on an estimated average of 10 cubic vards per truck trip, this would generate
approximately 26 truck trips during the grading process. Based on the limited scope of the project, potential temporary
construction related traffic impacts would be temporary and would not be significant. City Transportation Planning staff
have determined that the existing roadway network is sufficiently designed to handle the additional vehicle trips.
Standard mitigation measures are recommended to minimize adverse impacts to the neighborhood. These include
restrictions on the hours permitted for construction trips and approval of routes for construction traffic,

11.b, ) Access/Circulation Hazards

Access drives meeting minimum City width and slope standards are proposed for the site. The project site is located off a
private road and adequate line of sight distance from the proposed ingress/egress points have been provided. Less than
significant traffic safety impacts of the project would occur,

11.¢) Emcfgency Access

The Fire Department has reviewed the site plan for the proposed project and indicates that emergency access is adequate
and access/distance from fire-fighting equipment to the proposed structures meets standards. Therefore, Less than
significant impacts to emergency access would occur. '

11.d, ) Parking

No sharp curves, inadequate sight distance or dangerous intersections are present in this area. Adequate on-site parking
for the residences would be provided with the proposed garages, consistent with City minimum requirements. No parking
supply impacts on- or off-site have been identified.

Transpertation — Recommended Mitisation

T-1 Construction Traffic. The haul routes for all construction-related trucks, three tons or more, entering or exiting
the site, shall be approved by the Transportation Engineer. 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.) to help reduce truck traffic and noise on
adjacent streets and roadways. The route of construction-related traffic shall be established to minimize trips
through surrounding residential neighborhoods.
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T-2  Construction Parking. Construction parking and vehicie/equipment/materials storage shall be provided as
follows:
1. Duoring construction, free parking spaces for construction workers shall be provided on-site.

2. On-site or off-site storage shall be provided for construction materials, equipment, and vehicles. Storage of
construction materials within the public right-of-way is prohibited.

Transportation — Residual Impact

Impacts associated with transportation/circulation are considered Jess than significant. Recommended mitigation
measures would minimize the nuisance associated with construction traffic.

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

ground waters?

e) Increased storm water drainage? Potentially Significant, Mitigable

Water — Discussion

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

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.

Flooding

¢ Locating development within 100-year {lood hazard areas; substantially altering the course or flow of flood
waters or otherwise exposing people or property to substantial flood hazard.

Water Quality

# Substantial discharge of sediment or pollutants inte surface water or groundwater, or otherwise degrading water
quality, including temperature, dissolved oxygen, or turhidity.

Water Resources — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts

12.a, d, e} Drainage and Surface Runoff Rate and Quality

Drainage from the site sheet flows to the southern boundary of the parcels, into neighboring properties, and eventually
into the public right-of-way. The site is within the Andre Clark Bird Refuge watershed. The two parcels are currently
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developed with approximately 11,500 square feet of impervious area, including buildings, hardscape, and driveway. The
project proposes to demolish the existing buildings and hardscape and construct four new residences and associated
driveways, resulting in an increase of approximately 37,500 square feet of impervious surface. The project includes two
stormwater retention areas; a 900 square foot retention area for the upper parcel and a 600 square foot retention area for
the lower parcel. The retention areas were designed to retain the increase in runoff for a 25-year storm event as a result of
the proposed project, as described in a preliminary stormwater study prepared by Triad/Holmes Associates. A 24” storm
drain is also proposed, starting at the bottom of the foundation for the upper parcel’s retention area. and would be directed
through a proposed easement over the private property at 860 Woodland Drive.

Based on the preliminary drainage calculations in the study, the potential total overland flow for a 100-year storm event is
estimated as a total of 9.4 CFS, an increase of 1.6 CFS from the existing conditions estimate of 7.8 CFS. Approximately
7.6 CFS is proposed to be directed the 24" storm drain across the property located at 860 Woodland Drive and then to the
public right-of-way.

Development of the project would result in an increase in impervious surface coverage, so the change in quantity of water
is considered potentially significant. The proposed drainage design would prevent an increase of stormwater runoff by
retaining increased flows on-site. By implementing adequate drainage facilities to reduce potential runoff to pre-
development levels, the project would be consistent with the City’s Storm Water Management Plan and potential impacts
to runoif rates would be reduced to a Jess than significant level.

The conceptual dratnage design provided has been reviewed by the Building & Safety Division and generally meets City
standards, Development of a final engineered design would be required prior to issuance of building permits, Mitigation
Measure W-3 is recommended to ensure that the proposed drainage system continues to be maintained and functional.

No groundwater was encountered at a depth of 20 feet during exploratory boring as a part of the soil analysis. Therefore,
impacts to groundwater are considered less than significant.

12.b} Flooding

According to the FEMA Federal Flood Insurance Program Flood Insurance Rate Map for the City of Santa Barbara, the
project site is not located within the 100-year floodplain or an area otherwise subject to flooding. Flooding impacts are

considered nof significant.
12.¢) Water Quality

Long-Term (Operational) Impacts. See 12.a, d, e above. The proposed project would include on-site retention for the
purpose of allowing no increase in runoff as a result of the project, as well as the instailation of a new storm drain. The
project site does not abut any natural drainage courses. Impacts from discharge into surface waters would be less than

significant.

Short-Term (Construction) Impacts. Project grading activities and construction of the new structures have the potential to
create erosion and sedimentation, which may result in a potentially significant, mitigable impact to water quality. With
the implementation of an Erosion Control Pian, the potential for short-term water quality impacts due to erosion and
sedimentation during grading and construction would be reduced to a less than significant level.
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Water Resources — Required Mitigation

W-1

Drainage and Water Quality. Any increase in runoff above existing conditions shall be retained on site,
consistent with the City’s NPDES Guidelines. Project plans for grading, drainage, stormwater facilities, and
project development, shall be subject to review and approval by City Building Division and Public Works
Department per City regulations. 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 quality pollutants, or groundwater pollutants would result from the project. The
Owner shall maintain the storm drain and retention areas consistent with an approved maintenance plan. This
plan shall be provided with the building plan submittal for review and approval by Community Development
prior to approval of building permits,

Construction Erosion/Sedimentation Control Plan. Appropriate erosion/sediment control devices between the
construction zone and adjacent areas shall be installed prior to initiation of grading or construction activities and
shall be maintained throughout the duration all construction phases on the site as mitigation for short-term
impacts to water quality from erosion and sedimentation. The applicant shall submit and obtain Building Division
or Public Works Department approval of a detailed erosion control plan for the project prepared by a lcensed or
certified professional soil erosion and sediment control specialist, a California licensed civil engineer, landscape
architect, registered geologist, or a licensed architect. The plan shall include Best Management Practices approved
by the City and Regional Water Quality Control Board, and shall include, at a minimum, the following:

1. Minimize the area of bare soil exposed at one time.(phascd grading).

2. Install silt fence, sand bag, hay bale or silt devices where necessary around the project site to prevent offsite
transport of sediment.

3. Bare soils shall be protected from erosion by applying heavy seeding, within five days of clearing or
inactivity in construction.

4. Construction entrances should be stabilized immediately after grading and frequently maintained to prevent
erosion and control dust.

5. During construction of the home, the contractor and/or property owner shall protect the storm drain inlets
from sediment-laden runofl.

6. Erosion control materials (i.e. sandbags, strawbales, and silt fencing) shall be used to trap and filter sediment
before entering the storm drain,

7. Establish fuel and vehicle maintenance staging areas located away from all drainage courses, and design these
areas to control runoff.

8. Maintain and wash equipment and machinery in confined areas specifically designed to control runoff.
Thinners or solvents should not be discharged into sanitary or storm sewer systems. Washout from concrete
trucks should be disposed of at a location not subject to runoff and more than 50 feet away from a storm
drain, open ditch or surface water.

9. Construction site operators shall be responsible for implementation of sedimentation control and good
housekeeping measures in accordance with the approved erosion control plan and the Public Works
Department Procedures for the Control of Runoff into Storm Drains and Watercourses. City (Building
Division or Public Works Department) staff will site inspect to ensure proper installation, ongoing
implementation, and effectiveness of approved BMPs, and may adjust requirements in the field if necessary to
protect water quality.

Water Resources — Recommended Mitigation

W-3

Permeable Paving. Permeable/porous paving materials shall be utilized where possible to reduce the
impermeability of hardscape surfaces.
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Water Resources ~ Residual Impact

With implementation of identified mitigation measures W-1 and W-2, potentially significant impacts associated with
drainage, surface water run-off and short-term water quality would be reduced to a less than significant level, Impacts
associated with surface water run-off could be further reduced with implementation of mitigation measure W-3.

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 community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?

b) Dees the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term, X
environmental goals?

) Does the project have potential tmpacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 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?

INITIAL STUDY CONCLUSION

On the basis of this initial evaluation it has been determined that the proposed project may have a significant

effect on the environment. With identified mltlga‘am dures agreed-to by the applicant, potentially
si gmﬁcant impacts in all issue areas wo; E) oided-Or reduced to less than significant levels.
Case Planner/Initial Study Preparer: . Chelsey Swanson, Assistant Planner

Environmental Analyst: L Date: (P‘/ 2 /&D O -

! Vi
Michael Berman

ExHisITS:
A, Project Plans
B. Architectural Board of Review Minutes, dated July 19, 2004, September 20, 2004, and May 8, 2006.

C. URBEMIS 2002 ver. 8.7, project construction and operation emission estimates.

D. Oak Tree Assessment and Protection Plan prepared by Bill Spiewak Consulting Arborist, dated September
21, 2000

E. Biological Survey prepared by Conder Environmental Planning Services, Inc, dated November 8, 2005

E. Biological Impact Analysis of Revised Site Plan Response Letter prepared by Condor Envirommental

Planning Services, Ine, dated October 26, 2006

(. Engineering Geology and Geotechnical Engineering Report prepared by Earth Systems Southern
California, dated July 14, 2006
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H. Pfeliminary Stormwater Study, prepared by Triad/Holmes Associates, dated July 2006

B Public Comment Letters Regardine Draft Mitipated Negative Declaration

J. Responses fo Comments Regarding Diraft Mitioated Negative Declaration

K. Mitieation Monitorine Reportine Program (MIMREP)

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.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) & CEQA Guidelines
General Plan Circulation Element

General Plan Conservation Element

General Plan Land Use Element

General Plan Noise Element w/appendices

General Plan Map

General Plan Seismic Safety/Safety Element

General Plan Update 2030: Conditions, Trends and Issues Report
Geology Assessment for the City of Santa Barbara

2004 Housing Element

Institute of Traffic Engineers Parking Generation Manual
Institute of Traffic Engineers Trip Generation Manual

Master Environmental Assessment

Santa Barbara Municipal Code

Special District Map

Uniform Building Code as adopted by City



PROPOSED @ NEW RESIDENCES . o ‘ DRAWING INDEX

232 & 226 EUCALYPTUS HILL DRIVE

T mppelbe L et T,

EXHIBIT A

bmmmmcpb.zazm PROJECT INFORMATION AREA CALCULATIONS ! APPLICATION REQUEST i SYMBOL LEGEND
2 | P e I KR TION WA A, AL AT WL RTRT) * n "
i J— s Camos } R e e e
B s T st e s i s
o [T — P - . T e w o o poliry
N forictrnia g atiitimes e bl T AL 3T Mo 13 L PRGNS B otn s
= o o Frembaiarpbin by
o c: | o it e - | _em &
3 e | i A Lo T TR unt.i..-i» KA TIAAE Wpan Foy
i o s MO AV S PO Jmmar L [E] ATHTORRACE 15 AR S T fan AR SCH TR,
e oty L e s A 2
I eortiian T frirrbr P Frevi
o - B e LisAGRN (3 BT prreyis R 0 a
Lawii ducsi; W AASRT LR LA SPTU L BT HH
i o R LT T i o oo i S e) 5 bk s
8 e AL AL W - et S AN AT v, WA AR SRS Ll 5
ey i LI ey e o . o ] v - e
B, wEar v R e ARG ok e, St e o Cmar | ] o o
Ry A RCm. H L Pt ol Gk CETADAL Siacs b ke, U ATR My Shm i S MO GO M A T
b4y E.F-ﬂ AGE, AR AL b o N %E!ﬂ-ﬂm r"lu-n” H“ VR DIV PO AL ELGERAS &30 2. P T AP AieAL
e TRATM BN L TR AT §§Eﬁnﬁb§s e it e e el Gt P i e
- e i e S s e o i Bl o i Liae e e e
W il ot iotie e mc?r,\ném FiLL RESH
B e wanme o & o ; [
) ot rowte ettt e
v PP
et
B
ool

E

3

:

5g
&

s S
[ H]

£ 7%
i

§

VCNITY MAF




226 & 232 BUCALYPTUS HILL BRIVE, CITY OF SANTA BARBARA, CA

oy
_oz??aén.zrr.s..}sfﬂfézs
ivtaind (PR Prpre—. Liie LRSI | memaeime SR iy GRS Tim | RS

L1 Gt b 5t 43 2t
PSR R W AL Ak
FRATH SRS 4 K deine

T ER R LR L . 2AT g

CONTEXT STUDY: PARKING OFF EUCALYPTUS HILL DRIVE CONYEXY STUDY: VIEWS FROM STREET

EUCALYPTUS HILL RESIDENCE

T

sazs

4

S e T.02

RO P
L O FACHLYILE L T WEST [ e e SoNTEXT
A T R AL

s el iy Ui



,,,nmnm»mznm
POINT -

STORY POLE LEQEND

1 POLEHERK TS NOWATED ARE EHEWM 1 RELATINSAD TOTVE
TORaGRAPYY

4 LPEGOE FLOURESEEST HLUE COLORED NIBBCN BETWEEN RIGSE PenEs
R ESGATEL.

3. NDIEATE £, 2 ZAKTNG FOLE BUACH BETHE DX RATE MG F 5

—U
XXX

BUILDING HEIGHT POLES;

£} HOUSE RIDGELINE
At 4900

BULDING CORNER STAKES:

L

F.=473

Y

MAIN HOUSE F.

SH

B
2

e
RN e SN

i

EUGCALYPTUS HILL RESIDENCE
AT AT o
SNh B RSARS CA R

T S ke T e S T R T R
- s e e b e S o . 7
i o o e A A S AL

T.03

o T D s,
MANGIIE

FCAY FTAE P

ARy BENAEN EMPER AT, HSCEE K FRASETG 130 WAL, o bk S AR



STORY POLE LEGEND

Lo O
FaPoaAAPY.

1, PROVIE fLEURESCENT ¥, COLORED RFIBCN SETWES AR RCAES
SALERE HRRATED.

1 NOGATE £, 0% SAMTIGG POLE FLATK BETIEEN BRADE KNRED

4 Soxce

BUILDING HEIGHT POLES:
z )

[ g

Tap of &y Fou - e

iR N

"

Baponas  wss

Bt B2

i it

e ul

BUILDING CORNER STAKES:

PACIDE CORNER FTAKES KY OGATIONS MGILES ON PLANS.

EUCALYPTUS HILL RESIDENCE

212 b 24 B, P HAL DR,
ANTA RLRRARK, CA 1D




LN AL TG a1 B S e 0t

g

ER s e

TR

SITE PLAN

SCALE = 1:30

EUCALYPTUS HILL RESIDENCE

T.00

SHE P
STORT PIRE UK




226 & 232 BUCALYPTUS HILL BRIVE, CITY OF SANTA BARBARA, CA

oy
_oz??aén.zrr.s..}sfﬂfézs
ivtaind (PR Prpre—. Liie LRSI | memaeime SR iy GRS Tim | RS

L1 Gt b 5t 43 2t
PSR R W AL Ak
FRATH SRS 4 K deine

T ER R LR L . 2AT g

CONTEXT STUDY: PARKING OFF EUCALYPTUS HILL DRIVE CONYEXY STUDY: VIEWS FROM STREET

EUCALYPTUS HILL RESIDENCE

T

sazs

4

S e T.02

RO P
L O FACHLYILE L T WEST [ e e SoNTEXT
A T R AL

s el iy Ui



R ot il ot 2ty b

otttk

A e *
/T o e =
o - m. nﬂnmwcnm -
— \?@Eu \xj
\\ S Wmmk.ﬂﬂcmxﬁ.\\ . s
- . fﬂ!fll/l!!f ”.I.‘ .....

~

APN 0150500
232 EUCALYP TS HU
ffl)ﬁn.ll,i‘\\\

R N | =

. ——
EXISITING SITE PLAN
HAET=F \_

EUCALYPTUS HiLL RESIDENCE

iR e ety
T Lo o,
i et 3 ot T
5 Sea
i o R Py .
[ s, -
e it R




PROPOSED EASFMERTS:

EEH0) mrh oL i e

fremss g ety

PRGRAED AL BUIl LAOAN] Kt SIS T, DIVERAL, DAME. P XD

eUes I [V 1 MOE CASEMNT O SRR A KN, R T, AR

POD %N R o T GTe C s s, s DA
frosmin i i e T g T CRRTHS MO RO
VEIS B HAPER, WK SO Easean

B o= 12 W ot

Wtpr - Ty @ g Autokik

fo— Sukx % Grv or geh SN
S

SERLGATEN,

T 50 Uk LS RN TWG DADTMI AL 4 APRRIEMILT A2 330 73 AGRA.

TLTLTIG A THS AAACES, T8 RPRORRAILLE LA AR 3.HD AES,
PUREI o BARATION WA AT ETION 4TI),

o8, B4 MECKURRISD SR Y, 208 = TR GEACTHER MLS Smar

3 PO, SN PO 10 Ao X AT, OVELLRG T &8 T8 EARIITG 2,

CHAT [SEu ARSORID,

3
) 1S WK AT ERSEMICHE 42 dechm DN CRLSY Ry LY 1) N Ipe

L warmalriee D ALK A LD TO reid L Bk LG IHED U SROHVNA Oy A LR SIRLLE A ey rom G 1 e 108 BT 1
G ST R BRI WL S D e, o o 2 wCilis W S o 0N 12 P T2 M 7 i

Vi B A A 6 I TN, QU e A Yl

e P e e i g Yo Cluuicibin Pty o {50 MGTWHE LASGuN? FUR WAIWAT BORTLE MO LOELS W) PIE 0 PUTL

i YOl DEGE RA00 S0P PO D R 1L £AEN o
6 Furds VA GO THE 2 BLLMR POOTPRI (WL AALEAICE

FOR o mmomaih W T, Zu — A3 (hCACTR FUS Dl

T L5600 FOOT Ik AR SR G h KARME S T sl 4 S
oA AR e ghogrriy Ry iy r W
REEARG OGN S5, 1478 N Pl e SOT1T B W 2538, P 4k, o R,

B b Pouirarkh STAMUMG Mk {0 miacor b s e, (etiares e’ 2 MM s Wk (41 w1
pg e eetry
K MO 1O MDA & VPTG SRS LAY TR 100 FLIL GF CMGAE O 4 AR SIREET At ToR i s e st e rok Do AP O« sty Sined LK e
AP AL B A RPN PRAATL MO8 IS §KLIIEATH i e il Tt VEGCAIAT WIRMAH 20, TFL 23 DO o T
prop e 5 ok AP 440, D PTG RO UL Ot TAATUABCL B AaAD,
5 mmopern PSRRI (ke TobetlS AN DE WGE Ut B, Fuidvie GONMSSER G e s

it woia) ERACD 420 SOArE TS i G . £ o
ripregiig g iyedane iy ik ey Vet

G £ B A X g
THE CITY OF STy pASoRs, GUWTE OF SAatn Sudro. S0 OF Chden FIHRGNY 17 1978

NI GaEAA, A SNI68

eruD aOeH oy, petion |

oty

THANIY SN 17750 WOE DuoaND 4 MOERGED OF tul fea AR U, e YO RE
Syt o s T IR Tt i VAW v el i
%uﬂ M A TR K. ST M GOOH X0Fh AL b F ITRAL EDORIS. (FTH
I

T ST 11 ML Al s (A AT e ST 0 K MAOAEY OF b
SOk el WAFLL LM, ELECTNEA NS, AT LA TELMGAL Aal TMRLC T, AX ORLD SO
R TR AT e o (T oy AMUACE B N AL Al xa. SIF) A WK
freiagheigaugopontuigirashug=g lngiy

O, COmCITE 4 SRS 45 367 ST & OAED MRS wOWISH 6, W %
POOONT Mo WATT GODR G, AL Y OF [FRIA OORG LR T dED

TUY PO 34000 1D0! M CASEMENT JON AN L e P RS G ELHESS
(VLTI o0, 1001 I N 1o e PO g vl o e (e
D00 o henlt s, (PR M A

s 70 fioal AGE EXSELIT PO sotindr Ok RN, TRYCOED O Tvd O G SNk
(D) Di0e0 (ol 3 AT To v SN M O R T e
o i D 40 < PeRCEL s o mE 1o

Cvcsats, ConAR ) REUMCIOA 18 T (DN W & (K MITIES WA 31, WFE 25
AETRAMONE M T 01 OF DT, POEAL (P7H TER £

TN ST (7730] FOUT WOE GASLNINY 10K [ PUISS 0 6AESS A GAEY) M8 AT
(P aa R W YLD LD T YR AR e
oo b, T7-36411 0F BN, R0 DAR A (2o
VAMALL WIS TASCMON FOR ARDWAT MGRTES wiy LOACIS MWD GELTUE CAMKTLE B YOLAM LNEAITY
{ishir DT ALAOMILD MWD 11, 1037 Ak PTHACNT et T7-Wiwi1 O GHTICk, ALIOREE. TR
P
‘ol i, EASENDT 1R KisDiks, PORLES, 10 LK S0 PR LTINS GROCE) D SN
ﬂﬁ“ﬂ?é%ﬁi.?.m&&lﬁfw«v‘ﬁﬁ%&
E (=3

P ruam {8036} 7001 DL NIRRT (K M0n) S AJS UTLET RAPLSLY dRAMIED 10 Souftnis
(i otiin GA8 5 TR RO ROLRIEE Z, W71 S MTOARNY e 71RO DF

CATiom RECER, PR T

WAV U 177, IR (AR TR MU M1 EPRY M M LT PORASES.

S 1 170, [0 R (N 1t U 20 TRED 0 S ST B
Th~1183 OF UFTION. NCQURES. (FER AEM P10
ThEr Sean [ O6) POT Wl SASGMANT St MORAY, PCRIIL an GokOYD e LTRAY CHATTL
(RS CRR I i, ez on pol, v o0 e e B S
et T
Ity 0 1100 00t kAR 108 4o sy o o Y iLIRR
(T0E £ LG ok umon sl S w0 o g D e
M-I OF OFROA RUDORCE {FTR S04 $NNL
cinctne s ST, 3 DNELL i 40115 WO 1, TS 8 0 9 140 D, DRI
NEoWND (Ehat . VI A RGTRANT M AT OF DOYOA: REDOACW TR TR o)
s o sEACAAE SR 0 a3 i T PR 15 ot (& WD 0 1T
LR O N B (L T S 1 SO
(P T faLh
ERSLVERT POU ROAMAT. MOHESS Ang TOAERS AN GTAJTES PURIGEEL ab ALICANYD BT RN EYIATES
Hspe ot it o FeEae 80 SR AR b st K
ba e
Cont UL, s X ASEAENS Y P Y PSS 25 SRS 5 Sl G
S CONPApT o A FER RECORILS AT I3, vard A3 SOTRALKE we, TH-BHZ OF DS
i ol s
e (13550 IR SR, P N U VDS A5 SIS T BN S
() D e 1 s et YO 28 ) 1 S S
R

N (10 1500 WP ASCNT PR FRIG LT PGS Ak Sty [ i LALILE
v i i o & XD AECCHDE A1 11 19F3 3 WETAIDG b 33080400 O ML
REATE {eTR Si8 fObL

MCIHITY M T T

LOT LINE
ADJUSTMENT

. BETWEEN LOTS WITHIN
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL  015—050-017 & 018

278 AND 132 PUCKYPIUS Hii DitVE

wm, uorm
[y

L b,

T

T

LLADY  (SHEEY | OF 3)




B .x&?

LT WATE W
T Wy

S 2om 80,

DeUSETEL2EY

. =207 ar
\Prrtﬂlll.r

(R METER 4

PHOPOIEL EASEMENTS:
om e : sy <arEL o
[y A e —— i 4n0 et

(T DU X (15 £ . AT TOR TR, ) a3 198 I, WM O Ates 0 5 20 e

@EF-»éscﬁgggggﬁéﬁﬂughlig
e o e s vt T8 et . e, B A . i £ 5
T ST T R T R G
g s ey

Gt d P GROOCL | JECORGVE ACSQENGE [ v s

o1 s a ek QMO0 TML 70 DUTME (UL AL 30 QU 29 QA N
WU AL K QLY L
i 3 A5z b oo v SLu {5 S0 QA @ M T0D LURAINO Bu o AR L

A QrRE Ay R A TR ™ K LTI Hea

i B PRELIMINARY GRADING, DRAINAGE
e AND UTILITY PLAN

K% . BETWEEN LOTS WMTHIX
ASSESSOR’'S PARCEL  015-050-017 & 018

238 AHD 232 EUCANEIUS Rl ORVE
CIVY £F SANTA BAREAKA. GOUNTY OF SAnTa GARBARA
STATE BF CAFORRIA

SCALE: 17 = 30 COTOER 2006

¢ aroma e

1iA02 {SHEET 2 oF 3)




PROPOSED STEPLAN /TN
= TSR \_| 7




B Coubel ST U arcludy WS 46059 et RO U,

gt gl ' H 5
' w_m m 8l H]
m_m_ | RO M .
g ; s e H
i i 1
T i ! i
_ M ;s "t
I i T
i
f
i
i

SITE SECTION
02

SAETTE

SIiTE SECTION
o1

FRETLET

EUCALYPTUS HiLL RESIDENCE

N ey
yverairig s

A0.03

SiTE SECTIONS
sarivanss




NONPRINT AREAFOR BINDING NON-PRINT AREAFOR BINDING |

NI/ Wv1d TPACNEY ONY NOLLY/GISS3ad 3061

g
g{'--* vy pECE - E §
1 [ § .
,EC § i 52 i
; i 7 E 1B
§ g i
i B : L
: i 3 !
£ i :
| 5 : : .
+ £ i : ° :
’ a f : i

FARG THE SNLJATYONS
¥ET % "20E BT srE




NON-PRINT AREA FOR BINDING

NON-PRINT AREA FOR BINDING

SCHEMATIC LANDSGAPE PLAN /1™

) PRTEe E

SOREMATIC FRES PLANTING LET HEHENATIC PLANTIHG L5T

TN
% e ot 1 Ui i e Pl

Fotuupana St Hlgmaing Vi PURE Sl
AN
% A o7 PV

P [
r— e, . P,
Stpetts a5 v Baan P

P AN HOTES (ot 11 ks okl it

i i b A NELOR

St s i e s

R s b
B w5y o, e
i a3
o i v voter
P,
B s il do I il 10 e o malen
Wi A s im AR M A1 4 4 o133
=y
Bt ot Gt o i S k0.
. . SIS A P MLk
HARDSCAPE MATERIALS LEGERD . angnaya i e P
awscadn b Akser i St
e ot (s itz [ Cur s aczm
e, v ot ke o i bk
BariwaTs
e oo it
o N [
adim
T AN HERT AR [
[oemtolpicatasei i
" S——
VasRCARAR AREAS MK RS S Vit iy
Pimirasion 478 SRS i it b0 o orensite o
\Zats airsinian rivrar v
A4S RSABARE P—— v e st
Pectab PRIt p— Uy
SCREEN PLANNINGS. ANG HEGHHS
DESIGN CONGERT A e
JrS—— [,
TSt . it Ty At 10 4 8 RS a2

iR L e P
GALLERT HBUSE ACTENT FLARTINGS.
Gl et ok i S . sttt o e isaensen £ i

e A A s s Sthson saggpun
o ey
P Sk shy
et <y
A avasonie oo e
FION FIRE HAZARD AREA MANCEGAPE GUIDELINES
uoritna
T 27w i cmest i Wi £ v 2 il S, s e
o o g ot " e
IohE s TR e e e
.7 gl o ookl 2 Aghas a4 55 ok S A6 B4 e
B ; S
et 1A 10 et 43 caweter, Dok MUIKE Dai 91 S 4 ol bobaanac. i 226, 228, 932 & 234 ° .Q;rs:-_
stz 30 3 [ " '
EUCALYPTUS HiLL ORIVE

WTos 7k Ny gows,

Tk 2a1is 15 St m o sachiny. Shasiisge e RSN Sl 02
1 2 3L 3 T i Trowa
=pdsg, g et 5 Yo ol

Frus Piman 2an Gsruad B <1 G 2k sneiba and Uwes 51 s 4 i,




v

NON-PRINT AREA FOR BINDING

NON-PRINT AREA FOR BINDING

d

i

ot

A A W

¥

% s
BRSNS S0 R e M

RE I

I26, 228, 232 & 234 |
EUGALYPTUS HILL DRIVE i




[}
=
)
z
m
R .
[e]
[
<L
w
R -
<L
I
&
=
=]
N ~
ﬁu GALLERY HOUSE SQUTH ELEVATION
e 4T
S
242 & 226 EUCALYPTUS HILL DRIVE
(]
=
o
m GALLERY HOUSE EAST ELEVATION
a 2
¥
[+
i
3
jr el
<L
o
=
¥
&
pd
Q
N -
- . LALICAPE, P




"

wa R

e

aan

‘Qiix et e e e e

war
werz o

D

e

S— bll.@

EUCALYPTUS HILL RESIDENCE

2, 228, 55, A E STk

PR

MAIN HOUSE- MAIN LEVEL FLOORPLAN ™
| ] BCALE HEer 6

AMH2.01
HSSkEGN

il

PR uredtial mith 3ot atus i vessen



I\ ]
MAIN HOUSE- UPPER LEVEL FLOOR PLAN ‘“

SCALE UEwIe"

. Ly SatEe T AMM2.02
MAIN HOUSE- LOWER LEVEL FLOCOR PLAN /T el s UPFER S LOMER LEVEY
BOALE g f._\. - nin

P07 cripme Ml Ak T vursion ks il



e

i

EUCALYPTUS HIiLL meﬁmz.om
st Lt
L avsise, in et

4o i

MAIN HOUSE- ROOF PLAN \7 T —

R\ e ey AMH2.03

FOGE PLAN

e sk

P it wllt putF SEADRY LU Vadarn el iSRG



P £

s e

o : g i - i Ak A e

AN VS AT e v o e : ) N e rs

o pn ey 8 Y T
b % ;i i

R
w:&“

A L

EAST ELEVATION

21203

] ) T L S Y5
GOPH LY £ pn s R s 35 B2 -1 i p B

Ak

SOUTH ELEVATION

ws (2

AR

NORTH ELEVATION Q.M

EUCALYPTUS HILL RESIDENCE

s L8 e (T nL DA

s T AMHS.01

ELEVATIONS
i




Pt

VIEW AT ENTRY VIEW LOOKING NORTH WEST TOWARDS MASTER BEDROOM

BIRDS EYE VIEW FROM SOUTHWEST VIEW LOCKING TOWARDS FAMEY ROOM




G S

wr

re

) N
MAIN GUEST HOUSE- LOWER LEVEL FLOOR PLAN /T

—& SERETE \_| 7

BN VN PN |

wllnll!illl.l,l.naaulls‘EEE!JiEE WALL LEGEND:
S L
K WAL T R
— e
H SRRTEITEE 8D 1 ek ki

R v D WTUC WAL
frrrrrregl Lo Sl

ki

Gm._..__ s

MAIN GUEST HOUSE- MAIN LEVEL FLOOR PLAN /"
"~ SCALE 1T €

Fl T AMG2.,01




4o
g

.............. L ot e
iiiiiiiiiiiii +.Mﬂwhw§4 -
\\\\\\\\\\\\ e R B i A TM\.CWMWT‘ £
L
|||||||||| L 2, Bl S
gt
WEST ELEVATION
SCALE T aw

m>w.... m_.m,.__...pﬁoz
04

GCALE 1A=t

L5 prarsT
o s e oS
\\\\\\\ T PR
T

iy v 5

e

................... -
g g

R

S0UTH ELEVATION Aw‘m
EUCALYPTUS HILL RESIDENCE

EALE T
ST DA A, £

NORTH ELEVATION
SCHUE e ON

P
oiaan] et ot
AMGS5.01
EXTERIOR
ELEVATIONS

SN cotutend il (A Bty ks ST,



WALL LEGEND:

e itk GRS 18, KR

e AMU2.01

R AN O.C.ﬂﬁ._mmccvm




T imaing vt TF ey e weianal

R,

.

s

<&

&

Y N —

L
f
\
¢
t
2
f
s
£
'
t
L
]
£
E
t

£
1

R SRR

AN Y

Al

-8 i

£l

[

[P UUPI SORSTOPRRRN | BY

‘..Il@ P

M

GALLERY HOUSE-MAIN LEVEL FLOOR PLAN /™

IR

AGHZ.01

FLGOR FLAN
P




FO¥ 4 Peieed Wb A 30Ty b v saan,

SR T

NORTH ELEVATION
e 04

WRE A

SOUTH ELEVATION Qw

TERE T

WEST ELEVATION QN

e SRR TSR
e o Sy
.................... T
s VO, RN T
EAST ELEVATION
UATION 134

EUCALYPTUS HiLL RESIDENCE

k23050, A R I T
AV

e 0

et G ELEVATIONS

[N




@ ol &
-G}
H
&
K
1]
—@
3
: - @
M—
@ & G 2 ® @
" o
GALLERY GUEST HOUSE- MAIN LEVEL FLOOR PLAN /T I AGG2.01
BCRLE 1T E T Wm%_wmmwﬂ




EUCALYFTUS Hil, RESIDENCE

e, 215 e T W OB

P 4 \\
l\.‘\l,i\!!..l\ NQ
—
i‘\ll‘.n!\lm\li\ S
s
v .
0 ] &
& &
& 5
st agsrt
e
o
& e 5 e - ®
kil T
|
A WA T
kY
%
')
¥
i
@ ; ! @
! :
; |
i ! @
5 W : ]
i
H ¥
to)
- - e e e

GALLERY Gcwmﬂ HOUSE- ENTRY LEVEL FLOOR PLAN

R

AT SRR A

 AGG2.02

SCALE neava

S

ENERY LEVEL FLOCR

PLAN & RGOF FiaN

[INVETRPPTEY




EAST ELEVATION SOUTH ELEVATION
04 03

SCALE i et e STALE ven e

EUCALYPTUS HILL RESIDENCE
i, o

WEST ELEVATION 1+ s NORTH ELEVATION
02 01

SGALE 1314 SCALE (Bt~

B otalind b oy Vb 00 g A



CarparX §T-2
Product and P
Bpecifications

SEGTION THRQUGH SUBTERRANEAN GARAGE @M

EEALE TR

Sample Pl Detail- £ Cross Sedhion
Two machines in $aMe Garsgo

Pt i

e AGGS.0M
o, e Bt
B A

STAIR SECTION
01

SCALE 1H-A14T




ARCHITECTURAL BOARD OF REVIEW MINUTES T Lﬂy 1 9, 2004 'Page 5
CONCEPT REVIEW - NEW ITEM '

2. 226 EUCALYPTUS HILL DR A-2 Zone

Assessor's Parcel Number: 015-050-017

Application Number: MST2004-00349

Owner: CYNTHIA DEE HOWARD

Applicant: L & P Consultants

Architect; Shubin & Denaldson
{Proposal for a lot line adiustment between two lots (2.76 and 2.67 acrss) to create 2 3.10-acre and 2.34-acre lot. Also
proposed is demolition of the existing singie family residence and accessory buildings, and construction of a new 5,000
sq. ft. residence and detached guesthouse at 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive, and construction of a new 5,000 sq. ft.
residence and 1,500 sq. ft. guesthouse at 226 Eucalyptus Hill Drive. A Conditional Use Permit for an additional
dwelling unit on each lot is required.)

(COMMENTS ONLY; PROJECT REQUIRES ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, PLANNING
COMMISSION APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, NEIGHBORHOD PRESERVATION
ORDINANCE COMPLIANCE, MODIFICATIONS, AND A LOT LINE ABJUSTMENT, AND A PUBLIC
HEARING.)

(4:32)
Robyn Donaldson, Architect; Kim Maciorowski, Project Captain; and Brent Daniels, Applicant, present.
Public comment opened at 5:00 p.m., but seeing no one who wished to speak, it was closed.

Staff Comment: Renee Brooke, Case Planner, stated that staff has completed a pre-application review of the lot line
adjustment proposal with the modifications and that staff has concerns with the proposed lot line adjustment not being
consistent with the surrounding neighborhood. Staff feels that a reasonable development similar to what the applicant
is proposing can be accomplished with the existing lot configuration. Staff has suggested that the applicant adjust the
line near the road rather than turning the lof line on 2 nivety degree angle. Staff also is concerned with the length of the
driveway to the lower house and recommends locating the house closer to the street.

Motion: Continued indefinitely with the following comments:

General overall site design: 1) The Board can support the densities of the development, the size of the
buildings, and the number of garage parking spaces; given the sizeable and reconfigured lots. 2) The
lower lot (226} is not viewed by the general public in such & way that the amount of development is
adverse to the public hillside. 3} Provide further documentation of the experience on Eucalypius Hill
Drive to determine the supportability of the walled scheme and the double entry points of the
driveway. 4) Reduce the length and amount of driveways and hardscapes required for automobile
access to the site. 5) Datermine if one way driveway point would suffice for the upper unit. ) Ensure
that a balance of the existing trees is not disrupted and provide documentahon of a tree protection
removal plan, 7) Be sensitive to reflectivity of roof materials.

232 Bucalyptus Hill: 1) The Board can support the low stung nature of the plan with a very minimal
two story. 2) Provide more complete elevation drawings on the main house and the guest house.

3) The Board has ne initial objections to the contemporary style of the house. 4) The general plan of
the guesthouse appears acceptable.

226 Eucabyptus Hill: 1} Provide southern elevation of the main house. 2) Make an effort to minimize
the driveway,
Action: Bartlett/Larson, 8/0/0.

EXHIBITB



CONCEPT REVIEW - CONTINUED ITEM

4,

226 EUCALYPTUS HILL DR

Assessor’s Parcel Number: 015-050-017

Apphication Number: MET2004-00349

Owner: Cvntha Dee Howard, Trustee

Applicant: L & P Consultants

Architect: Shubin & Donaldson
(Proposal for a lot line adjustment between two fots (2.76 and 2.67 acres) fo create a 3.10-acre
and 2.34-acre fot. Also proposed is demolition of the existing single family residence and
accessory buildings, and comstruction of a new 5000 sq. ft. residence and detached
guesthouse at 232 Fucalyptus Hill Drive, and construction of a new 5.000 sq. ft. residence
and 1,500 sq. fi. guesthouse ai 226 Fucalyptus Hiil Drive. A Cenditional Use Permit for an
additional dwelling unit on each lot is required.)

(Second Review)

(COMMENTS ONLY; PROJECT REQUIRES ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT,
PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT,
NEIGHBORHOD PRESERVATION ORDINANCE COMPLIANCE,
MODIFICATIONS, AND A LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT.)

(4:59)

Robyn Denaldson, Architect; Kim Maciorowski, Project Captain; and Brent Daniels,
Appitcant, present. :

Motion: Continued indefinitely with the following comments: The general overall
site design: 1) The Board can support the densities of the development, the
size of the buildings, and the number of garage parking spaces; given the
size and reconfigured lots. 2) The lower lot (226) is not viewed by the
general public i such a way that the amount of development is adverse to
the public view of the hillside. 3) The Board is comfortable with the walled
scheme of the front elevation, as it has shown compatible with the
neighborhood, but it should be lowered by an additional 18 inches in
relationship to the street. - 4) The Board appreciates the reduction in the
hardscape on the site plan with respect to the elimination of driveway arcas
and changing the guest house driveway. 5) The Board suggests that the
guest parking at the lower house be designed to combine with the
requirements of the Fire Department turn around area hammerhead. 6) The
Board appreciates that the reduced paving hes maintained more of the
existing trees from the previous scheme. 7) The natwral materials of stong,
plaster, copper and glass chosen for the project are important {o integrating
the conternporary architecture into the existing neighborhood.

232 Fucalyptus Hill: 1) The Board Hkes the stepping nature of the house the
way it descends inte the hillside. 2} The Beard likes the contemporary style
of the house. 3) The general plan of the guesthouse 1s acceptabie. 4) The
metal roof should be copper, to ensure that it patinas naturally and is
compatible with the neighborhood.

226 Bucalyptus Hill: 1) The Board looks forward to seeing plans for the
southern elevation. 2) One Board member suggested providing stone
glements on the courtyard walls.
Action: Bartlett/LeCron, 7/0/0.




ARCEITECTURAL BOARD OF REVIEW MINUTES May 8, 2606 Page 10

CONCEPT REVIEW - CONTINUED ITEM

7.

226 EUCALYPTUS HILL BR A-2 Zone

Assessor's Parcel Number:  015-050-017 '

Apphication Number: MST2004-00349

Owner: Cynthia Dee Howard, Trustee

Applicant: L & P Consultants

Architect: Shubin & Donaldson .
(Proposal for a lot ling adjustment between two lots (2.76 and 2.67 acres) fo create a 3.10-acre and 2.34-
acre lot. Also proposed is demolition of the existing single-family residence and accessory butldings,
and construction of a new 5,000 sq. fi. residence and detached guesthouse at 232 Bucalyptus Hill Drive,
and construction of a new 5,000 sq. ft. residence and 1,500 sq. fl. guesthouse at 226 Eucalyptus Hill
Drive. A Conditional Use Permit for an additional dwelling unit on each lot is required.)

(Third Concept Review)

(COMMENTS ONLY; PROJECT REQUIRES ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT,
PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVAL. OF CONDITIONAL USE  PERMIT,
NEIGHBORHOOD PRESERVATION ORDINANCE FINDINGS, MODIFICATIONS, AND A
LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT. )

(6:24)
Kim Maciorowski, Architect for Shubin & Donaldson, present.

Motion: Continued indefinitely to Planning Commission with the following comments: 1) As to

' the General Overall Site Design:  The Board can support the densities of the
development, the size of the butldings, and the number of garage parking spaces and not
covered parking spaces; given the reconfiguration of the lots and that they are not visible
by the general public. 2) The lower lot (226 Eucalyptus Hill) is not viewed by the
general public and mostly concealed within the natural woodshed of the lower terrain.
3) The Board is comfortable with the walled scheme of the front elevation on the upper
house: given the natural material palette with sandstone wallg, and copper roofs that
mostly slope toward the downhill view of the site. 4) The Board appreciates the
reduction in the hardscape of the revised site planning effort, the minimize driveway
areas, and the less paving visible from Eucalyptus Hill Drive. 5) The parking for the
guest house at 226 Eucalyptus Hill Drive is a clever solution utilizing the sunken lift
garage which helps to minimize the circulation and paving area presented on a prior
scheme. 0) The architecture of the upper house (232 Eucalyptus Hill) is low in profile
and barely visible beyond the wall presenting from Eucalyptus Hill Drive. 7) The use of
the hip roof is acceptable to the other clements of the design. &) The copper roof material
is acceptable as presented. 9) As to the Guest House for 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive: The
Board finds 1t is tucked well inte hillside, and the natural sandstone materiality helps it
blend mto the setting. 10) The Board is comfortable with the adjacent detached garage
with the landscaped roof as 1t tucks into the hillside. 11) As to the Lower House of 226
Eucalyptus Hill Drive: The Board is comfortable with the siting around the central
courtyard. 12} Some Board members are concerned with the proposed glazed roof tile,
which should be a green tone coloration to biend with the landscape. 13) The Board
looks forward to a more detailed landscape plan that expands the plant paletie, walking
paths, the proposed water features, locates all underground utilities to mitigate and
preserve any oak frees, shows all proposed retaining walls including their height and
materiality, and addresses the new entry driveway through the oak grove to clearly depict
the oak trees to remain and those 1o be removed and/or replaced.

Action: LeCron/Wienke, 8/0/0.
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Bill Spiewak

-, CONSULTING ARBORIST
Registered Consulting Arborist #5381 @ American Sociery of Consulting Arborises

September 21, 2006

Brent Daniels | ‘ & . ) Q%‘QE'VED

L & P Consultanis

3 West Carrillo.St., Suite 205 (2739 2006

Santa Barbara, Ca. 93101 ' _ _ Cr;{ OF SANTA BAF?BARQA
. ‘ LAN,

9624611 NING G Divisiop

729-3233 cell

RE: Oak Tree Assessment and Protection for 226 - 234 Eucalyptus Hill Dr. Santa Barbara

SUMMARY

The development at this site includes construction of several structures and mfrastructure that is
adjacent to, and within the root zones of several oaks. Of the seventeen oak trees covered by this
report, four oaks will need to be removed for the project and three trees wili be impacted to the
extent that warrants tree replacement, Along with tree protecnon guidelines including fencing, !
recommend planting seventy (70), one-gallon saplings as a mitigation measure and effort toward

conservation of the oak resource. The text below presents the details of my findings and
recommendations. '

BACKGROUND

| was contacted by Brent Daniels, Land Use Planner from L & P Consultants, regarding
development at the Howard residence on 226-234 Bucalypius Hill Drive, a multiple parcel
property. Ms. Cyndee Howard is proposing to-build a residence with a guesthouse and garage -
and two additional homes on this five and one half-acre parcel. Portions of the project are
adjacent to and/or conflict with several oak trees, and required an assessment by an arborist prior
to approval of the City of Santa Barbara Planning Department. [ met on the site with Brent
Daniels and Cyndee Howard on 9/18/06 to review the site plan and look at the trees.

ASSIGNMEN’I’

! have been assigned to assess potential impacts to 17 Sak trees (1den‘aﬁed on the plan as #1-1 3
21,22, 23 and 24) and provide an opinion with mitigation measures, and tree protection relative
to this project.

- LIMITS OF THE ASSIGNMENT
» This report is based on review of the Landscape Plans, sheets L1.1 & L1.2 of plan
set dated 8/8/06 in conjunction with a site visit.
* My assignment was limited to assessment of oak trees #1-13 and #22- 24,

» - [ have not performed any exploratory excavation of the root zone due to lack of
need.

EXHIBIT D

trees@cox.net

3517 San Jose Lanc
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Oak Tree Protection Plan for 226 Eucalyptus Hill Dr., Santa Barbara September 21, 2006

USE OF REPORT
fintend for this report:
«  To fulfill the city requirement of providing an oak tree assessment and projection
plan.

oak trees.

PROJECT ELEMENTS
The foliowing project elements were incorporated into this report:
" s A visual on -site tree assessment with site plan.

* A tree inventory presented in table form including the 17 oaks, identified by numbers that
corresponds with sheet L.1.1 and 1.1.2 of the 8/8/06 plan set. The table includes the tree
number, DBH (diameter at breast height measured at 54” above ground), the1r condition,
potential impacts from the project and mitigation measures, T
A discussion on tree impacts from the proposed project and opportunities for planting,

* Recommendations for tree protection and mitigation.
A site map with the numbered trees, areas of potenhal impacts, fencmg Iocatlons and
suggesied areas for tree planting,

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS

The oaks relative to this assignment are predominantly on the upper portion (northwestern edge)
of the property. These include oaks #4-6 and 9-13. They are grouped in one location and appear
to be in good condition. The project calls for an improved driveway that runs along side several
of these trees and leads downward to the southern portion-of the property. This driveway is the’
improvement of an existing unimproved access road, which extends to the south of the property.

There is also a proposed terrace on the south side of the main house that conflicts with a portion
of oak #13.

On the wes{ side of this group above, are several oaks that have not had equal care and conflict
with understory shrubs and pittosporum. These include oaks #1-3 and 7-8, Although not as high.
quality as the former, they contribute to a vegetative screen between ne1ghbormg properties and
contribute to the oak tree resource. _

Impacts from driveway construction will be from initial grading, roof ripping and compaction,”
during preparation for the new asphalt/concrete surface. Manual excavation along the edges of
the proposed driveway and clean cutting of roots, prior to commencement of grading, can reduce
impacts by controlling the extent of damage. Protecting remaining roots is critical and often a
positive step in preserving a tree.

Four oaks, #21-24, located at mid-section of the property have not received the same care as the
other oaks at the top and are not as structurally sound. [t is proposed to remove these oaks for the
project, to allow construction of a guesthouse and hammerhead in the driveway.

A large grove of eucalyptus trees at the south section of the 5.5 acres, extend to the east and west
onto adjacent properties. Although these trees have been thinned for fire suppression, the large
grove to the east and west of the Howard property remains very dense, and potentially hazardous.
It would also appear that eucalyptus domination has suppressed the growth of native oak trees.

Bill Spiewak - Consulting Arborist

To assist the homeowner and developer in protection and replacement of selected

| R
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Oak Tree Protecrion Plan for 226 Eucalyptus Hill Dr., Santa Barbara

OAK INVENTORY
DBH = Diameter at Breast Height; CRZ = Critical Root Zone

! September 21, 2000

TREE | DBH || CRZ CONDITION COMMENT
#
| P4 127 | Fair condition-tree receives little Proposed driveway is on east side of
maintenance. Understory shrabbery | trunk. Less than 20% encroachment
conflicts with tree. into CRZ. Fence at edge of driveway
and follow tree protection measures.
2 147 14 Fair condition-tree receives little Proposed driveway is on east side of
.| maintenance, Understory shrubbery |- trunk. Approximately 20%
conflicts with tree. encroachment into CRZ,. Fence at

' edge of driveway and follow tree
profection measures.

3 T8 15 [ Fair condition-tree receives little Proposed driveway is on east side of
maintenance. Understory shrubbery | maltiple trunks. Approximate v
conflicts with tree. encroachment into CRZ. Fence at

? edge of driveway and follow tree

! protection measures, Mitigate impact
by planting 10 saplings,

% 4 13 13’ Good condition, well pruned but At edge of proposed project, but no

soil could be improved with more impact if protected with fencing,

: Y feaf liter. -

é 5 137 13* | Good condition, weil pruned but At edge of proposed project, but no

soil could be improved with more impact if protected with fencing.
‘ leaf liter. ' '
6 12 127 | Good condition, well pruned but At edge of proposed project, but no

) soil could be improved with more impact if protected with fencing.

) leaf liter. '
7 9" @ Fair condition-tree receives litile . At edge of proposed project, but no
maintenance. Understory shrubbery | impact if protected with fencing.

% conflicts with tree.

8 12" 17 Fair condition-tree receives little Proposed driveway is on east side of
maintenance. Understory shrubbery | trunk, Approximately 20%
conflicts with tres. enctoachment into CRZ. Fence at’
edge of driveway and follow tree
. protection measures.
9 - 207 200 Good-weli pruned but soil Proposed driveway is on west side of

; ' conditions could be improved with, | tree. Approximatelyasifis, :

P more leaf liter encroachment inte CRZ. Manually
excavate soil along edge of driveway,
within CRZ and cleanly cut roots.
Install fence between free and edge of -
work zone. Significant encroachment
that warrants planting 10 one-gallon
saplings,

i0 14" 14 Good condition, well pruned but At edge of proposed project, but no
soil could be improved with more impact if protected with fencing.
: leaf liter. ' ' -
11 19 1y Good condition, well pruned but At edge of proposed project, but no
‘ - soil could be improved with more impact if protected with fencing,
: leaf liter. - :
12 4 14’ Good condition, weil pruned but At edge of proposed project, but no
soil could be improved with more impact if protected with fencing,
leaf liter.
P13 23~ 2% Good condition, wel! pruned but Approximately F8%8 encroachment into

i s,

Bill Spiewak — Consulting Arborist




Oak Tree Protection Plan for 226 Eucalyptus Hill Dr., Santa Barbara

Seprember 21, 2006

soil could be improved with more
leaf liter.

CRZ from construction of proposed
south terrace of house. Manualty
gxcavate soil along edge of proposed
construction, within CRZ, and cleanfy
cut roots, install fence between tree
and edge of work zone. Significant
encroachment that warrants
planting 14 one-gallon saplings.

21 3vi4r g Poor- tree is a sprout that has not Rerssre for project, mitigate by
: been maintained. co-dominant planting 10 one-gallon saplings.
trunks wiil most-likely split
22 18" 8 Poor-tree had split on south side Rewmee for project, mitigate by
and has a large column of decay planting 16 one-gallon saplings.
from ground up to 6",
23 373" 6’ Poar- tree is a sprout that has not Ramans for project, mitigate by
-been maintained, co~dorminant planting 10 one-gailon saplings.
) . | trunks will most-likely split '
24 7 17' | Fair-tree is very dense and has Proposed hammerhead for fire
some broken limbs, not maintained department access will encroach into
t about 755 of CRZ. sve for project,
mifigate by planting 10 one-gallon
saplings. '
b

Bill Spiewak — Consulting Arborist
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g Ouak Tree Protection Plan fof 226 Eucalyptus Hill Dr., Sania Barbara ‘ . September 21, 2006

- DISCUSSION

i Generally speaking, preparation a dirt driveway for a new surface requires removal of several
inches of topsoil, re-compaction of the excavated grade (depending on soil composition),
replacement and compaction of additional soil, and the final surface covering. This process

usually includes damaging roots of adjacent trees. Damage is exacerbated when heavy eguipment
rips roots beyond the designated driveway parameters.

[

1

Young oak trees, such as these, can often survive impacts, especially when the extent of root
damage can be anticipated and somewhat controlled. This is accomplished by manual excavation
of trenches along the sides of the driveway within the ¢ritical root zones and hand cutting roots,
thus limiting the extent of damage. Supplemental irrigation to those roots that remain can provide
adequate water, assisting the tree o survive and aiding in the growth of new roots. Applyinga
protective pesticide (of permethrin - frade name Astro) to the lower trunks of oaks in spring and
again in late summer or early fall, can reduce risks of attack by fatal oak bark beetles.

G e

Although survival and renewal of vigor cannot be puaranpteed, the process is often successful,
To compensate for possible loss of trees, planting new saplings can mitigate losses. Planting ten

- saplings (one-gallon in size) per each tree impacted or removed, offers a reasonable assurance:
that there will be a méaningful amount of oak trees on site for the long term, thus significantly
contributing to conservation of the oak resource. '

-

The aggressiveness of the eucalyptus genus can easily be recognized when observing the southern’
portion of the Howard property and the adjacent neighbors’ property. As this non-native tree
vigorously reproduces, oaks become subordinate, until phased out. Although I am unaware of the
history of this parcel, it is evident that eucalyptus trees grow wherever allowed and contribute to

the high fire potential created by their oily crowns. Qaks hardly stand a chance unless the area is
managed.

;
|

% Concerned about their aggressiveness and fire potential, Cyndee Howard has participated in

: thinning and removal of eucalyptus trees on her property. Her management of the southiern
section of the parcel subsequently provides an opportunity to plant a grove of oaks as a mitigation
measure, prompted by a combination of removal and impacts to the seven oaks identified above.

[t should also be noted, that while the current Landscape Plan identifies numerous 24-inch box
0aks to be pianted in and among the existing oak cluster; [ am’'conicerned that this size may
contribute additional impacts to the existing oaks. A 24 inch box would required a rather large
hole for planting purposés (typically a 4°x 4'x 47) and in effect could increase the amount of
impact to the oaks not currently impacted by the proposed driveway. The recommendation to”
plant more one-gallon saplings would avoid this potential impact and benefit both thé existing

trees as well as the newly planted oaks. Utilizing saplings benefit the oak resource and mitigate
more effectively in the long run. '

|

CONCLUSIONS ' '
*  Four oaks will be removed for the project and three will be impacted. . These conflicts
warrant planting of seventy (70} young saplings. .
*  Tree protection guidelines will minimize impacts to oaks ciose to construction, as best as
reasonable. ‘ o
Planting a grove of saplings at the south section off the property could begin to establish

a significant grove of oaks, that-with proper management, could reduce the domination of
the non-native and fire prone eucalyptus trees.

Bill Spiewak ~ Consulting Arborist . 5
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Oak Tree Protection Plan for 226 Eucalyptus Hill Dr., Santa Barbara September 21, 2006°

RECOMMENDATIONS - ‘

- 1. Tree protection recommendations should be discussed at a pre-conference meeting with
- all contractors prior to any construction activities.

2. CRZsand TPZs should be defined.

a) The CRZ is an area around the tree sensitive to disturbance, where the concentration of
roots lies below the ground. This is an area that has a 1’ radius per inch of DBH as
identified in the tree inveniory. _ '

b) The TPZ is discussed in itern #3 betow and includes the fenced area around the tree
but may not include the entire CRZ.

3. Fences should be installed as indicated on the fencing plan. These fenced areas are calied

' TPZs (Tree Protection Zones). Fencing should remain upright and intact throughout the
duration of the project. :

4, TPZs should be void of any activities {unless specified in this plan), which may include
but is not limited 1 heavy equipment use, storage or dumping of materials, accumuiation
of soi} for later use. Violation of TPZs could cause additional impacts and result in the
need to plant additional trees. : ‘ -

5. Any roots encountered within the CRZ of trees, even if cutside of TPZs, should be
cleanty cut to an undisturbed portion of the root. In areas where roots are cut, the soil
orofile should be irrigated to reduce drying of newly exposed soil and subsequently,
damage to remaining roots in that profile. The amount, area and-frequency of irrigation
dependent on damage and weather, and should be determined by the project arborist.
Repeated irrigations will tikely be necessary. '

6. A permethrin-based pesticide (4stro) should be applied to the lower six feet of trunk of
all oaks (particularly those stressed from root cutting) in the spring and in late summer or
early fall to reduce the risk of attack by fatal oak bark beetles. This'may need to be

- repeated for several years. - ' ‘

7. The project arborist should monitor activities within CRZs during the initial demotition
and grading and periodically throughout the project to insure that tree protection zones ¥
are maintained as recommended.

8. a) Trees to be planted should be one-gallon in size. These may be grown from acom or

_purchased from a local nursery that grows trees from seed. '
b) Several oaks should be planted among the grove by the driveway (east and west sides).
The remaining saplings should be planted between thé new structures and the eucalyptus
grove at the south side of the property. Consideration should be given to fire zones and
suggested clearances referred to in the landscape plan. _ . ‘
¢) Planting should be done after completion of the construction. In order 1o prevent oak
trees from continual “hedge-type” pruning, trees should be planted where they will least

i likely restrict vistas over the long term, but should also form a continuous line between
the east and west sides of the property.’ » :

. &) Newly planted saplings should be irrigated with drip for the first year until they appear
to be established. Cages around the saplings may need to be installed during planting, to
prevent wildlife from damaging the trees. ' :

&) Some eucalyptus may need to be removed over time to avoid conflicts among trees and
encourage the oak population. :

Bill Spiewak ~ Consulting Arborist ‘
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Qak Tree Protection Plan for 226 Encalypius Hill Dr., Santa Barbara September 21, 2006

ARBORISTS DISCLOSURE STATEMENT AND CERTIFICATION OF
PERFORMANCE

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

Arborists cannot detect every condition that could possibly lead to structural failure of a tree. -
Trees are living organisms that fail in ways we do not fully understand. Conditions are often
hidden within trees and below ground. Arborists cannot guarantee that a tree will be healthy or

safe under all circumstances, or for a specified period of time. Likewise, remedial treatments,
like any medicine, cannot be guaranteed.

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

Trees can be managed, but they cannot be contralled. To live near a tree is 1o accept some degree
of risk. The oniy way to eliminate all risk associated with trees is to eliminate all trees.

[ Bill Spiewak, certify: '

*  That [ have personally inspected the trees on the property referred fo in this report and
have stated my findings accurately. g '

% *  The analysis, opinfons and conclusions stat

herein are my own and are based on current

scientific procedures and monly accgptdd arboricultural practices.

Signed: W

Bill Spiewgld
Registered Consulting Arborist #381
American Society of Consulting Arborists

Board Certified Master Arborist #3 10-B
[nternational Society of Arboriculture

Biil Spiewak — Consulting Arborist . 7
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Biological Survey
226 and 232 Bucalyptus Hill Drive Santa Barbara, CA November 8, 2005

Background

This report has been prepared for Cyndee Howard, owner of two parcels at 226 and 232
Eucalyptus Hill Drive in Santa Barbara, California, in order to identify potential impacts to
plant and wildlife species associated with a proposed lot line adjustment known as MST#2004-
00349. The proposed development is comprised of a main house, main guest house, gal]ery
house, and gallery guest house.

The property is located in southern Santa Barbara County, California at latitude 34.43349 and
longitude -119.66188226 (Figure 1). The property addresses are 226 and 232 Eucalyptus Hill
Drive in the City of Santa Barbara, near the intersection of Eucalyptus Hill Road and Eucalyptus
Hill Drive (Figure 2). The project site generally slopes from north to south between -
approximately 476 feet and 393 feet (145 meters and 120 meters) in elevation.

Objective | |

The objective of the biological survey and this report is to describe the existing environmental
setting and onsite biological resources, assess the known and potential occurrence .of.
endangered or special status plant and animal species and habitat on the property, and assess
potential impacts associated with the proposed development, with particular attention to the
trees on the property.

Field Surveys
Condor Environmental biologists Vince Semonsen, Elihu Gevirtz, and Tennifer Jackson
conducted wildlife and botanical surveys of the property on Thursday, September 15, 2005 from
10 a.m. until 12:30 p.m. Jennifer Jackson visited the site a second time on Wednesday,
September 21, 2005 from 10:00 am to 3:00 pm, with the
assistance of graduate student intern Bernhard
Preusser, in order to collect DBH (diameter at breast
height) and height measurements of potentially
impacted trees on the property. A third survey was
conducted by Elihu Gevirtz on Monday, October 31,
- 2005 to determine whether any monarch butterfly
aggregations are present on the site.

‘Weather Conditions
The first site visit was conducted amici sunny skies,
virtually no wind, and a temperature of approximately
56° F (13 °C) rising to 72° (22 °C) by early afternoon. :
The second survey was conducted on a sunny day, no | Photo 1 View from mid-southwest
clouds, with a slight breeze, and a temperature of 72° F quadrant of praperty near proposed
(22° C). The third was conducted in the late afternoon gakﬂery guest house site.

: . . otograph by; Jennifer Jackson
with blue skies, no wind, and a temperature of 85°. —

Condor Environmental .
Planning Services, Inc. ‘ 1




Biological Survey o
226 and 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive Santa Barbara, CA November 8, 2005

- Background Research

The California Department of Fish and Game Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) was
reviewed on September 12, 2005 for records of sensitive plant and wildlife species in the
© vicinity. The results (provided in Appendix 1) indicate a total of 4 animal species and 1 plant
species recorded on the 7.5-minute USGS Santa Barbara Quadrangle as shown in Tables 1 and 2
below,

Table 1
Sensmve let Speues Listed in the Department of Fish and Game CNDDB
Co 0 Santa Barbara Quadrangle

Open sites in the Santa Ynez Mountains on
: gravelly to rocky substrates derived from
Santa Ynez False | sandsione at an altitude of 1000 - 1400 meters.
Lupine Common  chaparral  associates  include
Adenostorna  fasciculatum,  Arctostaphyios
glandulosa, and Ceanothus feucodermis.”

Thermopsis macrophyila

Total Number: 1

*Information confirmed by Dieter Wilken, Center of Plant Conservation, Santa Barbara Botanic Garden -

Table 2
Sensitive Wildlife Specles Listed in the Department of Fish and Game CNDDB
Santa Barbara Quadrangle

on Name Hab

Charadrius alexandrinus Western Snowy

, Beaches and dunes
nivosus Plover SE

Shallow water of lagoons and streams at or

Eucyciogobius newberryi Tidewater goby immediately hear the coast

California red-

1 Rana aurora draytonii leaged frog

Streéms_, rivers, ponded wetland

Steep, sandy riverbanks and man-made

Riparia riparia Bank swallow excavations

Total Number 4

Methods

A wildlife survey was conducted on foot by Condor biologists Vince Semonsen and Elihu

a GEViI‘i‘Z””Oﬂ"’S’EprH’EbEI‘ 15,"2@05fr0m1@‘amt011153m “’""‘An"‘ini'tial'”botanicafsmvey*‘wa's'" o

conducted by Jennifer Jackson and Elihu Gevirtz later the same day from 11:15 a.m. to 12:30
p.m. Site characteristics, conditions, wildlife, and plants were observed and documented.

The property was revisited one week later on September 21, 2005 from 10:00 am to 3:00 pm in
order to collect DBH and estimated height data for trees that could be impacted by the
proposed development. Architectural plans were evaluated prior to the site visits and a

~ Condor Environmental
Planning Services, Inc. : 9




- Biological Survey '
226 and 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive Santa Barbara, CA November 8, 2005

potential impact zone was defined in order to assess which trees could be impacted by
development. It was estimated that the impact zone could include the building envelope plus a
50 foot (15 meter) construction buffer. Trees were identified and delineated as being within the
potential impact zone or outside the impact zone. The lower half of the property was divided
visually into 4 quadrants and data (DBH and estimated height) were collected for each tree in
the vicinity of the proposed development. Tree DBH is defined as the outside bark diameter at
breast height; and breast height is defined as 45 feet (1.37 meter) from the ground surface
(International Society of Arboriculture 2005). Measurements were taken using a standard tape
measure instead of a forester's diameter tape. Therefore, a conversion was performed back in
the office using the following ratio: 3” on a tape measure = 1” on a diameter tape (City of Boston
2005). Additionally, a gps point was taken at nearly every tree surveyed, except where trees
were growing immediately adjacent to one another, in which case a single gps point was used
to express the location. The oak trees at the top (northern) portion of the property closest to
Fucalyptus Hill Drive were not surveyed in this manner. Measurements of these trees were
estimated on October 31.

On October 31 the Eucalyptus grove was surveyed for any monarch butterfly aggregations. The
survey took place from 4:00 to 4:40 pm on a sunny and warm afternoon during the fall season
when monarch butterflies are typically on the south coast. The surveyor walked through the
Eucalyptus grove in a random manner, looking in each area of the grove. Eight power
binoculars were used to facilitate the survey. ‘ :

Description of Property

Currently, the main residence exists on the
northern edge of the easterly parcel on more or
less level ground. Development has been
proposed to occur south and southwest of the
main residence on the portion of the property that
steadily descends into a Eucalyptus grove at the
southern end of the parcel. The majority of the
slope is disturbed, in some areas entirely cleared
of vegetation, and in other areas, dominated by
non-native trees: Bucalyptus (Eucalyptus globulus),
Acacia (Acacia pycnantha) (?) and Acacia baileyana
(7). {These two species identifications are
preliminary and therefore marked with a “?”.
Flowers are required to complete the

identification.) The vegetation clearing appears {0 g 5 iow of property looking south,
have occurred years ago. Ground cover other than Heavily disturbed soil is in the foreground

leaf litter is limited - but includes non-native | and alarge number of Eucalyptus and other
grasses, and occasional native and introduced | trees are in the background. Photograph by:
low-growing plants such as greenspot (Douglas’) | Jennifer Jackson

nightshade (Solanum douglasii), poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum) and Mexican tea
(Chenopodium ambrosioides).

- Condor Environmental
- Planning Services, inc. o _ 5




Biological Survey
226 and 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive Santa Barbara, CA November 8, 2005

Plant Observations

The project site is composed predominantly of Eucalyptus and Acacia trees. However, a few

coast live oaks exist on the property near the existing main house and near the edges of the

parcel (Figure 3). While we did not count every tree on the property, we estimate that there are

roughly 350 trees on the property, most being Eucalyptus globulus. Table 3 provides a partial list

of species that occur on the property. DBH and height data for trees that could potentially be

impacted as a result of development are provided in Appendix 2 and summarized in Table 4A
and 4B,

Condor Environmental :
Planning Services, Inc. . 4
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Biclogical Survey
226 and 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive Santa Barbara, CA

November 8, 2005

Table 3
Partial List of Plants Occurring on the Property™

Pittosporum undulatum. Mock orange

Rhus integrifolia Lemonade berry

Sambucus mexicana Blue Elderberry

Mimulus aurantiacus Busi monkey fiower

Quercus agrifolia Coast live oak

... Eucalyptus globulus Blue gum
Acagia baileyana (7) _ B_ai[ey acacia
‘Acaciapycnantha (7) Golden wattle

Solanum douglasif

Greenspot (Douglas’) nightshade

Toxicodendron diversifobum

Poison oak
Chenopodfum ambrosioides: P

Table 4A
Range of Tree Sizes in Potential Impact Zone
Using Tape Measure

o TR (diameter-at breastheio che NEsn At

Acacia baileyana (7} 2.4 13.2 8.52 31

Acacia pycnantha (?) 7.2 9.6 a 40

Eucalyptus globulus 1.2 24 12.1 52

Quercus agrifolia 16.8 16.8 - 16.8 29
Table 4B

Range of Tree Sizes in Potential Impact Zone
(Corrected Using

Diameter Tape Conversion}*

Acacia baileyana{?) 0.8 4.4 2.84 31
Acacia pycnantha({?) 2.4 3.2 3.0 40
Eucalyptus globulus 0.4 8.0 4.0 < B2
Quercus agrifolia 5.6 5.8 5.6 29

“Measurements were taken with a traditional tage measure instead of a forester’s diameter tape. Therefore, resuits

were converted using the following ratio (3” on a tape measure = 1” on a diameter tape).

** The Acacia species notated in the following manner: {7), are probable identifications of the species based upon tree
characteristics visible in the fall. In order to determine the species identity with certainty, flowers are tequired.

Condor Environmental
Planning Services, Inc.
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Sensitive Plant Species

No sensitive plant species were observed on the project site. The survey was conducted in late
summer when many flowering annuals are not conspicuous. However, the anticipated building
envelopes do not appear to offer suitable habitat to accommodate any species listed in Table 1.
The single sensitive species listed for the Santa Barbara Quadrangle is almost exclusively
limited to chaparral at or near the ridge of the Santa Ynez Mountains, preferring sites that have
been disturbed by fire. The property is not near this elevation, and this type of habitat does not
occur on the project site. Therefore, it is not likely that this species-occurs on the properties.

“Wﬂdhfe Observahons

A total of 18 species of animals were observed on the site or adjacent to the site either by sxgh’c
or sound or other evidence such as burrows (Table 3). Among the observations was a great
horned owl (Bubo virginianus) roosting in a Eucalyptus tree and another dead Eucalyptus tree
being used as an acorn granary (storage), by acorn woodpeckers (Meianerpes formicivorus). Both
species are common.

Table 5
Wildlife 5 Observed Omnsite or Offsite

-Renfiles;

Scefoparus occ:denta! z ] Western fence lizard

', B"’d ‘ - R FT 1;1;!:7-_'
Cathartes aura Turkey vuliure
Accipiter cooperii Cooper's hawk

' Buteo jarnaicensis* Red-tailed hawk

Zenaida macroura

Mourmning dove

Bubo virginianius

Great horned owi

Calypte anna

Anna's hummingbird

Colaptes auratus

Northern flicker

Melanerpes formicivorus

Acorn woodpecker

Picoides nuttaflii

Nuttall's woodpecker

Picoides pubescens

Downy woodpecker

Sayornis nigricans

Black phoebe

Aphelocoma californica

Western scrub jay

Corvus brachyrhynchos

American crow

Sturnus vulgaris

European starling

Baeolophus inornatus

Oak titmouse

Troglodytes asdon

House wren

Dandroica fownsendi

Townsend's warbler

Pipilo crissalis

Caiifornia towhee

| Jiinco hyernalis “Dark eyed jince T T
“Mammals' " A
Tamias merriami Merriam’s chipmunk
Thomomys bottae Botta's pocket gopher
Odocoileus hemionus Mule deer
Tofal 23

Condor Environmental
Planning Services, Inc.
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Nesting, Roosting, and Other Observations

The surveys took place outside of the nesting season for birds. However, a great horned owl
was observed roosting on the property (location shown on Figure 3). This species is a common
permanent resident in Santa Barbara County. It is not threatened or endangered and is not
considered sensitive by the California Department of Fish and Game (2004). It is widespread
and can occur in a variety of habitats, including residential areas (Lehman 1994). Christmas bird
counts in the Santa Barbara area in the early 1990s recorded as many as 27 individuals on a
single day (Lehman 1994). No other evidence of nesting or roosting was observed on the
property. A male mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus) was observed near the northwestern corner of
the property moving west - southwest toward the deep canyon that is off the property. Mule
deer are common on the south coast, and it is not a species that is listed by the State or Federal
government as threatened or endangered. Although it is unusual to see bucks, it is believed that
they move more freely during the mating season which occurs between September and
December (Mulligan and Davis 1985). This, combined with the abundance of acorns in the
numerous oak trees in the area that are an important food resource for deer and the well
vegetated canyon to the west, may explain the presence of the buck.

Sensitive Wildlife Species

The property is highly disturbed, dominated by non-native trees, and exhibits a low potential
for occurrence of sensitive wildlife species. Sensitive animals listed in the CNDDB for the Santa
Barbara quadrangle are restricted to habitats along the immediate coastline. Therefore, it is
uniikely that any species listed in Table 2 occur on the property.

Monarch Butterfly Aggregation

Monarch butterfiies (Danaus plexippus) migrate to the coast of Santa Barbara County in autumn
of each year. Individuals aggregate in large clusters in groves of trees near the coast and remain
there through the winter. These aggregations in Santa Barbara County most often occur in
groves of blue gum eucalyptus (Eucalyptus globulus) trees near the coast. The aggregation sites
closest to the Howard property are located near the intersection Hot Springs Road and US
Highway 101 (Meade 1999), which is closer to the coast and lower in elevation than the project
site. In fact, the Howard property is higher in elevation and further from the coast than most
other sites documented in Meade’s 1999 report; thus a monarch butterfly aggregation is possible
but probably unlikely at this location.

A total of six monarch butterflies were observed on the property on October 31. Of these, one
was within 20 feet of the road (Eucalyptus Hill Drive) at the northern edge of the property, and
the other five were in or around the grove at the bottom of the property. Two of these were on
the edge of the grove nearest the Acacias, and three were within the grove itself. It appears that
these six butterflies observed were patrolling. This behavior is widely distributed across the
south coast in the early to mid fail of most years, as they patrol the coast searching for the most
favorable, best protected, and established sites. In addition to searching for a large number of
individuals, the surveyor searched for clusters hanging from or on the Eucalyptus leaves, but
none were found.

Condor Environmental
Plarmning Services, Inc. 5
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Project Impacts

Native Vegetation

The site is nearly void of native vegetation with the exception of several mature coast live oak
trees and seedlings, and - number of native shrubs and forbs that are beneath the canopy of the
Eucalyptus trees. | '

The building footprints of the four structures would avoid native coast live oaks, but would
remove a number of non-native trees including Eucalyptus and Acacia, as shown in Figure 3. In
addition to the building footprints, the City of Santa Barbara’s High Fire Hazard Area Brush
Clearance Standards require removal of hazardous brush, shrubs, and flammable vegetation
within 100 feet of any structure and additional cleared area on slopes (City of Santa Barbara
2003a). In the case of Eucalyptus trees, the City does not require removal of all trees, but rather
thinning of the trees within 100 feet of structures resulting in a density of 6 to 8 trees per 1,000
square feet. Given the slope on the property, City Fire Department staff estimates that an
additional 20 feet of brush clearance and thinning of the trees would be required (Ann Marx,
pers comm 9/29/05). Thus, we estimate that the project would require the removal of
approximately 100 to 150 trees that are either Eucalyptus or Acacia. Most of these are
Eucalyptus. This would leave an estimated 200 to 250 trees remaining on the property.

Wildlife

Eucalyptus forests are not native to California and, in general, have relatively low value to
wildlife, as compared to native oak forests and other native communities. Nevertheless, they
do provide some functions and values for native animals (Table 3). The great horned owl roost
and the acorri granary are examples. Because these two particular trees are outside of the
building footprints and the trees will be selectively thinned, these trees could be among those
that are retained. In addition, a large number of trees in the southeastern corner of the property
are outside of the required thinning zone and could also be retained.

Wildiife Corridor

The site is surrounded on all sides by a deveioped low-density residential nmghborhood and it
is more than % of a mile to Sycamore Creek and about 1 mile to Montecito Creek (Figures 1 and
4). Although there is a band of Eucalyptus forest that stretches from east to west across the
lower section of the property for 500 feet or more in both directions, the property is fenced with
chain link fencing on its easterly boundary, and it is unlikely that most wildlife, other than
" common animals such as coyote, raccoon, and striped skunk, would use this as a movement
‘corridor given the lack of water, minimal cover close to the ground, minimal if any food, and
lack-of -connectivity--to. native . habitats.-such-.as-a_stream..corridor.that  siretches from. the.
mountains to the coast. The presence of the buck suggests that the canyon to the west (off the
property) may be used by deer as habitat. Based upon our brief site visits and review of a recent
aerial photograph of the region (Figure 2), it does not appear that a wildlife corridor exists on
the property. -

Cendor Environmental
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Biological Survey
226 and 232 Fucalyptus Hill Drive Santa Barbara, CA November &, 2005

Sensitive Species and Habitats

Sensitive habitat (a plant community identified by the Department of Fish and Game as rare)
does not exist on the property and would not be impacted by the proposed developinent. No
sensitive species were observed, and none are likely to occur on the site.

Shori-term Impacts

Short-term impacts to wildlife during construction would include noise and dust. Neither of
_ these elements is expected to significantly impact native animals on or near the project site.
Removal of 150 to 200 trees would remove some habitat for birds and other wildlife species, but
these animals are expected to use the 150 to 200 trees that will remain.

Cumulative Impacts

The removal of a large number of Eucalyptus and Acacia trees is not expected to add
significantly to a cumulative loss of habitat, given the relatively low habitat value of these trees
and the presence of many more both on the property and in the neighborhood. Landscaping
with native trees and shrubs is likely to produce greater benefit for wildlife in the long run.

Recommendations _
1. Protect the mature coast live oak trees on the site.
2. Protect the coast live oak seedlings on the site, or transplant them if necessary.
3. Use landscaping materials native to Santa Barbara as much as possible, consistent with
the City’s High Fire Hazard Area Landscape Guidelines (City of Santa Barbara 2003b).
4. Retain the trees used as a roost by great horned owl and as an acomn granary by acorn
woodpeckers.

Acknowledgements
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California Department of Fish and Game
Natural Diversity Database
Selected Elements by Scientific Name - Portrait

CDFG or
Scientific Name/Common Name Element Code Federal Status  State Status GRank SRank CHPS/R-E-D
1 Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus ABNNBO3031  Threatened (G473 52 sC
western snowy plover
2 Eucyclogobius newberryi AFCQNC410  Endangered G3 5283 . 8¢
tidewater goby
3 Rana aurora draytonif AAABHO1022  Threatened C . G4TaTS 5283 8C
California red-legged frog
4 Riparfa riparia. . .ABPALIOBOID : Threatened G5 5283
bank swallow
5 Thermepsis macrophyila : PDFAB3ZOED . Rare Gt 51.3 1B/3-1-3
Santa Ynez false lupine ' '
Commercial Version -- Dated Apdl 28, 2005 ~ Wildiife and Mabitat Data Analysis Branch Page 1

~ Report Printed on Friday, September 30, 2005 information Expires 10/29/2005
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Appendix 2
228 and 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive
Data Collection Date: September 21, 2005

118 Eucalyptus gipbulus . great hormed owl roost

118 Cucatypius giobulus ACOM granary
120 Quisrcus agrifolia seedling
121 Quercus agrifolia seedling
122 Quercus agrifolia seedling
123 Quercus anzifalia 4 seedlings
124 Quersus agrifolia seedling
126 Quercus aggifalia 14 68 5.6 33
127 Ascacia pycnantha 0.6/0.7 7.2/8.4 D.2/2.8 40
127 Acatia pyenantha 0.7 8.4 2.8 40
128 Acacis pycnantha 0.8 9.6 3.2 2
F 129 Agacia baileyana 0.9 i0.B 3.6 35
130 Eucalyptus giohuius 0.9 10.8 3.6 55
131 Eusalyptus giohuius SQ8G - ¢ 108M2 364 ] 65
132 Eucaiyptus globulus 1.1 13.2 4.4 g5
133 Eucaivpius alobulus 0.8 jeX:] 3.2 55
134 Eucgivpius gichulus 0.8 a6 32 55
135 Eucalyptus globulus 1.2 : 14.4 4.8 63
136 Acacia baileyana 1 12 4 15 plus seeding
137 Eycalypius globulus 0.7 8.4 2.8 57
138 Eucalypius . globulus 0.8 10.8 3.6 50
138 Eucalyoius globulus 13 156 5.2 60
140 . Eucalyotus globutus 1.1 13.2 4.4 80
141 Eucalyptus globuius 1.3 15.8 5.2 60
142 Eucalyptus globuius 1.2 14.4 4.8 60
143 Eucalypius globulus 0.8/0.9 10.8/10.8 3.6/3.6 [54
143 Eucalyptus giobuius 0.9 10.8 36 60
144 Eucalvptus giabuius 0.9 10.8 3.6 80
145 Eucalvpius olobulus 1.1 13,2 4.4 [55)
146 Eutalyotus ainbuius G9 10.8 3.6 55
147 Eucaivptus giobulus 1.2 14.4 4.8 &5
147 Eucalyptus giobulus 1.2 14.4 4.8 55
148 Eucafyptus globulus 1.7 204 6.8 65
149 Eucalyptus giobulus 0.9 10.8 3.6 . 63
150 Acacia baileyana 0.1 1.2 0.4 15
150 Acacia balleyana 0.2 2.4 [1X:] 12
150 Eucalypius globulus Q.6 7.2 2.4 55
150 Eucalyptus globulus 0.8 9.6 32 86
150 Eucalyplus globulus 0.3 3.6 1.2 23-30 plus seedlings
150 Eucalypitus alobuius 0.4 4.8 1.8 25-30" pius seedlings
150 Eucalypius globuius 0.1 1.2 0.4 25 pius seedlings
it} Eucalyptus globuius 1 12 4 &0
150 Eucalyotus globulus 1.1 13.2 4.4 80
150 Eycalvplus globulus 08 9.6 3.2 60
151 Eucalyplus giobulus 13 156 5.2 | 55
181 Eucalyplus giobuius 14 16.8 56 55
151 Eucalyptus alobuius 1 12 4 50
151 Eucalypius globuius 0.8 10.8 3.6 50
151 Cucalyptis ginbulus 1.2 14.4 4.8 55
152 Eucalyptus giobulus 1.3 156 5.2 70
153 Acacia badieyana 6 4.2 14 28
183 Eucalyptus globulus . 0.8 8.8 3.2 63
154 Eucaivptus giobulus 1.8 21.6 7z 65
154 Eucaiypius globulus . 1.6/1.4 18,2/16.8 6.4/6.6 B5
155 Eucaiypius globuils 0.9 10.8 3.6 50
156 Eucaiyptus globulus 0.8 3.6 3.2 70
157 Eucalypius glopuius 18 21.6 7.2 85
158 Eucalypius globulus 1.1 13.2 4.4 B85
168 Eusalypius glopulus 1.2 . 144 4.8 70
160 Eucalypius globulus 1.7 204 6.8 85
161 Eucalypius globulus 0.9 10.8 36 a0
162 Acacia baileyana 0.8 9.6 3.2 40
182 Acacia vaileyana 0.8 9.6 3.2 35
163 Eucalvptus aglobutus 0.8 9.6 3.2 55
164 Eucalyptus globulus 0.9 10.8 3.6 B0
185 Eucalyplus globulus 2 24 ] 30
188 . _Acatia baileyana 0606 . . 7.20.2 24/2.4 _ 30
167 Eucalyptus globutus 0.8 10.8 3.8 55
168 Eycaiypius giobuiug 1.1 13.2 4.4 50
158 Fucaivptus giobuius 1.1 132 4.4 55
170 Eucaiyptus globtius 0.9 10:8 3.6 €5
171 Eucaiyntus giobuius 0.1 1.2 0.4 45
171 Eucaivpius globulus 0.8 10.8 3.6 i 45
172 Eucalyptus globulus [ { 8 ] plus seedlings

Condor Environmental
Planning Services, inc.
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226 and 232 Eucalyptus Hili Drive

Data Collection Date: September 21, 2005

Ciayikis

tth i

B4

28

173 Eucalypius bl 4.7
174 Eucalypius alobulus 0.8 108 36 40
174 Eucalyptus globutus 0.8 106.8 36 40
178 Eucalyplus globiilus 0.8 9.8 3.2 55
178 Eucalyptus glapiutus 1.21.3/0.9 14.4/15.6/10.8 4.8/5.213.8 80
177 Eucalyptus globuius 0.7/0.8 8.4/9.6 2.8/3.2 55
178 Eucalyptus gisbulus 0 5 plus seedfings
178 Fucalyptus globulus 1.2/0.8/0.9 14.4/0.6010.8 4.8/3.2/138 45
180 Eucalypius globuius 1,2/0.8 14.4/10.8 4.8/3.6 80
181 Eucaiyptus globuius 0.5 1.2 2.4 30
142 Egcalyptus alobulus 1.1 13.2 4.4 50
183 Eucalyptus gighulus 1.2 14.4 4.8 80
185 Eucalyptus globulus 0.8/0.8 9.6/71.2 3.202.4 45
188 Eucalyotus " globtiliis = . bt § fius sesdlings
188 unknown ¢] 5
187 Acacia baflevans (3.203.4 2.4/4.8 0.8/1.6 25
187 Eucalyptus globulus 1 12 4 88
188 Eucalyptus glabulus 1.2 15.8 52 80
188 Eucalyptus giabulus [i] 5 plus seedlings
189 Eucalyptus giabuius 1 12 4 60
160 Eucaiyptus globulus 0.8 9.6 3.2 50
181 Eucalyptus qinbulus 1.6 18,2 6.4 40
182 Acacla batlevana 0.7 2.4 2.8 30
183 Agatia baileyana 1.1 13.2 4.4 ap
194 Quarcus agrifolia 14 i6.8 5.8 25 plus seedlings
195 Eucalyptus giobidus [t 5 ptus seediings
261 Quereus agrifolia 12
262 Quarcus agrifolia 67
263 Quezcus agrifolia 12
264 Quercus agrifolia it
265 Quercus aarifolia 10
287 Qusrcus agrifolia 8
268 Quargus agrifolia 11
289 Cuarcus agrifolia 11
270 Guercus amyifolia 18
211 Gluercus agrifolia 12
22 Quergus agrifolla 15
273 Quercus _agrifolla 12
274 Quercus agrifalia 19

= Diametst is typically measured't;éing a diamater tape. Howaver, inial measurements were colfectad using a traditionza! tape measure and converted using this ralio provided by the Divisian of
Forestry, Champion Tree Program in Nestwilie, TN. {3 on a tape measurs = 1" on a diamater tapa)

* Source for Dak locationsfdiameter an waypoints 261-274 from |, & P {2008},

Condor Environmental
Pranning Services, Inc,
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RECEIVED

October 26, 2006

OCT 30 2006
. Kimberly Maciorowski . CITY OF SANTA BARBA
_ Shithin and Donaldson Architects PLANNIN G gi Séﬁ*gﬁﬁﬁ-

1 N. Calle Cesar Chavez, Suite 200
Santa Barbara, CA 93103

RE: Howard: Impact Analysis of Revised Site Plan
“Dear Kim,

This Jetter serves to update our previous report regarding the biological resources at Ms.
- Cyndee Howard's property at 226 and 232 Fucalyptus Hill Drive in Santa Barbara
(Gevirtz, Jackson, and Semonsen, November 8, 2005). Pursuant to your request, we have
- evaluated the tree preservation and removal plan (Lane Goodkind, Sheet 11.1 dated
October 2, 2006 and the October 25 revision), the revised site plan and schematic
landscape plan (Lane Goodkind, Sheet L1.2 dated October 16, 2006 and the October 20
revision), and the arbarist report (Bill Spiewak, September 21, 2006).

Methodology
We reviewed the new site plan that shifted the gallery house and main guest house and

a portion of the driveway from their originally proposed location to the north, and
shifted the gallery guest house to the east. We also reviewed the tree survey data by L&P
- Consultants {July 2005), and a new aerial photograph (Pacific Western Aerial Surveys,
2005). We added the tree data that we collected in fall 2005 and summer 2006, and the
outlines of the proposed siructures and driveway to the 2005 aerial photograph (Figure
1). Please note that the aerial photograph is not orthorectified. This results in a slight
displacement of the geographic position of the site plan.

We determined the approximate number of trees that are within 50 feet of the proposed
structures by “overlaying” these datasets. The 50-foot distance had been identified as the
anticipated fuel modification zone prior to development of the tree preservation and
removal plan. This was supplemented by reviewing the arborist report for his
conclusions regarding the oak trees. The tree preservation and removal plan and
landscape plan were reviewed and specifically compared to the trees that had been
identified and mapped in Figure 4 of our previous report as being utilized by acorn
woodpeckers and a great horned owl,

394 105
EXHIBITF
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Tree Impact Analysis of Revised Project 10/26/2006
226 and 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive

Results

As a result of shifting several project elements north and east as shown i the current
plans, fewer eucalyptus trees would be removed and less thinning of the eucalyptus
grove would be required. Under the current plan, approximately 26 coast live oak trees
and 63 non-native trees are within 50 feet of the proposed structures (Table 1}. The non-
natives are comprised of 51 eucalyptus, 9 acacia, and 3 pear trees. Appendix 2 (revised)
provides the data we.collected on each tree including waypoint (the number shown at
its geographic location on the maps), the species, and the diameter at breast height.
Prompted by your email notifying us of a possible error in Appendix 2, we compared
our raw field data to the table and found that the original Appendix 2 had four errors
that occurred in the process of transposing the data. The tree data that have been
corrected are for trees 133, 165, 181, and 185. All four of these trees are acacia. Please
note that there are several locations where two or more trees have the same waypoint.
For example, two acacias are entered at waypoint 162 because the trees are quite close
together.

Table 1 :
' Approximate Number of Trees within 50 Feet of Proposed Structures

Seiontific Name : Lommon Name , #of Trees

Quercus agrffofia Coast Live Oak 28
Eucalyptus sp. Eucalyptus 48
Acacia sp. : Acacla, Wattle 12
Pyrus sp. (7)" _ Evergreen Pear 3
Subtotal 89

* Provided by L&P Consuiting July, 2005

A list of sensitive species in the region provided by the Department of Fish and Game
Natural Diversity Database is attached to this letter. None of the species listed are likely
to occur on the site with the exception of monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus), as
discussed in our previous report, Cooper’s hawk (Accipifer cooperii} and big free-tailed
bat (Nyctinomops macrofis) possibly foraging over the site but not roosting. (This bat
requires high cliffs or rocky outcrops for roosting sites.) Wildlife observations included
Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), red-tailed hawk (Buleo jamaicensis), great horned owl
(Bubo virginianus), and turkey vulture (Cathartes aura), among others.

The Cooper’s hawk is listed by the Deparhﬁent of Fish and Game as a Species of Special
Concern, but is unlikely to appear on the updated list, as this species is experiencing
population growth state wide (L. Comrack pers. comm. in Gevirtz et. al. 2005). This

1 Gevirtz E., Olson T., Carroll M., Collins P., Burton K. and Nelson A, 2005. Ecosystemn
Characterization of La Purisima Mission State Historic Park. Prepared for California Department
of Parks and Recreation. Condor Environmental Planning Services, Santa Barbara. 321 pp.

Condor Environmental .
- Planning Services, Inc. ‘ 5



Tree Impact Analysis of Revised Project 10/26/2006
226 and 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive

species occurs in wooded and forested habitats throughout California. Regionally, they
are found in oak woodland, oak savanna, and open riparian woodlands. Foraging
occurs in similar habitats, as well as over cultivated fields and grasslands.

In Santa Barbara County, Cooper’s hawks occur mostly as transients and winter visitors,
with scattered nesting locations. Nesting usually takes place in trees, near the main
trunk or on sturdy limbs (H. Harrison 1979)2 This species is also known to nest in
shrubs in relatively treeless areas. At least one mdwuiual was heaxd cailing on two
separate dayq on or near-the property.

Red-tailed hawk, great horned owl, and turkey vulture are common species and are not
listed by the State of California or the United States government as species of special
concern or listed rare, threatened, or endangered. However, all three species, as well as
Cooper’s hawk, are protected by the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918. This
federal law decrees that all migratory birds and their parts (including eggs, nests, and
feathers) are fully protected. The Migratory Bird Treaty Act is the domestic law that
affirms or implements the United States’ commitment to four international conventions
{with Canada, Japan, Mexico, and Russia} for the protection of a shared migratory bird
‘resource. Each of the conventions protect selected species of birds that are common to
both countries (i.e., they occur in both countries at some point during their annual life
cycle).

A canyon to the west of the property may provide some habitat to native wildlife. The
canyon was not surveyed as it is not on or even adjacent to the Howard property. The
largely barren mid-section of the property and the eucalyptus grove in the southerly
portion with very little understory beneath the canopy, combined with the absence of
wetlands on the site, and the probable lack of ponded water in the canyon likely
preclude the possibility of occurrence of sensitive amphibians and reptiles .on the
Howard property such as California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii), westein
pond turtle (Clemmys marmorata pallida) and two-striped garter snake {Thamnophis
hammondit),

The Main House and upper portion of the driveway would potentially impact three
coast live oak trees by encroaching into-the root zones of these trees (Spiewak 2006}, The
Gallery Guest House and the Gallery House would be built in areas that are largely
unvegetated. Several non-native trees would have to be removed to build these
structures and to provide fuel clearance around them. The mid-section of the driveway
would remove one coast live oak (Spiewak 2006). Thus, a total of four oak trees would
be removed for the project and three oak trees would be impacted. Planting of seventy
(70} one-gallon saplings and other mitigations for the oaks have been recommended by
Spiewak (2006).

The upper rainwater garden will utilize an existing concréte structure as its foundation
in its existing location. This garden is proposed to be located in an area of one or more
acacia trees. Fucalyptus trees stand in or adjacent to the area proposed for the Jower

2 Harrison H. 1979, A Field Guide to Western Birds’ Nests. Houghton Mifflin Company, Bostoh,

Condor Environmental
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Tree lmpact Analysis of Revised Project 10726/ 2006
226 and 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive '

rainwater garden next to the Gallery House. No native trees would be impacted by
either rainwater garden. No impacts to sensitive wildlife are expected as a result of
construction of the rainwater gardens.

The eucalyptus trees in fire zone 1 (30 feet from structures) would be ¢lear of eucalyptus
trees. Fire zones 2, 3 and 4 would be thinned to 6 to 8 trees per 1,000 square feet.
Eucalyptus in the areas south of the Gallery House and Gallery Guest House beyond the
fire zones would remain (Lane Goodkind 20065,

The specific trees used as a great hormed owl roost and as an acorn granary by acorn
woodpeckers are both located in fire zone 2 fllustrated in the landscape plan and tree
preservation and removal plan. The tree preservation and removal plan and the
landscape plan have been revised to incorporate protection of these two trees; therefore
these trees will not be removed as part of the thinning of the trees for the purpose of fire
protection {Lane Goodkind, Sheet L1.1 [October 25, 2006} and Sheet L1.2, [October 20,
2006]). ' '

Cooper’s hawk, red-tailed hawk, great horned owl, and turkey vulture roost and nest in
trees. The hawks and the owl hunt for food and the vulture forages for food in
grasslands and other habitats. These species may be adversely impacted by short-term
construction noise, removal of trees, and increased human presence during construction.

Implementation of the landscape plan, including retention of the eucalyptus trees (that
~ can be used for nesting and roosting) at the south end of the property and planting the
grassland garden and other landscapes on the property is likely to provide foraging
habitat for Cooper’s hawk, red-tailed hawk, great horned owl, and turkey vulture,
Therefore, these species are likely to continue to use the site. The planting and
maintenance of 70 1-gallon oak trees i the southerly portion of the property as
recommended by Spiewak (2006) is likely to result in a long-term increase of habitat for
these and other species. The shift of the project northward provides additional room for
these native plantings to occur. If successful, this oak restoration effort is likely to
increase the diversity of native plants and animals on the site.

Recommendations

1. Care should be taken prior to, during, and after construction to protect the
mature coast live oaks. Please see Spiewak (2006) and Goodkind (2006) for
details.

2. Any coast live oak seedlings that are observed should be attempted to be
salvaged and incorporated into the landscape.

The eucalyptus tree used as a great horned owl roost (#115) and the dead

D]

eucalyptus tree used as an acorn granary (#116) should be retained and

© protected as part of the landscape as long as they are unlikely to fall and hurt
someone. The tree protection and removal plan and the landscape plan clearly
note that these trees are to be retained. A qualified biologist should be retained to

Condor Environmental _
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Tree lmpact Analysis of Revised Project 10/26,/2006
226 and 232 Bucalyptus Hill Drive

mark these trees in the field prior to limbing branches and tree removal, and to
communicate to the tree contractor which trees should be retained. The biologist
should monitor the tree work during the time that the tree contractor is working
within 50 feet of these trees.

4. If construction and/or tree trimming or removal is plarmed to occur between
February and August, a qualified biologist should be retained to survey the
property for nesting raptors prior to the start of construction, tree trimming or
tree removal. If nesting raptors are observed, the tree(s) should be marked and a
buffer established around the tree(s). The width of the buffer should be
recommended by the biologist. The purpose of the buffer would be to protect the
nesting birds from disturbance that would cause the adult birds to abandon the
eggs or juveniles before they have fledged. Once fledging has occurred and the
juveniles are flying and hunting independently, construction could resume close
to the tree based on the opinion of the biologist. '

5. The oak planting program suggested by Spiewak should be implemented. An
arborist should be retained to monitor the oaks for a period of three vears and to
make suggestions (if necessary) fo the property owner or her landscape
contractor for modifications to the maintenance regime that would increase the
likelihood of success of these plantings. A brief written report of the results and
any suggestions should be provided to the City annually during the three-year
monitoring period.

6. Wildlife habitat, diversity and abundance would probably increase if the
eucalyptus grove was transformed into a native oak woodland. This transition
should happen gradually in order to continue to support species such as great
horned owl, Cooper’s hawk, and acorn woodpecker that are using the grove of
tall trees currently. The planting of the 70 coast live oaks as suggested by
Spiewak would be a good first step in this direction. As these trees grow and
mature over a long period of time, understory plants could be planted under
their canopies. Eucalyptus seedlings and saplings should be removed as they
appear on the property, When the old eucalyptus trees die they should be
replaced with coast live oaks or other appropriate native trees. (Exceptions
should be made for acom granary trees and other dead trees that provide
important wildlife habitat) Thus, over a long period of time, wildlife habitat
values would be expected to increase.

Conclusion
If you have any questions or require additional information, please don't hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

Q// 74 /;’wa

Elihu Gevirtz, AICP

Condor Environmental
r Planning Services, Inc, 5
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Appendix 2
226 and 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive
Revised: August 21, 20066

. as recorded 8/2/2006, previousty
005 . Quercus agrifolia A N/A 2.0 10 included in waygoint 194
15 Eucatyptus globuius great horned ow! roost
i6 Eucaiypius giohubus BCOM granary
20 Quercus agrifolia seeding
124 Quetcus agrifolia seediing
122 Quercus syrifolia seeding
23 Quercus agriolia 4 seedings
24 Quertus agriolia sesdling
28 Quercuas aglifolia 1.4 16.8 5.6 33 .
27 Acacia pyenanthe 0.6/0.7 7.2/8.4 Q.28 48
27 : Acacia ovenanthe 67 [ 2.8 40
28 Acacia pycnantha 0.6 4.6 3.2 4G
125 Acacia bailevana 0.8 i0.8 3,6 - 35
130 Eucalypius globujus 0.4 048 3.6 55
131 Eucalyolus globuhus 0.91.0 10.8/12 3.8/4 85 I
132 Edcaiyptus giobuits 1.1 132 44 65
33 Acatia pycnaniha 4.8 9.6 3.2 35
34 £ucalyptus globulus 8 9.6 3.2 85
els Eycalyntus giohulus 1.2 144 4.8 53
36 Acacia baileyana 1 2 - 4 i5 nius seed(ing
37 Eucalypius ‘globulus 0.7 8.4 2.8 57 )
38 Eucalypius gichulus 0.9 iG.8 3.6 b0
30 Eucatyptus globulus 13 5.6 52 B0
140 Eucalypius globulus 1.1 32 44 59
141 Eucalyptis globuius 1.3 56 2 60
42 Eucalyptus globuius 1.2 4.4 4.8 860
43 Eucalyplus globufus 0.9/0.9 10.8/10.8 3.6/38 60
43 Evcalypius globulus 0.9 10.6 3.8 a0
144 Eucaiypius giobulus 3.8 10.8 38 60
145 Eucatypitis globylus 11 13.2 4.4 65
45 Eucalyplus cjobuius 0.5 0.8 | 36 55
147 Eucalypius globulus 1.2 14.4 : 4. 55
147 Eucalyplus globuius 1.2 14.4 4, 55
148 Eucalyptus glabuius 17 20,4 6.8 85
149 Eucalyptus glabulus 0.9 0.8 3.6 3
150 Acacia bafleyana 0.1 1.2 0.4 5
1580 Acacla balleyana 0.2 .24 0.8 2
160 Eucalyptus globulus 0.6 7.2 2.4 ]
80 Cucalyptus giobulus 0.8 9.6 3.2 55
50 Eucalypius alobuius 0.3 3.6 1.2 2330 plus seedings
50 Eucalyptus globtdus 0.4 4.8 1.6 25-30 plus seedhngs
50 Eucalyntus globulus 0.1 1.2 0.4 25 pius seedlings
50 Eucalyptus globulus 1 12 4 60
50 Eucalyptus globulus 11 132 4.4 60
53 Eucalypius glohuius 0.8 | 9.6 3.2 [y
51 Eucoyplis aiobulus 1.3 158 52 55
161 Zucalyptus alobutus 1.4 8.8 56 55
161 Eucalyplys giobulus 1 12 4 50
154 Eucatyptus globuius .8 108 38 50 1
157 Eucaivptus giobuius 1.2 ; 14.4 i 48 85 i
152 Eucalypius atebulus 1.3 158 5.2 70
83 Acacia baileyana £ 4.2 4 &
53 Eucaivpius alobulus a9, 8.8 Vi i}
54 Eucalypius globulus 1.8 218 2 [es]
154 giobulus 1814 19.2/16.8 84/6.6 85
55 alobuius iE] iD.B 3.8 50
56 globulus 0.8 8.6 3.2 0
57 giobulus 18 218 1.2 85
8 Eucalyptus globuius ) 3.4 4.4 [
50 Eucalyptus globuius 2 4.4 4.8 78
0 Eucaiyplus giobtilus 1.7 204 &.8 85
61 Eucalypius globuius 08 10.8 3.8 680
182 Acacia tedleyans 0.8 9.6 2 48
162 Acacia baileyana g8 8.8 2 5
163 Eucatypius gichulus jeXi] 10.8 38 85
164 Eucaiypius giobutus 2 24 i) BG:
165 Acacia pyenantha {,6/0.6 72072 2.4/2.4 a0
166 Acacia haileyana 09 10.8 318 30
167 Eucalypius glehuius 1.1 13.2 4.4 55
168 Eucalyptus giobuius 0.9 10.8 3.6 50
168 Eucalypils globuius i1 13.2 4.4 58
170 £ucalyplus globulus 1.5 18 [ [ T e
a7 Eucalypius globulus 0.4 12 0.4 45
171 Eucalyplus globulus 0.9 1.8 3.6 45
ropcts Gl suregy dploy icas_Aug. |_spooies_tishehan, 040821
10N B/2006 R 1




Appendix 2
226 and 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive
Revised: August 21, 2006

painiioy
lyphus plus seedlings
173 Eucalyvpius globuius : 4.7 i 8.4 2.8 40
174 Eucalyptus plabulu 0.9 i 10.8 3.6 40
74 fucalyptus gichulus 29 10.8 36 40
75 cucalyptus giobulug 08 9.6 3.2 55
76 Eucalyptus globulus 1.2/1.3/0.8 144156108 4.8/5,213.8 80
177 Eucalyptus alobulus 0.70.8 6.4/9.6 2.8{3.2 85
bi:) Eucalyptus globuius [¥] 5 plus seedlings
78 Eucalyptus olobulus 1.2i0.6/0.9 14.419.8/110.8 A4.BI32AE 45
180 Eucalyplus giobulus 1.2/8.9 1441108 4.8/3.6 80
&1 Acacia balleyana 08 72 2.4 30
82 Eucalyptus giobulus 1.1 13.2 4.4 50
183 Eucalyplus aiobulus 12 14.4 4.8 60
185 Acacia baileyana 8.2/0.4 2.4/58 0.8/1.6 28
186 Eucalypius globulus [ 5 plus seediings
186 UnKnown O 5
87 Eucalyptus globulus ] 12 4 &%
88 Eucalypius globulus 13 15.86 5.2 80
88 Eucalypius globulus [i] & plus seediings
188 Eucalyplus globuius * i2 4 1)
150 Eucalyptus globulus 3.8 88 3.2 50
191 Eucatypius globulus 1.6 18.2 5.4 46
192 Acacia baitevana 6.7 &4 2.8 39
193 Acacia haileyana 1.1 13.2 4.4 30
194 Quercus agrifoiia 4 16.8 5,6 25 Elus seediings
185 Eucalyplus grobulus 1) & olus seedhngs
264 Guercus agrifotia 12
262 Quercus agrifolia 817
263 Cuercus agrifolia 2
264 Quercus agrifalia g
265 Quercus agifolia 10
267 Quercus agrifalia 8
288 Quersus agrifolia 11
259 Quercis agrifolia 11
270 Quercus agniolia 3
271 Quergus agriolia 2
272 Quercus ~_agrifolia 5
273 Quercys agrifolia 12
274 Quercus agrifolia 18

=* Source for Oak iocallensfdizmeler on waypolnts 261274 from L & P (20085

™ Diameter was messured using a diameler tape, therefore no conversion 1s necessary.

i survy o ied_spediss_dhhehar 090821
2

* Diamater is typically measured using 2 diameter tape. However, initial measurements were colietied using a traditional lapo measuze and converied wsing fis ratic provided by the Division of Forestry,
Champion Tree Pragram in Nashviile, TH. {3" on 8 tape measure = 1" on a dizmeter tapa}




Natural Diversity Database
Piants, Animals, and Communities: Quad-Santa Barbara

. CDFG ar
Scientific Name/Common Name Element Code Faderal Status  State Status GRaiik SRank CNPS/R-E-D
« 1 Accipiter cooperii ABNKC12040 G5 83 3C
Cooper's hawk
2 Atriplex coulteri POCHED40EG Gz $2.2 1B/2-2-2
Coulier's saltbush
3 Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii PLCHER41T G5T2? 5272 1B/3-2-2
Davidson's saltscale
4 Calochortus weedii var. vestus PMEILOD1J2 G372 822 1R/2-2-3
late-flowered mariposa lily : '
5 Calystegia sepfum ssp. binghamiae PDCOND40ES G5TH SH 1AS ¥
Santa Barbara morning-glory
§ Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus ABNNBO3031  Threatened G4T3 82 3C
western snowy plover :
7 Coslus globosus HCOL4AGTO G1 81
globose dune heetle
¢ 8 Danaus plexippus HLEPP2010 GH 83
monarch butterfly
9 Delphinium umbraculorum PDRANOBIWO G2G3 5283.3 18/2-1-3
umbrelia karkspur
10 Emys (=Clemmys) marmorata pallida - ARAADO2032 G3G4T2T3 82 sC
southwestern pond turtle : Q
11 Eucyclogoblus newberryi AFCONG401C Endangered G3 5283 sC
tidewater goby
12 Horkella cuneata ssp. puberuia PDROSOWD45 GATZ 8241 1B/2-3-3
masa horkelia
13 Lonicera subspicata var, subspicata PDCPRO30OR3 G512 822 1B8/2-2-3
Santa Barbara honeysuckie .
v 14 Nyctinomops macrotis AMACDO4020 G5 52 8C
big free -tailed bat '
15. Quercus dumosa POFAGES0GDO G2 511 1B/2-3-2
Nuttall's scrub oak
16 Rana aurora draytonii AAABHO1022  Threatened G472T3 5283 -8C
California red-legged frog
17 Riparia riparia ABPAUGBO10 Threatened G5 3283
h_ank swallow
18 Thamnophis hammondii ARADB36G160 G3 52 3C
two-striped garter snake
19 Thelypteris puberula var. sonorensis PPTHE(5182 G573 8227 2i2-2-1
Sonoran maiden fern
20 Thermopsis macrophylia PDFABIZOED Rare G1 513 " 1B/3-1-3
Sania Ynez false jupine
Commerciat Version — Dated July 01, 2006 — Wildlife and Habilat Data Anatlysis Branch Page 1
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Natural Diversity Database
Quads Surrounding Santa Barbara Quad: Goleta, San Marcos Pass, Little Pine Min,, Hildreth Peak, and Carpinteria

CDFG or
Scientific Name/Common Name Element Code Federal Status  State Status GRank --SRank CNPSIR-E-D
1 Arctostaphylos refugioensis PDERID41RO @2 : 827 18/2-2-3
Refugio manzanita
2 Astragalus pycnostachyus var. [anosissimus PDFABOF7B1 Endangered Endangered G2T1 311 18/3-3-3
Ventura Marsh milk-vetch
3 Atriplex coulteri PDCHED4DED G2 322 1B/2-2-2
Coutter's saltbush : !
4 Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii PDCHED41TH GBT27? sar 18/3-2-2
Davidson's saitscale .
5 Bufo californicus AAABBO1111 Endangerad G2G3 8283 SC
arroyo toad ' '
6 Calochortus weedii var. vestus PMLILOD 12 (G3772 322 1B/2-2-3
late-flowered mariposa lily
7 Calystegia sepium ssp. binghamiae PDCONDAGES G5TH SH ATV
Sama Barbara morning-glory
8 Centromadia parryi ssp. australis PDAST4R0P4 G4T2 821 18/3-3-2
southern tarplant
9 Charafrius alexandrinus nivosus ABNNBO3G31  Threatened GAT3 2y - 8C
weslem snowy plover
10 Chorizanthe polygonoides var. longispina PDPGNO40K1 G573 822 1B8/2-2-2
long-spined spineflower
11 Cicindela hirticollis gravida HCOLB2101 G572 . 81
sandy beach tiger beetle
12 Coelus globosus HCOL4AG10 G1 51
globose dune bestle
13 Cordylanthus maritimus ssp. maritimus PDSCROJOCZ  Endangered Endangered G4772 s2.1 1B/2.2.2
salt marsh bird's-beak
14 Danaus plexippus HLEPP2010 GB 53
) monarch butterfly
15 Delphinium umbraculorum PDRANOBIWG G2GE2 §283.3 1B/2-1-3
umbretia larkspur
16 Empidonayx trafllii extimus ABPAE33043  Endangered Endangered G5T172 S1
southwastern willow fiycalcher ’
17 Emys {(=Clemimys) marmorata pallida ARAADGZ2032 G3G4T2T3 82 3C
southwestern poad furie Q
18 Eacyclogobius newberryi AFCGNO4010 Endangeréd a3 5283 8C
tidewater goby
19 Fritiflaria ojaiensis PMLILOVOND G1 81.2 1B/3-2-3
Qjai fritilary
20 Gymnogyps californianus ABNKAC3010  Endangered Endangered G1 81
California condor
21 Horkelia cuneata ssp. puberiia PDROSOWO45 G4T2 521 18/2-3-3
mesa horkelia
22 Lasthenia conjugens PBASTSL040 Endangered G1 S1.1 1B/3-3-3
Contra Costa goldfields
23 kLasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri PDASf5LGA1 G4T3 821 18/2-3-2
Coulter's goldfieids
24 Lonicera subspicata var. subspicata PDCPROIORS G572 82.2 1B/2.2.3
Santa Barbara honeysuckle
Commercial Version — Dated July 01, 2008 -- Wildiife and Habitat Data Analysis Branch Page ¢
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Natural Diversity Database

Quads Surrounding Santa Barbara Quad: Goleta, San Marcos Pass, Little Pine Min., Hildreth Peak, and Carpinteria

CBFG or
Scientific Name/Common Name Element Code Federal Status  State Status GRank SRank ©  CNPS/R-E-D

25 Malacothrix saxatilis var. arachnoidea PRASTE60C2 G5T2 822 1B13-2-3
Carmel Valiey matacothrix

26 Oncorhynchus myhkiss irideus AFCHAD208] @ET20 82 SC
southern steethead - southem California esu

27 Passercwius sandwichensis beldingi ABPBX93015 Endangered G513 353
Belding's savannah sparrow

28 Quercus dumosa PDEAGO50D0 G2 31.1 18/2-3-2
Nuttaft's scrusb.oak

29 Rallus longirostris levipes ABNMEOS014 Endangered GETITZ 31

" light-footed clapper rail

30 Rana aurora drayionii AAABHO{022 G4T273 5283 5C
California red-egged frog

31 Scrophularia atrata PDSCR1S010 G2 S22 1B/2-2-3
black-flowered figwort ]

32 Sauthern Coastal Salt Marsh CTT52120CA G2 824 !

33 Suaeda esteroa PDCHEQPODO G4 83.2 18/2-2-2
estuary seablite

34 Thamnophis hammondii ARADB38160 G3 52 SC
fwo-striped garter snake

35 Thelypteris puberuia var. sonorensis PRTHESS192 G513 52.27 2i2-2-1
Sonoran maiden fern

36 Thermopsis macrophylia PDFAB3Z0EO Rare G1 81.3 18/3-1-3
Santa Ynez false lupine

37 Tryonia imitator IMGASJT040 G263 5283
miric tryania {=California brackishwater snail)

38 Vireo bellii pusiifus ABPBWGT114 Endangered G5T2 52
least Ball's vireo

Commercial Version - Dated July 61, 2006 - Witdlife and Habitet Data Analysis Branch Page 2

Raport Printed on Wednesday, Gclober 25, 2006

Information Expires 04/01/2007



ENGINEERING GEOLOGY
AND
GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING REPORT
. FOR .
226 & 232 EUCALYPTUS HILL DRIVE
PROPOSED 2-LOT RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION
SANTA BARBARA, CALIFORNIA

VT-23720-01
JULY 14, 2006
PREPARED FOR g_ﬁ@ﬁwﬁﬁ
CYNDEE HOWARD

A 1 42008

BARA

_— O ANNING DIVISION

 EARTH SYSTEMS |

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
1731-A WALTER STREET
VENTURA, CALIFORNIA

EXHIBIT G

EARTH SYSTEMS SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA




E§ Earth Systems

e’ Southern California ‘ 1731-A Walter Street
— Ventura, CA 93003
(805) 642-6727

FAX (B05) 642-1325

July 14, 2006 : VT-23720-01
06-7-48

Cyndee Howard

Classic Properties

232 Bucalyptus Hill Drive
Santa Barbara, California 93108

Project: 226 and 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive
Proposed Two-Lot Residential Subdivision
Santa Barbara, California

As authorized, we have performed an engineering geology and geotechnical engineering study for
a proposed two-lot residential subdivision o be located at 226 and 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive in
Santa Barbara, California. The accompanying Engineering Geology and Geotechnical
Engineering Report presents the results of our research, as well as our conclusions and
recommendations pertaining to geotechnical aspects of project design.

We have appreciatéd the opportunity to be of service to you on this project. Please call if you
have any questions, or if we can be of further service.
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INTRODUCTION

Proiect Description.

This report presents results of an Engineering Geology and Geotechnical Engineering study
performed for a proposed two-lot residential subdivision to be located at 226 and 232 Eucalyptus
Hill Drive in Santa Barbara, California. The site is currently occupied by an existing residence
that will be demolished. The lot line between the two addresses will be realigned from a north-
south direction to a east-west direction. It is proposed to construct a main residence, guest house,

and detached garage on each of the ‘cwc; new lots. It is assumed herein that the proposed
structures will be one- to two-story, wood-framed and/or masonry/concrete construction with
raised and/or slab-on-grade floors. Structural considerations for building eolumn loads of up to
25 kips with maximum wall loads of 2.0 kips per lineal foot were used as a basis for the
recommendations of this report. If actual loads vary significantly from these assumed loads,
Earth Systems Southern California should be notified since reevaluation of the recommendations
contained in this report may be required.

Purnose and Scope of Work

. The purpose of the geotechnical study that led to this report was to analyze the geology and soil

conditions of the site with respect to the proposed construction. These conditions include

potential geohazards, surface and subsurface soil/bedrock types, expansion potential, settlement

potential, bearing capacity, and the preserice or absence of subsurface water. The scope of our
work included:

1. Reconnaissance of the site.

2. Reviéwing pertinent geologic literature.

3. Excavating, logging and sampling of seven backhoe test pits to study bedrock, soil
and groundwater conditions.

4. Laboratory testing of bedrock/soil samples obtained from the subgsurface exploration
to determine their physical and engineering properties. '

5. Consulting with owner representatives.
Analyzing the geotechnical data.
Preparing this report."

Contained in this report are:
1. Descriptions and results of field and laboratory tests that were performed.

EARTH SYSTEMS SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
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2. Discussions pertaining to the local bedrock, soil and groundwater conditions.

3. Conclusions and recommendations pertaining to site grading and structural design.

Site Setting

The site of the proposed improvements is located at 226 and 232 Eucalyptus Hill Dive in Santa
Barbara, California (see Vicinity Map and Site Map in Appendix A). An existing residence
occupies the northeast comer of the site. The site lies near the top of slope on a east-west
frending ridge spur. The northern portion of the site (about 100 to 150 feet south of Eucalyptus
Hill Road) has a south-facing descending slope gradient of about 7:1. Below this the slope

gradient steepens to about 5:1 with 1solated areas of slope gradient up to 2.5:1. The site is-
covered with a growth of Eucalyptus trees. Dirt access roads have been graded on the site with
minor cuts and fills. The slope is covered with sparse annual grasses and brush. The site is
bound by Eucalyptus Hill Road to the north, and residential lots to the east, west, and south.

REGIONAL GECLOGY

The proposed road lies within the Santa Barbara foothills m the western porﬁon of the
Transverse Ranges geologic pfovince. Numerous east-west trending folds and reverse faults
indicative of active north-south transpressional tectonics characterize the region. The ongoing
regional compression produces the east-west trending fanlts which deforms early Pleistocene to
Tertiary aged marine and non-marine sedimentary bedrock units. These sedimentary bedrock
units underlie the property (see Regional Geologic Maps by Dibblee and Gurrela in Appendix
A). The site does not lie within any study zones for fault rupture hazard or landslides. No faults
or landslides were encountered during field studies.

STRUCTURE

The subject site is underlain by areas of artificial fill over topsoil/colluvium over Monterey
Formation bedrock. Bedrock units encountered within the exploratory test pits had strikes of
bedding ranging from about N89°W to N75°E and dips ranging from 53° to the north and 73° to.
the south forming a synclinal structure across the site. These strikes appear to be consistent with
the regional strikes of other bedrock units in the general area of the subject site according to
Dibblee (Geologic Map of the Santa Barbara Quadrénglc, 1986).

| EARTH SYSTEMS SCUTHERN CALIFORNIA
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GEOLOGIC HAZARDS .

Geologic hazards that may impact a site include seismic shaking, fault rupture, landsliding,
liquefaction and flooding.

Seismic Shaking

The site is located in an active seismic region where large numbers of earthquakes are recorded
each year. Historically, major earthquakeé felt in the vicinity of the subject site have originated
from faults outside the area. These include the December 21, 1812 "Santa Barbara Region"
earthquake, that was presumably centered in the Santa Barbara Channel (CDMG, 1975), the 1857
Fort Tejon earthquake, the 1872 Owens Valley earthquake, and the 1952 Arvin-Tehachapi
earthquake.

Takhle No. 1, Summary of Deterministic Site Parameters, presents approximate distance, maximum
earthqué_ke magnitude Mw, peak site acceleration and estimated site intensity according modified

Mercalli scale for seismic events which could initiated by various nearby active faults.

Fault : Approximate Estimated Maximum Earthguake Event
Name Distance
mi  (km) Maximum Peak Site Estimated
Earthguake Acceleration Site
Magnitude () Intensity
(Mw) Modified
- Mercalli
M.RIDGE-ARROYO 2.58 {4.5) 6.7 0.628 X
PARIDA-SANTA ANA :
RED MOUNTAIN 4.3 (6.9 6.8 0.545 X
SANTA YNEZ (West) 4.8 (1.7 6.9 0.416 X
SANTA YNEZ (Hast) 4.8 (1.8 7.0 0.426 X
NORTH CHANNEL SLOPE 6.6 {10.6) 7.1 0.467 X
MONTALVO-OAK RIDGE 9.1 (14.6) 6.8 0.302 X
TREND '
VENTURA - PITAS 10.7 (17.2) 6.8 0.285 X
POINT
CHANNEL IS, THRUST 14.5 (23.4) 7.4 0.286 IX
(Eastern)
OAK RIDGE(Blind Thrust 18.1 (29.2) 8.9 0.167 Vi
Offshore) :
BIG PINE 22.1 {35.6) 6.7 0.104 | VII

As with most of Southern California, the site is within a highly active seismic area. As a result,
the proposed development may be subject to severe seismically induced ground shaking from any
of a number of regional and local faults during its design life.

EARTH SYSTEMS SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
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According to the California Building Code, the proposéd site is located in Seismic Zone 4.
Seismic Zone 4 includes those areas of California that have experienced major (Richter
magnitude greater than eight) historic earthquakes and high levels of recent seismicity. As noted
above, the site is located about 2.58 miles (4.5 km) southeast of the active Mission Ridge-Arroyo
Parida-Santa Ana Fanlt (Seismic Source Type B). The program EQFAULT indicated that the
Mission Ridge-Arroyo Parida-Santa Ana Fault is closest to the site and can generated earthquake
with magnitude 6.7M and peak ground acceleration of 0.6282g (EQFAULT, Blake, 2004).

It is the standard of practice, when evaluating the seismicity of residential type development, to
consider the design basis (10% probability of exceedance in 50 years) accelerations. The
California Division of Mines and Geology, in concert with the U.S. Geological Survey and the
scientific community, has recently presented results of a statewide probabilistic seismic hazard
assessment (CDMG, Seismic Shaking Map Sheets, Map Sheet 48, 1999). The focus of the
assessment was (o generate a seismic hazard map showing zones of estimated peak ground
accelerations at a hazard level of 10% probability of exceedance in 50 years. The site location
plots between 0.50 g to 0.60 g acceleration potential. A contour map of the estimated magnitude
of earthquake that causes the dominant hazard for peak ground acceleration at 10% probability of
exceedance in 50 years with alluvial site conditions was also prepared as part of the statewide
seismic hazard assessment survey. The site location plots within a zone of magnitude 6.5 to 7.0
that were éstimated by using the program FRISKSP (FRISKSP, Blake, 2004), the
revised faults systems provided by CAQ, TIANQING, et. al., 2003 (see publication CAQ,
TIANQING, et. al., 2003, and the Revised 2002 California Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Maps,
June 2003, pp. 1-11, Appendix A.).

~ For the project site the 2001 Califorma Building Code (CBC) Seismic Design Parameters are:

Parameier Table No. Value
Seismic Zone Factor (Z) 16-1 - 0.40
Soil Type Profile 16-J Se
Seismic Coefficient (C,) 16-0Q) _ 0.40N,
Seismic Coefficient (C,) 16-R - 0.56N,
Near Source Factor (N,) 16-S 1.3
Near Source Factor (N,) 16-T 1.6
Seismic Source Type 16-U B
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These values are based on a distance of less than 2 kilometers from the Red Mountain fault as
determined from the 1997 Uniform Building Code (UBC) Maps of Known Active Fault Near-
Source Zones in California and Adjacent Portions of Nevada.

Where N, is greater than 1.0, the vertical ground acceleration cannot be 'taken as fwo-thirds of the
horizontal ground acceleration. CBC Section 1631.2 recommends conducting a site-specific
vertical spectra analysis. This analysis was not included as part of the scépe of work. The resuits
of our seismic analyses include preparing a 1) a California Fault Map, 2} graphs of probability of
exceedance, 3) graphs of attenuation relation for different 'faui{s, 4) graph of earthquake
magnitude & distance, 5) graph of maximum earthquakes, and 6) design response spectrum
(presented in Appendix C).

Fauit Rupture .

The parcel does not lie within a State of California designated fault hazard zone. Dibblee (1986)
does not map a fault crossing the subjeci site. Gurrola (2004) indicates an approximately located
fault crossing the site near its southernmost property line. The fault is located where the
Monterey Formation bedrock abuts an Older Fanglomerate unit. The City of Santa Barbara
Geologic Map (prepared by Mike Hoover, 1982) does show a fault crossing the site, but does
show a fault trending towards the site from the west. - Test pits excavated across the site in a
" north-south direction (perpendicular to the fault trend) encountered Monterey Formation bedrock
but no Older Fanglomerate units. Therefore, it appears the faulting is located south of the éu‘oject
site and thus the potential for fault rupture hazard on the subject site is considered low.

Table No. 2, Summary of Regional Faﬁlts, presents nearest distances of the site to various nearby
active faults. Of those listed in Table No. 1, the nearest known active fault is the Mission Ridge-
Arroyo Parida-Santa Ana Fault, located about I mile (1.6 km) away of the site. Ground shaking from
earthquakes associated with both nearby and more distant faults is expected to occur during the

lifetime of the project.

Fault Closest Seismic Maximum Slip Fault
Name Distance Source Magnitude Rate Type
‘ ‘ ~ | To The Site Tvpe (Mw) (mo/yr) ] (S8, DS, BT)
(k) A, B, C)

M.RIDGE-ARROYC 18 B 6.7 0.4 DS
PARIDA-SANTA ANA
RED MOUNTAIN | 2.3 B 8.8 2.0 DS
SANTA YNEZ (West) i 5.8 ! 6.9 2.0 . S8
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SANTA YNEZ (East) 6.0 B 7.0 2.0 s
VENTURA - PITAS 15.5 B 6.8 1.0 Ds
POINT

| BIG PINE 35.5 B 6.7 0.8 _ SS

88 - Strike-Siip Fault; DS - Dip-Slip ¥Fault; BT — Buried Thrust Fault

Liguefaction

A major cause of damage during earthquakes is a significant reduction of soil strength or
stiffness, generally referred to as liquefaction. Liguefaction can cause translational instability,
bearing failure, settlement, ground loss, and other related phenomenpa. Translational instabilities
can be slope failures or lateral spreading. Bearing fatlure can occur when soil strength loss is
near a foundation. Settlement can occur when bearing failure is precluded, but volumetric
compression occurs. Ground loss results from sand boils and is usually very localized.
Liquefaction is typically a design problem only if it occurs in the upper 50 feet of the subsurface
soils. However, on sloping ground or when foundations reach beyond that depth, liquefaction
should be considered to a greater depth.

The soils most susceptible to liquefaction are sandy soils and silty soils of low plasticity.
Cohesive soils with fines content greatei* than 30% are generally not susceptible to liquefaction if
their fines classify as clays, or they have a plasticity index greater than 30%. Generally, if a soil.
has a clay content greater than 20%, or the water content is less than 0.9 times the liquid limit,
liquefaction can be a ruled out. However, cohesive soils, if sensitive, can lose significant
strength even if they camnot liquefy, and there may be a need to address this problem. Although
widely believed to be non-liquefiable, gravelly soils can be susceptible to liquefaction if internal
drainage is impeded. In order for liguefaction to occur, a potentially liquefiable soil must be
saturated and subjected to rapid cyclic loading that is sufficiently intense to overcome a soil's
internal resistance to liquefaction.

Because the site les stiff to hard, clayey colluvium over dense Monterey Formation bedrock,
liquefaction is not considered a potential hazard at the subject site.

Landsliding _

No existing landslides were observed on, or trending into the site. In addition, regional dips of
bedding in the Monterey Formation bedrock units are niot dipping out of slope (based on test pits
data, Dibblee mapping, and Gurrola mapping) and this is typically considered to be a relatively
stable geologic condition.
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Rockfall

The slope above the site was traversed by a representative of this office. No potential rockfall _
hazard was observed.

Floodin

Earthquake-induced flooding types include tsunamis, seiches, and reservoir failure. Due to the
inland location of the site, hazards from tsunamis and seiches are considered extremely unlikely,
Any nearby reservoir that ‘may fail wouid normally drain into established major drainage
channels, and away from the site; therefore, fiooding should not be considered a potential hazard.

SOIL/BEDROCK CONDITIONS

Near-surface soils underlying the proposed building areas generally consist of artificial fill over
topsoil/colluvium over Monterey Formation bedrock. About 1 to 5 feet of artificial fill was
encountered in Test Pits Nos. 1 to 4. The artificial il consisted of c}ayey silts to silty clays with
common construction debris. In Test Pit No. 3 organic vard cutting were found to a depth of
about 2 to 3 feet below the existing grade. In Test Pit No. 4 about 5 feet of trash debris (i.e.
bottles, ceramics, etc.) was encountered. Below the artificial fill was topsoil/colluvium
consisting of clayey silt to silty clay with common angular clasts of shale. The topsoil/colluvium
“varied in thickness from 2 to 9 feet. Monterey Formation bedrock was encountered below the
topsoil/colluvium. The Monterey Formation bedrock consisted of diatomaceous shale that is
hedded to laminated and moderately to highly weathered. The generally east-west striking
bedrock units dipped steeply to the south along the northern portion of the site and dipped to
north along the southern portion of the site forming a synclinal structure. Testing indicates that
- anticipated bearing soils lie in the "very low" expansion range of Table 18-I-B of the 2001
California Building Code. '

Samples of near-surface soils were tested for pH, resistivity, soluble sulfates and soluble
chlorides. Testing indicates that anticipated bearing soils lie within the "negligible" sulfate
‘exposure range in Table 19-A-4 of the 2001 California Building Code. . Hence, special concrete
designs do not appear necessary to combat sulfate attack. A soil resistivity measurement
indicates that the soil is "corrosive" to ferrous metals in the bedrock units and "mildly corrosive
in the topsoil/colluvial units. The test results provided in Appendix B should be provided to the
project designers for their interpretations peitaining to the corrosivity or reactivity of various
construction materials (such as concrete and piping) with the soils. '
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The site is suitable for the proposed devefopment from an Engineering Geology and

Geotechnical Engineering standpoint provided that the recommendations contained in this report
are successfully implemented into the project. |

A, Grading
1.

General Gradin

a.

Grading at a minimum should conform to Chapter 33 of the 2001 California
Building Code.

The existing ground surface should be initially prepared for grading by removing
vegetation, debris piles, large roots, any other organics, and any noncomplymg
fill. All organics and vegetation should be removed from the site to preclude
their incorporation in site fills. Voids created by removing such material should
be properly backfilled and compacted. No compacted fill should be placed
unless a representative of the Geotechnical Engineer has observed the underlying
soil. ' _ '

Fill and backfill placed at near optimum moisture in layers with loose thickness
not greater than 8 inches should be compacted to a minimum of 90% of the
maximum dry density obtainable by the ASTM D 1357 test method unless
otherwise recommended or specified. Random compaction tests by Earth
Systems Southern California can assist the Grading Contractor in evaluating
whether the Grading Contractor is meeting compaction requirements.
Compaction tests pertain only to a specific location, however, and do not
guaranty that all fill has been compacted to the prescribed percentage of
maximum density. It is the ultimate responsibility of the Grading Contractor to
achieve uniform compaction in accordance with the requirements of this report
and the grading ordinance.

Shrinkage of soils that will be affected by compaction and from rock removal is
about 5%.

Import soils used to raise site grade should be equal to, or better than, on-site
soils in strength, expansion, and compressibility characteristics. Import soil can
be evaluated, but will not be prequalified by the Geotechnical Engineer. Final
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comments on the characteristics of the import will be given after the material is
at the project site.
Roof draining systems should be designed so that water is not discharged into
bearing soils or near the structures. Final site grade could be such that all water
is diverted away from the structures, and is not allowed to pond. In landscape
areas adjacent to the buildings we recommend a minimum gradient of 2% toward
either hardscapes or drain inlets.
Earth Systems Southern California should be retained to provide Geotechnical
Engineering services during site development and grading, and foundation
construction phases of the work to observe compliance with the design concepts,
specifications and recommendations. This will allow for timely design changes in
the event that subsurface conditions differ from those anticipated prior to the start
of construction.
Plans and specifications should be provided to Earth Systems Southern
California prior to grading. Plans should include the grading plans, foundation
plans, and foundation details. Earth Systems Southern California will review
these pians only for conformity with geotechnical parameters not including
drainage. It is the responsibility of the Client and other Engineers to review and
approve designs and plans for conformity with all engineering and design

requirements necessary to the proper function and performance of the structures.

2. Site G*radinQ/DeveEopmer_xt

a. Overexcavation and recompaction of soils in the building areas will be necessary

to decrease the potential for differential settlement and provide more uniform
bearing conditions. Soils should be overexcavated throughout the building areas
to the deeper depth of either: 1} through the existing uncertified fill and
topsoil/cotluvium (approximately 2 to 9 feet thick), 2) to a depth of 5 feet below
finish pad grade throughout the building areas, or 3) 2 feet below the bottom of
the footings and to a distance of at least 5 feet, but not less than the depth of
overexcavation relative to the final grading, beyond the perimeter of the
buildings. The resulting surface should then be scarified an additional 1 foot,

‘moisture conditioned and recompacted to at least 90% of maximum density.

Areas outside of the building areas to receive fill, exterior slabs-on-grade,
sidewalks or paving should be overexcavated through the artificial fill and
topsoil, scarified to a depth of 1 foot, moisture conditioned and recompacted.
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The overexcavation should be performed to a distance equal to the depth of
overexcavation relative to the final grading

On-site soils may be used for fill once they are cleaned of all organic material,
rock, debris and irreducible material larger than 8 inches. Alternately, import
soils meeting the criteria previously discussed can be used.

If pumping soils or otherwise unstable soils are encountered, stabilization of the
excavation bottom will be required prior to placing fill. This can be
accomplished by drying the soils, weorking thin lifts of 1-1/2 inch {minimum size)

float rock into the excavation bottom until stabilization is achieved, or by lime or

cement treatment of the seils. Use of geotextiles in combination with rock is
another possibility.

3.  Slope Construction

a.

Any construction of fill slopes should conform te the minimum standards listed
in Chapter 33 of the 2001 California Uniform Building Code. It is recommended
that the Geotechnical Engineer and Engineering Geologist review the grading
plans prior to grading and site development.

Fill slopes should be keyed and benched through the existing artificial fill and
topsoil/colluvium into dense bedrock when the existing slope to receive fill is 5:1
or steeper, horizontal to vertical. The keys should be tilted into the slope, should
be a minimum of 12 feet wide, should be a minimum of 2 feet deep on their
outside edge, and should be into firm, natural materials.

Fill siopes should be overfilled, compacted, and then cut back to the pianned
configurations. This will yield better compaction on the slope faces than other
methods. |

Backdrains should be placed within fill slopes to minimize the potential of
seepage of water from the fill slope faces. A backdrain should consist of a

 minimum of 1 cubic foot of Class 2 permeable Filter Material per lineal foot of

pipe surrounding a 4-inch diameter perforated PVC pipe (holes down). As an
alternative to the filter material, % -inch gravel can be used surrounded by a drain
filter fabric. The drain should have a solid pipe extending out of the slope face to
a concrete swale or a non-erosive surface. The backdrains should be placed at
10-foot vertical intervals in order to provide sufficient drainage.

Fill and cut slopes are anticipated to be less than 10 feet in height.
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4,  Utility Trenches

a.

b.

The provisions of this report relating to minimum compaction standards should
govern utility french backfill. In general, on-site service lines may be backfilled
with native soils compacted to 90% of maximum density. Backfill of offsite
service lines will be subject to the specifications of the jurisdictional agency or
this report, whichever are greater. Oversized rocks should not be used in the
backifill '

Jetting of native soils is not recommended.

B. Structural Desion

1.  Foundations:;

a.
b.

An expansion index test was found to be in the "low" expansion range.

A combination of conventional continuous footings and isolated pad footings
bearing into recompacted fill may be used to support the structures. Isolated
footings should be tied together with grade beams or by the slab-on-grade floors.
Foundation excavations should be observed by a representative of Earth Systems
Southern California after excavation, but prior to placing of reinforcing steel or

- concrete, to verify bearing conditions.

Conventional continuous footings may be designed based on an allowable
bearing value of 1,500 psf for an assumed footing size of 12 inches wide
(18 inches wide for two-story) and a minimum of 15 inches deep for one-story
and 18 inches deep for two-story construction.

Isolated pad footings interior to perimeter continuous footings may be designed
based on an allowable bearing value of 2,000 psf for an assumed square footing
size of 24 inches by 24 inches by a minimum of 15 inches deep for one-story and
18 inches deep for two-story construction,

Allowable bearing values are net (weight of footing and soil surchargé may be
neglected) and are applicable for dead plus reasonable live loads.

Bearing values may be increased by one-third when transient loads such as wind
and/or seismicity are included.

Lateral loads may be resisted by soil friction on floor slabs and foundations and
by passive resistance of the soils acting on foundation stem walls. Lateral
capacity is based on the assumption that any required backfill adjacent to
foundations and grade beams is properly compacted.
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Conventional continuous footings for buildings where the ground surface slopes
at 10:1 horizontal to vertical or steeper should be level or should be stepped so
that both the top and the bottom are level.

For structures to be constructed above slopes that are steeper than 3:1 (horizontal
to vertical), the outside faces at the bottom of the footings should be at a
minimum horizontal distance from the slope face equal to the cbmplete height of
the slope divided by three, unless stated otherwise herein. This distance should
not be less than 10 feet, but need not exceed 40 feet. For structures constructed
below slopes, the outside faces of the structures should be at a minimum
horizontal distance from the slope face equal to the complete height of the slope
divided by two, unless stated otherwise herein. This distance need not exceed
15 feet.

The information that follows regarding reinforcement and premoistening for
footings is the same as that given in Table 18-I-D (Rev.) for the "low" expansion
range. Actual footing designs should be provided by the Structural Engineer, but
the dimensions and reinforcement recommended should not be less than the
criteria set forth in Table 18-1-D (Rev.) for the appropriate expansion range.
Continuous footings bottomed in soils in the "low” expansion range should be
reinforced, at-a minimum, with one No. 4 bar along the bottom and one No. 4 bar
along the top.

Bearing soils in the "low" expansion range should be premoistened to 120% of
optimﬁm moisture content to a depth of 21 inches below lowest adjacent grade.
Premoistening should be confirmed by festing.

2. Slabs-on-Grade

a.

b.

Concrete slabs should be supported by compacted structural fill.

1t is recommended that perimeter slabs (walks, patios, etc.) be designed relatively
independent of footing stems (i.¢., free floating) so foundation adjustment will be
less likely to cause cracking.

The slab designs should be provided by the project Structural Engineer.

Slabs should be underlain with a minimum of 4 inches of sand. Areas where
floor wetness would be undesirable should be underlain with a vapor retarder or
barrier (as specified by the project Architect or Civil Engineer) to reduce
moisture transmission from the subgrade soils to the slab. The retarder/barrier
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should be placed per the recommendations. of the project Architect or
Manufactarer,

Slabs should at a minimum be reinforced at mid-slab W1th No. 3 bars on 24-inch
centers, each way. _

Soils underlying slabs that are in the "low" expansion range should be
premoistened to 120% of optimum moisture content to a depth of 21 inches
below lowest adjacent grade. Premoistening should be confirmed by testing.

3. ch‘{zonal angd Lateral Coefficients

a. Resmtance to lateral loading may be provided by friction actmg on the base of

c.

foundations. A coefficiend of friction of 0.5 may be applied to dead load forces.
This value does not include a factor of safety.

- Passive resistance acting on the sides of foundation stems equal to 206 pef of

equivalent fluid weight may be included for resistance to lateral load, This value
does not include a factor of safety.

A minimum factor of safety of 1.5 should be incorporated into designs for sliding
or overturning.

Passive resistance may be combined with frictional resistance provided that a -
one-third reduction in the coefficient of friction is used.

4, Retaining Walls .
a. Conventional cantilever retaining walls should not be backfilled with onsite

expansive soils. Retaining walls backfilled with compacted imported granular
soils may be designed for active pressures of 35 pef of equivalent fluid weight for
well-drained, level backfill, and 46 pcf for 2:1 sloping backfilled. This backfiil
shouid comprise an envelope defined by a 1:1 upward projection from the heel of
the retaining wall foundation to the ground surface, and the back of the wall:

The pressures listed above were based on the assumption that backfill soils will
be compacted to 90% of maximum dry density as determined by the ASTM D
1557 Test Method. '

The lateral earth pressure to be resisted by the retaining walls or similar
structures should be increased to allow for surcharge loads. The surcharge

- considered should include the loads from any structures or temporary loads that

would influence the wall design.
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d. A system of backfill drainage and waterproofing should be incorporated into the

refaining wall designs. Backfill comprising the drainage system immediately
behind the retaining structures should be a free-draining granular material with a
filter fabric between it and the rest of the backfill soils. As an alternative, the
back of the wall could be lined with a geodrain system. The backdrain should
extend from the bottom of the wall to about 18 inches from finished backfill
grade. In addition to waterproofing retaining walls that are a part of the
buildings, waterproofing of exterior retajnillg walls should be considered to help
mitigate efflorescence on wall faces.

Compaction on the uphill side of the wall within a horizontal distance equal to
one wall height should be performed by hand-operated or other light weight
compaction equipment. This is intended to reduce potential "locked-in" lateral
pressures caused by compaction with heavy grading equipment.

Water should not be allowed to pond near the top of the wall. To accomplish this.

the final backfill site grade should be such that all water 1s diverted away from
the retaining wall. '

5. Settlement Considerations

Maximum expected settlement of less than 1 inch is anticipated for foundations
and floor slabs designed as recommended and subjected to static loading.
Differential settlement between adjacent load bearing members should be less
than one-half the total settlement. '

ADDITIONAL SERVICES

This report is based on the assumption that an adequate program of moniforing and testing will

be performed by Earth Systems Southern California during construction to check compliance

with the recomnmendations given in this report. The recommended tests and observations include,

but are not necessarily limited to the following:

Review of the building and grading plans during the design phase of the project.

2. Observation and testing during sife preparation, grading, placing of engineered fill,

and foundation construction.

3. Consultation as required during construction.
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LIMITATIONS AND UNIFORMITY OF CONDITIONS

The analysis and recommendations submitted in this report are based in part upon the data
obtained from the test pits excavated on the site. The nature and extent of variations between and
beyond the pits may not become evident until construction. If variations then appear evident, it
will be necessary to reevaluate the recommendations of this report,

The scope of our services did not include any environmental assessment or investigation for the
presence or absence of wetlands, hazardous or toxic materials in the soil, surface water,
groundwater or air, on, below, or around this site. Any statements in this report or on the soil test
pif logs regarding odors noted, unusual or suspicious items or conditions observed, are strictly for

the information of our client.

Findings of this report are valid as of this date; however, changes in conditions of a property can
occur with passage of time whether they be due to natural processes or works of man on this or
adjacent properties. In addition, changes in applicable or appropriate standards may occur
whether they result from legislation or bréadening of knowledge. Accordingly, findings of this
report may be invalidated wheily or partially by changes outside our control. Therefore, this
report is subject to review and should not be relied upon after a period of 1 year.

In the event that any changes in the nature, design, or location of the construction and other
improvements are planned, the conclusions and recommendations contained in this report shall
not be considered valid unless the changes are reviewed and conclusions of this report modified
or verified in writing.

This report is issued with the understanding that it is the responsibility of the Owner, or of his
representative to insure that the information and recommendations contained herein are called to
the attention of the Architect and Engineers for the project and incorporated into the plan and that
the necessary sieps are taken to see that the Contractor and Subcontractors carry out such
recommendations in the field.

As the Geotechnical Engineers for this project, Earth Systems Southern California strives to
provide our services in accordance with the generally accepted geotechnical engineering practices
in this community at this time. No warranty or guarantee is expressed or implied. This report
was prepared for the exclusive use of the Client and their authorized agents.
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It is recommended that Earth Systems Southern California be provided the opportunity for a
general review of final design and specifications in order that earthwork and foundation
recommendations may be properly interpreted and implemented in the design and specifications.
If Barth Systems Southern California is not accorded the privilege of making this recommended

review, we can assume no responsibility for misinterpretation of our recommendations.
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FIELD STUDY

On June 12, 2006, seven backhoe test pits were excavated with a subcontracted backhoe
o a depth range of about 5 to 12 feet below the existing grade in the general area of the.
proposed construction. The test pits were performed to observe the soil/bedrock profile
and to obtain samples for laboratory analysis. The approximate locations of the pits were
determined in the field by pacing and sighting, and are shown on the Trench Location
Map in this appendix.

Samples were obtained within the test pits with a Modified California (M.C.) ring
sampler (ASTM D 3550 with shoe similar to ASTM D 1586). The M.C, sampler has a
3-inch outside diameter and a 2.37-inch inside diameter. The samples in the test pits were
obtained by driving the sampler with a lightweight hand operated slide hammer.

A bulk sample of the soils encountered was gathered from the excavation cuttings.

The final logs of the pits represent our interpretations of the contents of the field logs and
the resulis of laboratory testing performed on the samples obtained during the subsurface
study.. The final logs are included in this Appendix.
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*Taken from T.W. Dibblee, Ir., Geologic Map of the Sarta Barbara County Quadrangle, 1986
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RN 20 EEmES 000 mEmw 00 R

. ; GRAPH | LETTER .
MAJOR DIVISIONS sempoL |symmor] TYPICAL DESCRIPTIONS
R WELL-GRADED GRAVELS, GRAVEL-
G Al;\\’\éEL . CLEAN GW SAND MIXTURES, LITTLE OR NO FINES
: GRAVELS
COARSE GRAVELLY (LITTLE OR NO POORLY-GRADED GRAVELS, GRAVEL-
SOILS FINES) GP
GRAINED SAND MIXTURES, LITTLE OR NO FINES
SOLS : GRAVELS GM SILTY GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND-
MORE THAN £0% . - SILT MIXTURES
©F COARSE WITH
FRACTION RETAINED | FINES ,;/
ON NO. 4 SIEVE (APPRECIARE  |ora2/0%% G C CLAYEY GRAVELS, GRAVEL-SAND:
AMOUNT OF FINES) Vara e %.;; CLAY MIXTURES
sW WELL-GRADED SANDS, GRAVELLY
SAND SANDS, LITTLE OR NO FINES
MORE THAN 80% AND CLEAN SAND -
OF MATERIAL IS . (LITTLE OR NO FINES) .
L ARGER THAN . SANDY g p POORLY-GRADED SANDS, GRAVELLY
NO, 200 SIEVE SIZE SOILS SANDS, LITTLE OR NO FINES
MGRE THAN 50% sanp witH FINgs (LT sM SILTY SANDS, SAND-SILY MIXTURES
mAgf'lgg';iiEsms (APPRECIABLE ) ‘
7 AMOUNT GF FINE:
i, 4 HEVE F FINES) e CLAYEY SANDS, SAND-CLAY MIXTURES
. INORGANIC SILTS AND VERY FINE SANDS,
FINE ML ROCK FLOUR, SILTY OR CLAYEY FINE SANDS
GRAINED OR CLAYEY SILTS WITH SLIGHT PLASTICTY
SOILS SILTS LIQUID LIMIT INORGANIC GLAYS OF LOWTO MEDIUM
AND CcL PLASTICITY, GRAVELLY CLAYS, SANDY
CLAYS LESS THAN 50 CLAYS, SILTY GLAYS, LEAN CLAYS
1] L] 1] 1] . [}
THHAHE BGIR ORGANIC SILTS AND ORGANIC SKTY
HOMHEBE CLAYS OF LOW PLASTICITY
¥ B R ERA
INORGAMC SILTS, MICACEOUS OR
M H
. o SILTS DIATOMACECUS FINE SAND OR SILTY SOILS
MORE THAN 50% : )
OF MATERIAL 16 AND HaQuio LIMIT /
SMALLER THAN CLAYS . GREATER cH INORGANIC CLAYS OF HIGH PLASTICITY,
NO. 200 SIEVE SIZE THAN 50 FAT CLAYS
gy ./
/ VAL aH ORGANIC CLAYS OF MEDILM TO HIGH
e, x / FLASTICITY, ORGANIC SILTS
LA / .

BT PEAT, HUMUS, SWAMP SOILS WITH

HIGHLY ORGANIC SCIL.S
HIGH ORGANIC CONTENTS

S T

NOTE: DUAL SYMBOLS ARE USED TO INDICATE BORDERLINE SOIL CLASSIFICATIONS.

Unified Soil
Classification
System (USCS) |}

1731-A Walter Street, Ventura, California 93003
PH: (805) 642-6727 FAX (8{}5) 542-13258




Modified California Split Barrel Sampler

Modified California Split Barrel Sampler - No Recovery

Standard Penetration Test (SPT) Sampler

E . Standard Penetration Test (SPT)' Sambier - Ne Recovery

Perched Water Level

o Y

Water Level First Encountered

Water Level After Drilling

Pocket Penetrometer {tsf)

o 0 14 4 K

Vane Shear (ksf)

1. The approxinﬁate locations of borings were determined by sighting and pacing from nearby prominent
topographic or cultural features, Borehole elevations were estimated by interpolating between available plan
contour intervals. The location and elevation of each bering should be considered accurate only to the degree

impiied by this method.

7. Stratification lines represent the approximate boundary between soil and/or rock types;‘ The transition
petween statigraphic units may be gradual.

3. Water level readings taken in boreholes are approximate and apply only to the time and date of driliing.
Fiuctuations in the level of groundwater from the fime of initial measurement may occur due to variations in
rainfall, tides, barometric pressure, temperature, or other factors,

|
;
i

arth Systems So. Calif. 7 Symbols |
1731-A Walter Street, Ventura, California 83003 Commoniy USEd | :
PH: (805) 642-6727 FAX: (805) 642-1325 ! on Boring Logs |




APPENDIX B

Laboratory Testing
Tabulated Test Results
Individual Test Results
Soil Chemistry Results '

Table 18-I-D (Rev.) with Footnotes
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LABORATORY TESTING

Samples were reviewed along with field logs to determine which would be analyzed
further. Those chosen for laboratory analysis were considered representative of soils that
would be exposed and/or used during grading, and those deemed to be within the
influence of proposed structures. Test results are presented in graphic and tabular form in
this Appendix.

In-situ moisture content and unit dry weight for the ring samples were determined in
general accordance with ASTM D 2937.

The relative strength characteristics of the soils were determined froin the results of direct
shear tests on undisturbed and remolded samples. Shear specimens were placed in
contact with water at least 24 hours before testing, and were then sheared under normal
loads ranging from 1 to 3 kips per square foot in general accordance with ASTM
D 3080.

Settlement characteristics were developed from the results of one dimensional
consolidation tests performed in general accordance with ASTM D 2435, The samples
were loaded to 0.125, 0.25 and 0.5, then flooded with water, and then incrementally
loaded to 1.0, 2.0 and 4.0 ksf. The samples were allowed to consolidate under each load
increment. Rebound was measured under reverse alternate loading. Compression was
measured by dial gauges accurate to 0.0001 inch. Results of the consolidation tests in the
form of percent consclidation versus log of pressure curves are presented in this
Appendix.

Expansion index tests were performed on the bulk soil samples in accordance with ASTM
D 4829. The samples were surcharged under 144 pounds per square foot at moisture
content of near 50% saturation. The samples were then submerged in water for 24 hours
and the amount of expansion was recorded with a dial indicator. '

Maximum density tests were performed to estimate the moisture-density relationship of
typical soil materials. The tests were performed in accordance with ASTM designation
D 1557. _

"The gradation characteristics of the bulk samples were made by hydrometer (in
accordance with ASTM D 422) and sieve analysis procedures. The samples were soaked
in water until individual soil particles were separated and then washed on the No. 200
mesh sieve, oven dried, weighed to calculate the percent passing the No. 200 sieve and
then mechanically sieved. |

EARTH SYSTEMS SCUTHERN CALIFORNIA




H. Concrete and metal corrosion potential of the near surface soil was determined by

measuring pH, resistivity, and soluble sulfate and soluble chloride contents. The tests
were performed Capco Analytical, '

TABULATED TEST RESULTS

REMOLDED SAMPLE

TEST PIT AND DEPTH TP-2 @ 0.5-2.5' TP-5 @ 3-5.5'
DESCRIPTION : Topsoil Monterey Formation
SOIL TYPE - a -
MAXIMUM DENSITY (pcf) - ' 86 57.5
OPTIMUM MOISTURE (%) 27 50.5
PEAK COHESION (psf) , 320 | 660
PEAK ANGLE OF INTERNAL FRICTION 27° 31°
ULTIMATE COHESION (psf) 20 270
ULTIMATE ANGLE OF INTERNAL FRICTION 28° 320
EXPANSION INDEX 21 0
GRAIN SIZE DISTRIBUTION (%)
GRAVEL | 0.1 0
SAND | 28.8 58.4
SILT 20.6 13.9
CLAY - | 50,5 277
CHLORIDE (mg/Kg) ‘ BQL 430
pH (8.U.) - 5.9 44
RESISTIVITY (ohms-cm) 19,600 1.820

SULFATE (mg/Kg) . BQL 120

RELATIVELY UNDISTURBED SAMPLES

BORING AND DEPTH TP-1 @5 . TP-5 @5
SOIL TYPE ML --
IN-PLACE DENSITY (pef) 60.7 52.1
IN-PLACE MOISTURE (%) 52.7 19
PEAK COHESION (psf} 560 920
PEAK ANGLE OF INTERNAL FRICTION 48° 340
ULTIMATE COHESION (psf) 380 1,040

ULTIMATE ANGLE OF INTERNAL FRICTION 33° 29°

EARTH SYSTEMS SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA




Pry Density, pef

VT-23720-01

MAXIMUM DENSITY / OPTIMUM MOISTURE

Job Name:  Eucalyptus Hill Drive
Sample ID:  TP2@0.5-25
Location: 0.5-2.5

Description:  Siity Sandy Clay

ASTM D 1557-91 (Modified)

Procedure Used: A
Prep. Method: Moist
Rammer Type: Automatic

Sieve Size % Retained

100 +—

Maximum Density: 86 pef 3/4% 0.0
Optimum Moisture: 27% 3/8" 0.6
#4 0.0
s 20 s\ 3 0 3 14
b <enmme Zer0 Adr Voids Lines, o foidifoen
sg =2.65, 2,70, 2,75

95

90

83

80

[

Moisture Content, percent
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40 ' i

Dry Density, pef

VT-23720-01

- MAXIMUM DENSITY / OPTIMUM MOISTURE ASTM D 1557-91 (Modified)
Job Name:  Eucalyptus Hill Rd ‘ Procedure Used: A
Sample ID: TP 5@ 3-5.5 ' . Prep. Method: Moist
Location: ' Rammer Type: Automatic

Description:  Silt Clay Sand/ Pale Yellowish Grey Brown

Sieve Size % Retained
Maximum Density: 57.5 pef 3/4" 0.0
Optimum Moisture: 56.5% 3/8" 0.0
: #4 0.0

75 + ——
419.‘.‘._:._‘..:.:‘_;..‘. s

70

5

63

60

33

50

Moisture Content, percent
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SHORT HYDRO

Job- Name: Eucalyptus Hill Drive
Job No.: VT-23720-01
Sample ID: TP:
Soil Description: Silty nd

Hydroscopic Moisture
~ AirDry Wt, g

Oven Dry Wt, g -

% Moisture: -

Air Dry Sample Wt., g: 06.5
Corrected Wt., gi© - 3984

Sieve Analvsis for +#10 Material
Sieve Size Wt Ret % Ret % Passmg
1/2 inch : 0 i
3/8 inch
- #4
#8
#10

Air Dry Hydro Sample Wt., g:*
Corrected Wt., gt "+ 6
Calculation Factor? ~ 0:6316:" -

Hvdrometer Analvsm for <#10 Materlal
Start time: f 7 39 :

Short Time of Hydro Temp. at Correction  Corrected
Hydro Reading Readmg Readmg °C Factor Hydro Reading
20 sec _7:-39:’20’:&1\4""‘ 83 S gl 4490
1 hour }AM B3R
% Gravel:{: | 70:]

Y% Sand:|: 2
% Silt:[” 2067
% Clay:|- - 50:5.~




SHORT HYDRO

Job Name: Eucalyptus Hill Drive
Job No.: VT"’3720 01
Sample ID: VTPS @
Soil Description: Silty-el

Hydroscopic Moisture
Ar DY Weg .
Oven Dry Wt, g 98
% Moisture: .~ 2.0

Air Dry Sample Wt;, gl
Corrected Wt., g - .39__3;_3;: o

Sieve Analysis for +#10 Material
Sieve Size Wt Ret % Ret % Passmg
1/2 inch g e “H
3/8 inch
44
#8
#10

Air Dry Hydro Sample Wt., g
Corrected Wt., g 64.8 - -
Calculation Factor O 6479

Hvdrometer Anaiv51s for <#I(} Material

Start time:

Short Time of Hydro Temp. at Correction Corrected
Hydro Reading Readmg Readmg, °C Factor Hydm Readmg
20sec 72420 AME S : :

1 hour 8124000 ANE S22 :E'_.:..,__

% Gravel:|
% Sand:
% Sile:[ 1309

%% Clay: : R i




VT-23720-01 : Jul 11, 2006

CONSOLITIATION TEST ASTM D 2435-90
Fucalyptus Hill Dr Initial Dry Density: 66.6 pef
TP2@2.5 Initial Moisture, %: 47.6%

OL Specific Gravity: 2.67 (assumed
Ring Sample ' Initial Void Ratio: 1.503

% Change in Height vs Normal Presssure Diagram

o Before Saturation sl Syl |
B After Saturation i R boUNd E
Trend I
1
|
0 {
TN ‘
1 g/ 1 . | |
‘\) { g i i
\ |
2 ; \ |

Percent Change in Height

LT

0.1 ' 1.0 10,0 100.0 |

Vertical Effective Stress, ksf
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[ @ Peak B Ultimate

Linear (Peak) == ==Linear (Ultimate) l

2000 4

1000

Shearing Stress in PSF

[i {011 I [

0 500 1600 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500
Normal Load in PSF
2000 :
[— 1000 —— 2000 —— 3000 | _
m___/‘“““-“—”—_"*, .
1600
3
9D 1400
=
13
& 1000
&
B s00 {offor
5 - | '
i f
460 ™ -
200
o ‘ f : ; i
0.00 0.05 0.10 0.18 0.20 0.25 0.20
' Horizontal Displacement (in.)
DIRECT SHEAR DATA*
Sample Location: TP 2@05-25
Sample Dascription: Silty Sandy Clay
Dry Density (pcf):  77.C
intlal % Moisture:  28.8
Average Degree of Saturation:  80.3
Shear Rate {infmin}: G.018 in/fmin
Normai stress (psf) 1000 2000 3000 DIRECT SHEAR TEST
Peak sress (psf) 792 1392 1800
Uttimate stress (psf} 720 1382 1800 Eucalyptus Hill Drive
Pgak  Ultimate
& Angle of Friction (degrees): 27 Z28
c Cohesive Strength {psf): 320 220 5\ Earth Systems
Test Type: Peak,Ulimate & Soutnern California
* Test Metiod; ASTM D-3080 7/14/2006 | V1-23720-01




8 Peak

8 TUliimate

Linear {Peak) = =Linear (U}timate)_l

2500 -

b
[
o
S

1500 1

Shearing Stress in PSF

500 3~

1060 3

BOO

1000 1500
Normal L.oad in PSF

2500 3000° 350¢

SEQQ Ao

[— o0 —— 2000 —= 3000

2000

1500

Shearing Stress in PSF

500

6.00

DIRECT SHEAR DATA”

Sample Location:

TPS@ 3-8.5

Sample Description: Sity Clayey Sand

Ory Density (pef):
intial % Moisture:

51.5
55

Average Dagree of Saturation:  93.6
Shear Rate (infmin): 0.0327 in/min

Mormal stress (asf) 1000

Peak stress {psf) 1248
Ultimate stress (psfy 912

Peak
& Angle of Friction (degrees): 31
‘¢ Cohesive Strength {psiy: 560

- Test Typa: Peak,Ultimate

* Test Method: ASTM D-3080

0.10 0.186

G.20 (.25 0.80

Horizontal Displacement (in.}

2000 3000
1844 2472
1488 2160
Ultimate
32
270

UIRECT SHEAR TEST

Eucalyptus Hill Drive

Earth Systermns
Southern California

7/14/2008 | VT-23720-01




Linear (Peak) == ==Linear (Ultimate) I

& Peak B Ultimate
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3
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&
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3000
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4000

3500

= 1000 — 2000 — 3000 l A S TR AR AR I

8000 4 / /
2500 :

Shearing Stress in PSF

1000

800 1

0.00 0.05

DIRECT SHEAR DATA*
Sampie Locations. TPRP1@5S

0.10 ) .15

G20 : 0.25 0.30

Horizonial Displacement (in.)

Sampie Descripion: Sandt Clayey Silt (D%étomaceous)

Dry Density (pefy:  80.7

intial % Moisture: 52.7

Average Degree of Saturation:  96.8
Shear Rate {in/min): 0.02 infmin

Normal stress (psf) 1000

Peak stress (psf) 1536
Ultimate stress (psf) 936

Peak
¢ Angie of Friction {degrees): 48
¢ Cohesive Strength {psf): 560

Test Type: Peak,Ultimate

* Test Method: ASTM 5-3080

2000 3006
3048 3744
1872 2232
Ultimate
33
380

DIRECT SHEAR TEST

Eucalyptus Hill Drive

Earth Systems
Southern Caiifornia

7/14/2006 | VT-23720-C1




Peak

# Ultimate

Linear (Peak) = =Linear (Ultimate) W‘

& 2500 -
o
£ 3
@ 2000
@
5
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E’ 1500
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o
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&5 1000
500 -
0 s S — — — : :
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{1000 —— 2000 —— 3000 |
3000 :
w2500 A
@ .
o
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o 2060
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i
B 1500 A
£ :
%
2 1000
0
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o : . - : ‘
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Horizontal Displacement {in.}
DIRECT SHEAR DATA™
Sampie Location: TE5@5
Sample Description: Diatomaceous Silty Gravel
Dry Density (pef): 521
Intial % Moisture: 39
Average Degree of Saturation:  88.0
Shear Rate (infmin): 0.024 infmin
Normal stress {psfs 1000 2000 3000 DIRECT SHEAR TEST
Peak stress (psf) 1584 2352 2952 _
Ultimate siress {psf) 1584 2184 2688 Eucalyptus Hill Drive
Peak Ultimate
¢ Angle of Friction (degrees): 34 29
¢ Cohesive Strength {psf): g20 1040

Test Type: Peak. Ullimate:

* Test Method: ASTM 03080

Earth Systems
Southern California

7/14/2008 i VT-23720-01




Capco Analytical Services, INC. (CAS)
1536 Eastman Avenue, Suite B
Ventura CA 93003
(B05) 644-1085

Client: Barth Systems Southern CA Sample Matrix: Soil
Sample ID: TP-2 @ .5-2.5 CAS LARB NO: 06131302
Date Received: 06/16/06 : Date Sampled: 06/16/06

WET CHEMISTRY ANALYSIS SUMMARY

COMPOUND RESULT UNITS DE PQL METHOD ANALYZED
*Chloride BOL mg/Kg 1 10 300.0M 06/22/06 |
pH 5.9 S.U. 1 o 19045 06/21/06
*Resistivity 19600 ohms-cm 1 3 CA Test 424 06/22/06
*Sulfate BQL mg/Xg 1 10 300.0M 06/22/06

*Sample was extracted using a 1:3 ratio of soil and DI water.
Results were based on the original sample weight.

POL: Practical Quantitation Limit A
BQOL: Below Practical Quantitation Limit

D,

Principal Analyst

(sapco
wr Analytical
Services, Inc.




Capco Analytical Services, INC. (CAS)

1536 Eastman Avenue, Suite B

Ventura CA 93003
(805) 644-1095

Client: Earth Systems Southern CA Sample Matrix: Soil

Sample ID: TP-5 @ 3-5.5 CAS LAB NO: 06131301
Date Received: 06/16/06 Date Sampled: 06/15/06

WET CHEMISTRY AMNALYSIS SUMMARY

COMPOUND RESULT UNITS D PQL  METHOD ANAIYZED
*Chloride 430 mg/Kg 1 10 -~ 300.0M 06/22/06
pH 4.4 5.0, 1 - 9045 06/21/0¢
*Resistivity 1820 ohms=-cm 1 3 Ch Test 424 06/22/06
*Sulfate 120 mg/Kg 1 10 300.0M 06/22/06

*Sample was extracted using a 1:3 ratio of soil and DI water.
Results were based on the original sample weight.

PQOL: Practical Quantitation Limit
ROL: Below Practical Quantitation Limit

(APCO
e Analytical
Services, Inc.

V

Principal Analyst
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Art. 3

FOOTNOTES TO TABLE UBC 18-1-D (Rev)

1. Premoistening is required where specifiec in Table UBC 18-1-D in order 1o achieve maximum
and uniform expansion of the seil prior to construction and thus limit structural distress
caused by uneven expansion and shrinkage. Other systems which do not indude
premoistening may be approved by the Building Official when such alternatives are shown to
provide eguivalent safeguards against the adverse effects of expansive sail,

2, Reinforcement for continuous foundations shall be placed not less that 3" above the bottom
of the footing and not less than 3" below the top of the stem.

3. Reinforcement shall be placed at mid—depth of siab.

4, After premoistening, the specified moisture conterit of soils shali be maintained until concrete
is placed. Required moisture cortent shall be verified by an approved testing laboratory not
more than 24 hours prior to placement of concrete,

5, Craw! spaces under raised floors need not be premoistened except under interior footings.
Interior footings which are not enciosed by a continuous perimeter foundation system or
aquivalent concrete or masonry moisture barrier complying with UBC 1804.7.3 in this
ordinance shail be designed and constructed as specified for perimeter footings in Table UBC
18-1-D (Rev.). '

6. Foundation stem walls which exceed a height of three times the stem thickness above lowest
atljacent grade shall be reinforced in accordance with Chapter 21 and Sec. 1914 in the UBC,
or as required by engineering design, whichever is more restrictive.

7. Bent reinforcing bars between exterior footing and siab shall be omitted when fioor is
designed as an independent, "floating’ siab,

8 Where frost conditions or unusual conditions beyond the scope of this table are found,
design shall be in accordance with recommendations of a foundation investigation. Concrete
slabs shall have a minimum thickness of 4 inches when the expansion index exceeds 50.

9, The ground under a raised floor system may be excavated to the elevation of the tbp of the
parimeter footing, except where otherwise required by engineering design or to mitigate
groundwater conditions.

10. When subsoil drainage is required by the building official, refer to Sec. UBC APPENDIX 18.

11, Where a post-tensioning slab system is used, the width and depth of the perimeter footings
shiall meet the requirements of this table,

B8&S Buiiding Code - 2001 Edition 34




APPENDIX C

California Fault Map
Attenuation Plot for Strike Slip Faults
Attenuation Plot for Dip Slip Faults
Attenuation Relation for Blind Thrust Faults
Earthquake Magnitudes
- Maximum Earthquakes
Probability of Exceedance for SR-1
Probability of Exceedance for SR-2
Design Response Spectrum
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CALIFORNIA FAULT MAP
206 & 232 EUCALUPTUS HILL DRIVE, SANTA BARBARA
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Acceleration (g)

DIP-SLIP FAULTS
ATTENUA TION RELATION FOR 2264232 EUCALUPTUS HILL DRIVE (Campbeil & Bozorgnia (199471987) - Soft Rock)
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" Acceleration (g)
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Exceadance Frobability (%)

: PROBARILITY OF EXCEEDANCE
226 & 272 EUCALUPTUS HILY. DRIVE, SANTA BARBARA . CALIFORNIA (CAMP. & BOZ. (1894/1997) SOFTROCK 1)
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226 & 232 EUCALUPTUS HILL DRIVE, SANTA BARBARA , CALIFORNIA (CAMP. & BOZ (1994/1997) SOFTROCK 2)
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DESIGN RESPONSE SPECTRUM
226 & 232 EUCALYPTUS HILL DRIVE, SANTA BARBARA, CALIFORNIA (Seismic Zone: 0.4 Soil Profila: SD)
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triad/holmes . | Tob # 11,00403.1

Preliminary Stormwater Study

G associates | July 2006

Multi-House Residential Project
226 & 232 Bucalyptus Hill Drive
Santa Rarbara, California

Introduction

This study was done to show how existing and proposed stormwater runoff transmits
through the property to the public right of way. Hydraunlic caleulations for 25-year and
100-year storm events were done following the County of Santa Barbara Engineering
Design Standards, 1987. Bxhibits were prepared to show both the existing and proposed

conditions and conveyance systems, and the 100-year storm event overland escape route
and inundation areas,

Project Description

The two existing lots, totaling 234,392 sq. ft., presently have a single family residence
and out buildings with approximately 11,500 sq. ft. of impervious area (inchuding
buildings, hardscape, and driveway) with the remaining area landscaped, wooded or open
ground. The topegraphy slopes approximately 25% from north to south. Stormwater
presently sheet flows off the southern boundary of the property into neighboring
properties, and eventually into the public right-of-way (see Figure 1).

The project proposes to demolish the existing buildings and hardscape, and construct two
new residences with two guesthouses and new driveways. Per quantities provided by the
architect, the project proposes approximately 26,000 sq. ft. under roof and hardscape,
approximatety 23,600 sq. ft. of paved driveway, with the remaining area to be landscaped
or left wooded (see appendix}. This is an increase of approximately 37,500 sq. ft. of
impervious surface from the existing stormwater runoff conditions.

The proposed upper lot of 107,510 sq. ft. (2268228 BEucalyptus Hill Drive) contains all
of the existing impervious area (11,500 sq. ft.} and proposes a new total impervious area
of approximately 32,500 sq. ft. The difference between existing and proposed
impervious area is approximately 21,000 sq. ft.

The proposed lower lot of 134,882 sq. ft. (232&234 Bucalyptus Hill Drive) has no
impervious area.and proposes a new total impervious area of approximately 15,200 sq. ft.

It is our understanding stormwater from the impervious areas of the proposed project is
proposed to be collected in a detention pond and in landscaped bioswales (designed by
others). At the lower portion of the property it is proposed that stormwater runoff from
within the boundary of channelized flow (the area influenced by the proposed impervious
arcas) be directed to the public right-of-way on Woodland Dr, through the private
property at 860 Woodland Drive. Runoff from areas outside of the influence of the

Page |
WSlovaultisharg\JOBS\L 100403, IN\REPORTSA 1.00403. 1 Stormwater Cales Revised-07-03-06.doc
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bt o A . Job # 11.00403.1 |
triad/huimes " Preliminary Stormwater Study

O associates | | o Tuly 2006

proposed impervious areas and where the existing runoff patterns are not modified are
proposed to remain flowing in the historical direction (see Figure 2).

Runeff Caleulations

The Rational Method was used to estimate the runoff rate for a 25-year storm for retention volume
calculations and for a 100-year storm for overland flow calculations.

Q=CIA Rational Method I = intensity A =area

C = Runoff Coefficient Ref. Santa Barbara County Engineering Design Standard
Appendix 12, Figure 2 Curve 1 and 2 (see note below).

Intensity, 1 Calculated Tc < 12 minutes , therefore use 12 min.

I1=29in/hr Ref. Santa Barbara County Engineering Design Standard Appendix 12, Figure 1.
Storm event = 25-year @ 12 minutes.

I=37in/ir Ref Santa Barbara County Engineering Design Standard Appendix 12, Figure 1.
Storm event = 100-year @ 12 minutes.

Note: The Santa Barbara County Engineering Design Standard does not contain estimated C
values for individual components of a watershed which is needed to compare the small difference
between existing and proposed runoff quantities, A more detailed analysis using San Luis Obispo
County Standard C values was done to more accurately show the impact of the increased
impermeable area.

C Values from SLO County Standard D-2, see appendix:

Roof and Hardscape Runoff: C=0.90 — Impervious 2% to 10% slope
Driveway Runoff: C=(0.95 — Impervious >10% slope
Landscape Runoff: C=0.35 - >10% slope, dense vegetation

Runoff for the Existing Condition {based on the proposed lot configuration)

The existing condition for 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive (based on proposed 226 & 228 Eucalyptus
Hill Dr) is:

Roof and Hardscape: 9,500 sq.ft
Driveway: 2,000 sq. ft
Landscape: 96,010 sq. ft.

Qexisting, 25 yr. = 2.9[0.9(9,500)+0.95(2,000)+0.35(96,010)] / {(12)(3600)] = 3.0 CFS
Page 3 :
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Quxisting, 100 yr. = 3.7[0.9(9,500)+0.95(2,000)+0.35(96,010)] / [(12)(3600)] = 3.8 CES

The existing condition for 226 Eucalyptus Hill Drive (based on the proposed 232 & 234
Eucalyptus Hill Dr.) 1s:

Roof and Hardscape: 0 sq. ft
Driveway: 0 sq ft-
Landscape: _ 134,882 sq. ft.

Qexisting, 25 yr. = 2.9[0.35(134,882)] / [(12)(3600)] = 3.2 CFS
Qexisting, 1005, = 3.7[0.35(134,882)] / [(12)(3600)] = 4.0 CFS

Runoff for the Proposed Condition {(based on the proposed lot configuration)

The proposed condition for 226&228 Eucalyptus Hill Drive is:

Roof and Hardscape: 13952 sq. ft
Driveway: 18,580 sq. ft
Landscape: 74,978 sq. ft.

Quroposed, 25 yr. = 2.9[0.9(13,952)+0.95(18,580)+0.35(74,978)] / [(12)(3600)] = 3.8 CES
Queoposet, 100y, = 3.7[0.9(13,952)+0.95(18,580)+0,35(74,978)] / [(12)(3600)] = 4.8 CFS

The proposed condition for 232&234 Eucalyptus Hill Drive is:

Roof and Hardscape: 11,701 sq. ft
Driveway: : 4,350 sq. ft
Landscape: 119,647 sq. ft.

Qproposed, 253v. = 2.970.9(11,701)+0.95(4,350)+0.35(118,83 1)} / [{12)(3600)] = 3.8 CFS

Qproposed, 100y, = 3.7[0.9¢11,701)+0.95(4,350)+0.35(118,831)] / [(12)(3600)] = 4.8 CES

Page 5
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"Retention Volume Calculation

2268228 Fuealyptus Hill Drive

The difference between Qexisting 25 vr. OF 3.0 CFS and Qproposed, 25 v 0£ 3.8 CFS is 0.8 CFS using the
San Luis Obispo County C values. The equivalent rainfall intensity for the proposed project to
match the existing conditions would be approximately 80% of the peak intensity of 2.9 in/hr, or 2.3
/b ((2.8/3.6)x100). Based on curve 6 on the Santa Barbara County Engineering Design Standard
Appendix 12, Figure 1, it would take 19 minutes for a 25 year storm to decrease in intensity to 2.3

w/hr, 1t would take 900 Cu. fi. of storage to store the excess runoff until the rainfall intensity
decreased to 2.3in/hr:

Retention Volume = O 8 CES * 19 Minutes * 60 Seconds per minute = 900.Cu, ft.
oy g v e

R

232&234 Euealyptus Hill Dz‘wu

The difference between Qexisting, 25 yr, 0f 3.2 CFS and Qproposed, 25y, 0F 3.8-CEFS is 0.6 CFS using the
San Luis Obispo County C values with Qexisting, 25 v, apptoximately 85% of mepesed 235y Lhe
equivelent rainfall intensity for the proposed project to.match the existing conditions would be
approximately §5% of the peak intensity of 2.9in/hr, or 2.45i/hr. Based on curve 6 on the Santa
Barbara County Engineering Design Standard Appendix 12, Figure 1, it would take 17 minutes for
a 25 year storm to decrease in intensity to 2.45in/hr. It would take approximately 600 Cu. ft. of
storage to store the excess runoff until the rainfall intensity decreased to 2.3in/hr

Retention Volume = 0.6 CI'S * 17 Minutes * 60 Seconds per minute = 600 cu, ft, ,
zwga - C"S/( Lo ?&‘3
100 Year Storm Overland Flow Calculation

The petential total overland flow for a 100-year storm from the proposed project is estimated as a
total of 9.4 CFS as compared to the existing conditions estimate of 7.8 CFS. Of the estimated 9 4
CFS from the preposed project, approximately 1.8 CFS from approximately 65,000 sq. f1. of
existing vegetated areas along the eastern and western boundaries sheet flows to the south and is
not planned to be redirected as part of the proposed project. The remaining 7.6 CFS from the
proposed projecis will be directed to an existing drainage course through the property located at
860 Wooediand Drive and then.to Woedland Drive. A swale should be sized through 860
Woodland Drive to safely convey 7,6 CFS to Woodland Drive.

Conclusions

The Santa Barbara County method for determining the C value for the rational equation would be
too general for such a large parcel. A more detailed analysis using the San Luis Obispo County C

- values incorporates the difference in impervious area when determining the design runoff for the
existing and proposed conditions. It was determined that the proposed project would increase peak

D
. Page 6
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runoff for a 25 year storm event by 1.3 CFS, resuiting in a total retention velume of 1,400 cu. ft.
required for both parcels. Potential peak overland flow from a 100 year storm event is estimated at
9.5 CFS for both parcels. The retention volume for each parcel (shown above) was determined.

The following recommendations should be incorporated into the fina! grading and drainage design:

l.

13

(¥5)

Based on an analysis of pre-development and proposed post-development conditions, a
combined total of 1,500 cu. ft. of stormwater retention would required to maintain the peak
runoff flow rate at present conditions. The project proposes to incorporate a detention
pond. The use of multiple bioswales may also be part of the stormwater retention design
by incorporating check structures in the bioswales. To eliminate standing water, the pond
and bioswales should be free-draining by having a small orifice (such as with a short 1 inch
pipe section) at the low point of the detention pond or at the check structure in the
bioswale, The drains will need to be maintained on a regular basis to ensure they are not
clogged.

Stormwater runoff should be directed to sheet flow over vegetated ground as much as
possible. The proposed detention pond at the lower end of the property should be
constructed with a non-eroding level top that would allow runoff from uphill areas to sheet
flow over as wide an area as possible prior to being redirected to concentrated flow and
leaving the property.

"The stormwater runeff from the area influenced by the proposed project (not following the
historical flow path) should be directed away from the proposed structures and to a
drainage casement {fo be obtained as part of this project) on 860 Woodland Drive.
Overland flow for a 100-year storm event of 7.6 CFS should also be provided by
constructing a swale across 860 Woodland Drive onto Woodland Drive. The swale will
need to be designed based on the slope and material of construction.

Page 7
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Revisions Approves
Daseription Approved | Dare G'xm& Enpior o o
hﬂmmwn&dbm@& i i & 73]
TABLE OF COEFFICIENT RUNOFF CRART

COEFFICIEHT OF RUNOFF FOR*

TYPE OF DEVELOPMENT TYPE QF S0OIL*+ SLOPE =<2%: 2% to 10%; >10%
20,000 sq. ft. L .35 ; .40 1 .45

1 8. 25 3 .35 HE: 14

10,000 sqg. ft. c .40 ; .45 Y 1]

" 8 .30 ; .40 ;.45

= 6,000 sq. ft. c .45 ; .55 ;.65
o " 3 .35 ; .40 ;.80
2 APARTMENTS c a0 ; .60 ;7 TO
i 3 .40 ; .50 ; .80
INDUSTHIAL C .53 ; .85 ;T

" 3 .45 ; .55 ;.85
COMMERCIAL C 218 ' .80 ; .8bB
e S .70 ; 75 .80
r‘DENSE VEGETA’I‘ION c 15 ; 25 ;L35
- 3 Q ; .15 ;.20
= MDDERATE VEGETATION ¢ .20 ; 3, .40
2 " 3 A8 ; . 20 ;o .28
SPARSE VEGETATION c .85 ; L 55 ; .45
Lﬂ " s. .20 . 5 .25 s .30
IMPERVIOUS; PAVED, ETC. .85 ; .80 ; .95

* Note: These values are intended to be & mipnimum; hlgher values may

be required by the County Engineer.

** Note: Soil Type

C = Clay, Adobe, Rock or Impervious Material

S = Sand, Gravel,

Loam or Perviéus KMaterial

Specification Reaf

Drowns, '/,.. ED’""-E" b?ﬂ)

CoOuUNTY OF SAN WIS O08/5PC
EMGINEERING DEPARTMENT

TABLE OF COFFFICIENT

PUNOFF  CHART

Seie)”

Drowing Mo,




STATE OF CALIFORNIA ' Arnold Schwarzenegger, Govemor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 384

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

(916) 653-4082

(916) 657-5390 - Fax

April 11, 2007

Ms. Chelsey Swanson, Assistant Planner
City of Santa Barbara

P.0.Box 1990

Santa Barbara, CA

RE: SCH# 2007041038- 226 & 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive; Santa Barbara County.

Dear Ms. Swanson:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP)
referenced above. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) states that any project that causes a
substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource, which includes archeological resources,
is a significant effect requiring the preparation of an EIR (CEQA Guidelines 15064(b)). To comply with this
provision the lead agency is required to assess whether the project will have an adverse impact on historical
resources within the area of project effect (APE), and if so to mitigate that effect. To adeq uately assess and
mitigate project-related impacts to archaeological resources, the NAHC recom mends the foliowing actions:

v Contact the appropriate Information Center for a record search to determine:
« If all or a part of the APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources, ‘
= If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.
= If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE,
«  If a survey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present,
v If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report
detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.
= The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measurers should be
submitted immediately to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native
American human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential
addendum, and not be made available for pubic disclosure. -
»  The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed fo the
appropriate regional archaeological Information Center.
v Contact the Native American Heritage Commission for:
= A Sacred Lands File Check,

Please describe the project’s tocation in terms of USGS guadrangle name, township, range, and section.

A list of appropriate Native American Contacts for consultation concerning the project site and to assist

in the mitigation measures. Mative American Contact List Attached
The NAHC makes no recommendation or preference of a single individuat, or group over another.
This list should provide a starting place in locating areas of potential adverse impact within the
proposed project area. I suggest you contact all of those indicated, if they cannot supply
information, they might recommend other with specific knowiedge. If a response has not been
received within two weeks of notification, the Commission requests that you foliow-up with a
teiephone call to ensure that the project information has been received. If you receive notification
of change of addresses and phone numbers from any these individuals or groups, piease notify me.
With your assistance we are able to assure that our lists contain current information.

Lack of surface evidence of archeologicai resources does not preclude their subsurface existence. Lead
agencies should include in their mitigation pian: :

= Provisions for the identification and evaluation of accidentally discovered archeociogical resources, per
CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(f).

= Provisions for monitoring all ground-disturbing activities in areas of identified archaeolagical sensitivity
by a archaeologist meeting the professional qualifications as defined in the in the Secretary of the '
Interior’s Standards and Guidelfines for archaeology and a culturally affiliated Native American monitor.

Pravisions for the curation of recovered artifacts, per CEQA Guidelinas 15126.4(5)(b){3){C), In
consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans.

EXHIBIT1




cC:

pres
ot

Provisions for discovery of Native American human remains. Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CEQA
Guidelines §15064.5(e), and Public Resources Code §5097.98 mandates the process to be followed in
the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a location other than a dedicated

cemetery.

Sincerely,

Katy Sanchez
Associate Governmental Program Analyst
(916} 653-4040

State Clearinghouse

Page 2 of 2




Native American Contacts
Santa Barbara County

Ernestine DeSoto

1027 Cacigue Street, #A Chumash
Santa Barbara , CA 93103

(805) 962-3598

Beverly Salazar Folkes

1931 Shadybrook Drive Chumash
Thousand » CA 81362  Tataviam
805 492-7255 Fernandefio
Owi Clan

Dr. Kote & Lin A-Lul'Koy Lotah

48825 Sapaque Road Chumash
Bradiey » CA 93426

(805) 472-9536

Santa Ynez Band of Mission Indians
Vincent Armenta, Chairperson

P.O. Box 517 Chumash
Santa Ynez . CA 93460

varmenta@ santaynezchumash.org

(805) 688-7997

(805) 686-9578 Fax

This list is current only as of the date of this document.

April 11, 2007

Puitlulaw Khus

2001 San Bernardo Creek Chumash
Morro Bay , CAI 83442

Julie Lynn Tumamait

365 North Pole Ave Chumash
Ojai » CA 93023
jtumamait@hotmail.com

(805) 646-6214

Patrick Tumamait

992 Ei Camino Corto Chumash
Ojai » CA 93023

yanahea2 @aol.com

(805) B40-0481
(805) 216-1253 Cell

San Luis Obispo County Chumash Council
Chief Mark Steven Vigil

1030 Ritchie Road Chumash
Grover Beach . CA 93433
pshoemakér@santaynezchumash.org

(805) 481-2461

(B05) 474-4729 - Fax

Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and
Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 ot the Public Resources Code.

Thig list is only appticable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to culturat resources for the proposed
BCH# 2007041038, 226 & 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive; Santa Barbara County. .




Native American Confacls
Santa Barbara County
Aprit 11, 2007

Richard Anguio
P.O. Box 182 Chumash
Salome » AZ 85348

Santa Ynez Band of Mission Indians

Sam Cohen, Tribal Administrator

P.O. Box 517 Chumash
Santa Ynez » CA 83460

{(805) 688-7997

(805) 686-9578 Fax

Carol A. Pulido
185 Mountainview Street Chumash
Dak View » CA 93022

805-649-2743 (Home)

Melissa M. Para-Herandez

119 North Balsam Street Chumash
Oxnard » CA 93030

805-388-3171

This list is current only as of the date of this document.

Distribution of this Hst does not relieve any person of statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and
Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5067.98 of the Public Hesources Code.

This iist is only applicable for contachi ng local Native Americans with regard to cultural rescurces for the proposed
SCH# 2007041038, 226 & 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive; Santa Barbara County,



Native American Contacts
Santa Barbara County

John Ruiz
1826 Stanwood Drive Chumash
Santa Barbara . CA 93103

(805) 965-8983

John Sespe
#.0. Box 303 Chumash
Pala » CA 92059 '

(760) 742-2274

Gilbert M. Unzueta Jr.
571 Citation Way Chumash
Thousand » CA 91320

(805) 375-7229

Diane Napoleone and Associates
Diane Napoleone

6997 Vista del Rincon Chumash
L.a Conchita . CA 93001

dnaassociates @ sbcglobal.net
805-643-7492

This fist is current only as of the date of this document,

April 11, 2007

Stephen William Miller
189 Cartagena :
Camarillo . CA 93010

(805) 484-2439

Chumash

Santa Ynez Tribal Elders Council

Adelina Alva-Padilla, Chair Woman

P.C. Box 365 Chumash
Santa Ynez » CA 93460

elders@santaynezchumash.org

(B05) 688-8446
(805) 693-1768 FAX

Randy Guzman - Folkes

233 Maclay Street, PO BOX 308 Chumash

San Fernando , CA 91340 Fernandeho

ndnrandy @hotmail.com Tataviam

(805) 501-5279 (cell) Shoshone Paiute
Yaqui

Charles S. Parra

P.O. Box 6612 Chumash

Oxnard v CA 93031

(805) 340-3134 (Cell)
(805) 488-0481 (Home)

Distribution of this list does not retieve any person of statutory responsibility as defined In Section 7050.5 of the Health and
Safety Code, Section 5087.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5067.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This list is only applicable for contacting focal Native American
SCH# 2007041038, 226 & 232 Eucalyptus Hili Drive; Santa Barb

s with regard to cultural resources for the proposed



STATE CF CALIFORNIA ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

320 WEST 47" §TREET, SUITE 500
LOS ANGELES, CA 908013

April 27, 2007

Chelsey Swanson, Assistant Planner
City of Santa Barbara

P.O. Box 1990

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Dear Ms. Swanson:

Re: SCH# 2007041038; 226 & 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive

As the state agency responsible for rail safety within California, we recommend that the
development project at Eucalyptus Hill Road and Alston Road (lat= 34.433195, long=-
119.666584) planned adjacent to or near the Union Pacific Railroad Company right-of-way be
planned with the safety of the rail corridor in mind. New developments may increase traffic
volumes not only on-streets and at intersections, but also at at-grade highway-rail crossings. This
includes considering pedestrian circulation patterns/destinations with respect to railroad right-of-
way. Commission staff is particularly concerned with increased congestion at these nearby grade
CTOSSINgS:

t. Milpas Sireet (DOT 745614U, lat= 34.419036, long= -119.672592)

2. Calle Cesar Chavez (DOT 745605V, lat= 34.416699, long= -119.680166) |
3. Los Patos Way (DOT 745615B, lat= 34.422417, long= -119.656563)

Safety factors to consider include, but are not limited to, the planning for grade separations for
major thoroughtares, improvements to existing at-grade highway-rail crossings due to increase in

traffic volumes and appropriate fencing to limit the access of trespassers onto the railroad right-of-
way.

The above-mentioned safety improvements should be considered when approval is sought for the
new development. Working with Commission staff early in the conceptual design phase will help
improve the safety to motorists and pedestrians in the City.

Please advise us on the status of the project. If you have any questions in this matter, please contact
me at (213) 576-7078 or at rxm{cpuc.ca.gov. '

Utilities Engineer
Rail Crossings Engineering Section
Consumer Protection & Safety Division

C: Dan Miller, UP
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State of California ~ The Resources Agency ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

M DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
| heep:/ /www,dfg.ca.gov

i 1949 Viewridge Avenue

San Diego, CA 92123

{858) 467-4201

May B, 2007

Chelsey Swanson, Assistant Planner
City of Santa Barbara

P.0O. Box 1980

Santa Berbara, CA 93102-1880

Fax Ne.; (805) 887-1904

Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration for the
226 & 232 Eucalyptus Drive Project
SCH #2407041038, Santa Barbara County

Dear Ms. Swanson,

The Department of Fish and Game (Department), has raviewed the Draft Mitigated
Negative Declaration (DVIND) refarence above, for impacts to biological resources. The project
applicant proposes to construct four dwellings with garages on two reconfigured parcels tetaling
approximately 5.5 acres at the above addresses in the City of Santa Barbara. The project would
include construction and installation of driveways and utilities.

Coast live oak woodlands will poientially be impacted by the proposed project. Impacts
associated with the proposed project include the removal of 51 non-native trees (predominantly
sucalyptus and acacia) and 4 coast live cak (Quercus agrifolia). Wildlife with the potential to be
impacted by the project includes the State Special Concern Species Coopers hawk (Accipiter
cooper). Measures proposed fo mitigate impacts include an oak tree protection and
replacement plan, including the planting of 70 one-gallon oak {rees. '

Wea prapared the following statemenis and comments pursuant to our authority as
Trustee Agency with ju-isdiction over natural resources affected by the project (CEQA Guidelines
§18386(a)). As trustee for the Siate's fish and wildlife resources, we have jurisdiction over the
conservation, protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and nabitat necessary
for biologically sustainable populations of those species.

impacts to Nesting Birds

All migratory nongame hative bird species are protected by international treaty under the
Federal Migratory Bird Traaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (580 C.F.R. Section 10.13). Sactiong 3503,
3503.5 and 3513 of the California Fish and Game Code prohibit take of birds and their active
nests, incleding raptors and other migratory nongame birds listed under the MBTA. Proposed
project achivities (inclucling tree removal and other disturbances fo vegetation) should therefore
take place outside of the breeding bird season (February 1- August 15) to avoid take (including
disturbances which would cause abandonment of active nests containing eggs and/or young). f
preject activities cannot feasibly be avoided during the breeding bird season, the Department
racommends that beginning thirty days prior to the disturbance of suitable nesting habitat the
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Ms. Chelsey Swanson
May 8, 2007
Page 2 of 3

project propanent should conduct weekly bird surveys to detect protected native birds in the
habitat to be removed and other such habltat within 300 feet of the construction work area (within
500 feet for raptors) as access to adjacent properties allow. The surveys should be conducted
by a qualified biologist with experience in conducting breeding bird surveys. The surveys should
continue on a weekly basis with the last survey bsing conducted no more than three days prior to
the initiation of clearance/construction work.,  if an active nest |s located, clearing and
construction within 300 feet of the nest (within 500 feet for rapior nests) or as determined by a
biological monitor, mus: be postponsd until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged and
when there is no evidence of a second atternpt at nesting.

Limits of construction to avoid a nest should be established in the field with flagging and
stakes or construction fencing, marking the prolected areas 300 feet (or 500 feet) from the nest.
Construction parsonnel should be instructed on the sensitivity of the area. The project proponent
should record the resul's of the recommended proteciive measures described above to
document compliance with applicable State and Federal laws pertaining to the protection of
native birds,

Impacts to Sensitive Bliclogical Resources

The Praliminary Grading, Drainage ang Utility Flan for the proposed project includes &
ten-foot wide easement through the southern portion of the project site for sewsr and drainage.
The Department assurmes this easement will resull in ground disturbance for the placement of
these utilities. The sasement runs through a portion of the project site which appears may
contain oak woodiand, The potential impact from this action was not evaluated in the DMND,
and we recommend biclogical surveys be conducted along the proposed easement.

Rare Plants - The DMND checkiist for Biological Resources states no special-status
plants would be impactad by the proposed project. However, after reviewing the attached
biclogical resources survey reports, we did not find that plamt surveys were conducted according
to the "Department Guidslines for Assessing the Effects of Proposed Projects on Rare,
Threatened, and Endangered Plants and Natural Communities” (Guidelines, attached). The
Guidelines give ¢lear instructions on how surveys for rare plants should be conducted. One of
the instructions (4a) is 1o conduct surveys at the proper time of year when rare species are both
evident and identifiable, Usually, this is when the plants are flowerng. The plant surveys for the
proposed project were sonducted in September and October, which is problematic for several
specias of rare plants that can only be reliably identified when flowering in the spring. We
recommend surveys for rare plants on the project site be conducted according to the Guidelines.

The Department does not believe a thorough description of the affected environment has
been presented in the DMND. The DMND does not adequately evaiuate potential project
impacts or inciude appropriate mitigation for those impacts. We recormmend re-surveying the
site for both plant and animal communities. The discrepancy between information listed in the
document and information collected duting our review, indicates the DMND is inadeguats and
should be revised and re-circulated prior to adoption.
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Ms. Chelsey Swanson
May 8, 2007
Page 30f 3

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comment. Questions ragarding this letter and
further coordination on these issues should be directed to Mr. Martin Potter, Wildlife Biologlst, at
(BOS) 640-3677.

Kevin Hunting
Acting Regional Manager
South Coast Region

attachment

Fen Ms. Betty Courtney
Departiment of Fish and Game
Newhall, California

Mr. Martin Potter
Department of Fish andd Game
Qijai, California

Mr. Scott Morgen
State Clearinghouse
Sacramento, California




05/08/2007 CB:15 FAX 1BGB4ET74289 DFE RS Southcoast Region diocs/008

Guidelines for Assessing the Effects of Proposed Projects on Rare, Threatened, and

Endangered Plants and Natural Communities
State of California
THE RESOURCES AGENCY
Depeartment of Fish and Game
December 9, 1983
Revissd May B, 2000 -

The following recommendations are intended to help those who prepare and review environmental
documents determine when a botanical survey is needed, who should be considered qualified to conduct
such surveys, how field surveys should be conducted, and what information shouid be contained in the
survey report. The Department may recommend that lead agencies not accept the results of surveys that are
not conducted according to these guidelines.

i,

Botanical surveys are condusted in order to determine the environmental effects of proposed projects on all
rare, threatened, and endangered plants and plant communities. Rare, threatened, and endangered plants are not
necessarily limited to those species which have been “listed" by state and federal agencies but should include
any species that, based on all available data, can be shown to be rare, threstened, and/or endangered under the
following definitions:

A species, subspecies, or variety of plant is "endangered"” when the prospects of its survival and reproduction are
in immediate jeopardy {rom one or more ceuses, including loss of habitat, change in habitat, over-exploitation,
predation, competition, or disease. A plant is "threatened” when it is likely to become endangered in the
foresseable futwre i the absence of protection measures. A plant is "rare” whon, although not presently
threatened with extinction, the species, subspecies, or variety is found in such small numbers throughout jts
ranpe that it may be endangered if its environment worsens.

Rare natural communities are those communities that are of highly limited distribution. These communities may
or may not contain rare, threatened, or endangered species. The most curtent version of the California Natural

Diversity Database's List of California Terrestrial Natural Commiznitics may he used as a guide to the names and
status of communities.

It is appropriate to conduct a botanical field survey to determine if, or to the extent that, rave, threatened, or
endangered plants will be affected by a proposed project when:

a. Naturgl vegetation oceurs on the site, it is unknown if rare, threatened, or endangered plants or habitats acour
on the site, and the project has the potential for direct or indirect effects on vegetation; or

b. Rare plants have hisiorically been identified on the project site, but adequase information for impact
assessment is lacking,.

Botanical consultants should possess the following qualifications:

. Experience conducting floristic fisld surveys;

. Knowledgs of plant raxonomy and plant community ecology;

. Familiarity with the plams of the ares, including rare, thraatened, and endangered species;

. Femiliarity with the appropriate state and federal statutes related to plants and plant collecting; and,
. Expericnce with analyzing impacts of development on native plant species and communities.

o ot
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Field surveys should be conducted in a manner that will locate any rave, threatened, or endangered species that
may be present. Specifivally, mre, threatened, or endangered piant surveys should be:

a. Conducted in the fieid at the proper time of year when rare, threatened, or endangered species are both
evident and identifiable. Usually, this is when the plants are flowering.
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When rare, threatened, or endangered plants are known to occur in the type(s) of habitat present in the project area,
nearby accessible ocourrenices of the plants (reference sites) should be observed to determine that the species are
identifiable at the time of the survey,

b. Floristic in nature. A florigtic survey requires that every plant obasrved be identified v the extent necessary
to determine its rarity and listing status, Ir addition, a sufficient number of visits spaced throughout the
growing séason are necessary {0 accurately determine what plants exist on the site. In order to properly
characterize the site ihd document the completeness of the survey, & complete list of plants observed on the
site should be includad in every botanical survey report.

¢. Conduycted in & manner that is consistent with conservation ethics. Collections (voucher specimens) of rare,
threatened, or endangzered species, or suspected rare, threatened, or endangered species should be made only
when such actions would not jeopardize the continued existence of the population and in accordance with
applicable state and federal permit requirements. A collecting permit from the Habitat Conservation Planning
Branch of DFG is required for collecton of state-listed plant specics. Voucher specimens should be
deposited at recognizsd public herbaria for future reference. Photography should be used to document plant
identification and habitat whenever possible, but especially when the population cannot withstand collection
of voucher specimens.

d. Conducted using systematic field techniques in all habitats of the site to ensure a thorough coverage of
potential impact aress,

e. Well docurnented. When a rare, threatened, or endanpered plant (or rare plant community) is located, &
California Native Species (or Community) Field Survey Form or equivalent written form, accompanied by a
copy of the appropriate portion of a 7.5 minute topographic map with the occurrence mapped, should be
completed and submitted to the Natural Diversity Database, Locations may be best documented using global
positioning systems 'GPS) and presented in map and digital forms ss these tools become more accessible.

3, Reports of botanical fieid surveys should be included in or with environmental assessments, negative
declarations and mitigaied negative declarations, Timber Harvesting Plans (THPs), BIR's, and EIS's, and should
contain the following information:

& Project description, including a deteiled map of the project location and study area.
b. A written description of biological setting referencing the comamunity nomenclature used and a vegetation

map.
¢. Detailed description of survey methodoiogy.
d. Pates of field surveys and total person-hours spent on field swrveys,
e. Results of field survey inciuding detailed maps aod specific location data for each plant population found.
Investigators are encoursged to provide GPS data and maps documenting population boundaries.
f. An essessment of potential impacts. This should include a map showing the digtribution of plants in relation
to proposed activities, ' '
g Discussion of the significance of rare, threatened, or endangered piant populations in the project area
considering nearby populations and totsl species distribution.
h. Recommended measures to avoid impacts.
i. A list of all plants obwerved on the project area. Plants should be identified to the taxonomic level necessary
to determine whether or not they are rare, threatened or endangerad.
Description of reference site(s) visited end phenologicat development of rare, threatened, or endangered
plant{s).
. Copies of all California Native Species Fisld Survey Forms or Natural Commumity Field Survey Forms.
Name of field investigator(s).
References cited, persons contacted, herbaria visited, and the location of voucher specimens.

L.
.
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Christopher Flynn, MD

875 Woodland Drive « Santa Barbara, CA 93108 « Tel 805-565-2078

April 18,2007 RECEIVEL
City of Santa Barbara Planning Commission JU g i 7007
}f)\'t(t;nggizlggglsey Swanson, Assistant Planner CITY OF SANTA E iﬂg iﬁ &
Santa Barbara, CA 93102-1990 pL ANNING DIVISION

To: Planning commission regarding 226 and 232 Eucalyptus Hill Project
MST2004-00349

| am a homeowner living directly below the proposed expansion project of 226
and 232 Eucalyptus Hill roads. | am completely opposed to the development and
expansion of this property site for several reasons listed below.

1) Environmental concerns,;

Water and soil erosion are a large problem in this area. | have spent thousands
of dollars this past two years trying to manage the natural seepage of ground
water from irrigation, natural moisture, and a small swimming pool in my
backyard. The soil in this area is clay and shale, and does not absorb moisture.
Any additional water will run or seep directly into my property and further threaten
my home foundation. There is no way to engineer the landscape above my
property to insure that the water from four homes for irrigation and swimming
pools will not directly increase the drainage of water to the homeowners below.

Soil erosion is going to be increased by the expansion of the property and
removal of a Eucalyptus tree grove. One of the reasons we moved into this
location was the beauty of the natural tree grove behind our property. The
owners have already started partial clearing, and completely removing all of
these trees would impact wildlife and increase erosion.

2) Privacy concemns:

The proposed plan is to change the alignment of the properties into an upper and
lower parcel. | would object to this plan because it imposes on the privacy of my
home. Approvai of the plan fo place four homes on this site will attempt to
provide scenic ocean views at the expense of my privacy.




We are a family of five members, and two of my daughters are teenagers. |
would not agree to the plan of breaking the property into an upper and lower
arrangement. There is really no way to allow expansion on the lower part of this
property without looking directly into my bedroom windows and private backyard.
If this property were to be expanded than | would demand that my privacy be
respected. | wouid be opposed to any large bay windows overlocking my
property. Decks, pool areas, and other outside areas would have to be
positioned away from direct visualization of my home. | would urge the planning
commission to really keep in mind that this project is trying to put forth an

aggressive, high-density group of homes in an area that is normally single-family
homes with large lot sizes.

3) Property Value

Encroachment of the privacy and increased housing density above my current
home would directly affect the value of my home. When | moved 1o this area
there was a Eucalyptus grove of trees above my home that is now to be
expanded into four hillside homes looking into my backyard. This expansion if

approved would definitely decrease the value of my home, and possibly force me
to move.

In summary, | would urge the planning committee to reject the expansion and
development of this property. There are definite environmental problems with
ground water and soil erosion affecting my property. There is no way to irrigate
four homes, maintain swimming pools, and control the run-off coming directly
through my hillside. This project in my mind is overly aggressive and attempts to
increase the density of homes in a high fire district with poor soil. The proposed
lot line adjustment between the two properties would not be in keeping with the
design and planning of the neighborhood. If the lower parcel homes were built

they would be placed directly over my backyard and would infringe on my
privacy.




City of Santa Barbara Planning Commission
Attention: Chelsey Swanson, Assistant Planner
P.O. Box 1990

Santa Barbara, CA 93102-1990

To: Planning commission Aprt 19, 2007

Regarding: 226 and 232 Eucalyptus Hill Project MST2004-00349

The undersigned homeowners on Woodland Drive are opposed to the
expansion and development of the hillside property on 226 and 232 Eucalyptus
Hill Drive. As neighbors living on a hillside community we are concerned about
the health and safety of our homes that may be threatened if this project is
approved.

Environmental concerns;

Water and soil erosion are a large problem in this area. Hillside drainage
and seepage occurs naturally and is currently under control. This is partly due to
lower levels of rainfall, and the sparse number of homes located on Eucalyptus
Hill Drive. Any further expansion of the hillside above is going to increase the
water runoff from irrigation and drainage from swimming pools. - Grading this
large area coupled with heavy rainfall and increased moisture could potentially

destabilize the hillside resulting in damage to the surrounding neighborhood
homes.

The soil in this area is clay and shale, and does not easily absorb
moisture. Any additional water will run or seep directly into our properties and
further threaten our ground foundations. There is no way to engineer the
landscape above Woodland Drive properties to insure that the water from four

homes for irrigation and swimming pools will not directly increase the drainage of
water our homes.

Soil erosion is going to be increased by the expansion of the property and
removal of a Eucalyptus tree grove. The Eucalyptus grove is not only beautiful,
but it protects the ridgeline from erosion. The owners have already started partial

clearing, and completely removing all of these trees would impact wildlife and
increase erosion.

In summary, we urge the planning committee to reject the expansion and
development of this property. There are definite environmental problems with
ground water and soil erosion affecting this neighborhood hillside. There is no
way to irrigate four homes, maintain two swimming pools, and control the run-off
coming directly towards the residents of Woodland Drive. This project attempts
to increase the density of homes in a high fire district with poor soil. The
proposed lot line adjustment between the two properties would not be in keeping
with the design and planning of the neighborhood. If the lower parcel homes




were built there wouid have to be more removal of a natural Eucalyptus grove,
and this could potentially cause further erosion or mudslides from the hillside.

If this project is approved and causes subsequent erosion and/or water
damage and/or flooding, we shall collectively pursue all legal remedies available
to us under the law.
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Ernest Sglomon
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April 30, 2007

Chelsey Swanson

Assistant Planner

City of Sanfa Barbara Planning Division
P.C. 1990

Santa Barbara, California 93102-1990

Dear Ms. Swanson,

| have received notice of the Draft Negative Declaration -~ MST2004-00349
pertaining to the four new residences and garages fo be constructed at 226
and 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive. As the property owner of 840 Norman Lane, the
land directly downhill from the new construction site, | have ¢ few concerns
which | hope you will be able to address. |

When | purchased my property almost six years age one of the biggest selling
points was the glorious eucalyptus forest behind the land. It was told 1o me that
it was zoned for one home and one guest house on the fop of the properties.
No development would be permitted as it was an unofficial wildlife sanctuary.
Over the years it has been just that. An amazing sanctuary for hirds, deer,
butterfiies and other creatures that have been pushed out of their natural
habitat because of the continuous development of open land. The birds
especially are in danger of losing their nesting sites with the destruction and
removal of the large trees where they nest. Please encourage the new owners
" to be cognizant and conservative.

Drainage is o very large issue. | have a city-maintained drain on my upper
terrace that on the occasion of a huge deluge, completely overflows because
of an underground stream from the property above, the oroperty in guestion |
believe. | have been hesitant to call attention to this as it occurs two to three
times a year and my landscapers are able to handie it as best they can, mostly
by cleaning up the mess after the rains. With the enormity of construction
proposed however, land being moved, | would expect the property owner

- could install a iarge drainage system. This would prevent any possible overoad
to my already-meager one, causing coursing water and dirt into our back
garden and upper terrace.




i

The last query pertains to our mutual privacy. It is my deep concern that with
the large scale of the project, privacy will be impinged upon. As the neighbors
above would not like to continuatlly be looking down on my back yard, gardens

-~ and home, we would like to maintain the mutual respect each neighbor has
afforded each other. Appropriate screening would be appreciated. If story-
poles and property lines could be placed to demarcate the areas and height of
buildings, property lines and set-backs from each property, it would allow more
perspective of the project without further nervous speculation.

It would be a pleasure to meet my new neighbors, their architect and
landscapers to discuss these issues further. | have already reviewed the plons 50
tT is my hope that we can work on this together.

Most smcerely

Susannah E. Rake .

840 Norman Lane

Santa Barbara, California 93108
969-2763




Comment and Questions pertaining to the Initial Study/ Environmental Checklist for

MST2004-00349 R
PROJECT: 226-232 Eucalyptus Hill Road HRECEIY el
MAY & 7 2007

Deadline for submission: May 7, 2007
CITY OF SANTA BARBARS

LEGAL ISSUE WITH PUBLIC NOTICES: BLARNING FHVISION

My wife and I own the property located at 850 Woodland Drive, a property we intend for
retirement. Could you please check your public notice records on this project to see if
past notices were sent to us, as we have no record of them?

The first notice we are aware of pertaining to this matter is the “Notice of Intent to Adopt
the Draft Negative Declaration for -MST2004-00349", postmarked April 5, 2007. In
light of this absence of prior notice we feel we have had no opportunity to speak in
connection with a matter which went before the Architectural Review Board and has
been tentatively approved. And now we understand that the property located at 860
Woodland Dr. has been added to the project but that this information may not have been
made a part of the previous legal notice. Our first question then is whether or not the
Architectural Review Board members were aware of this information? More pointedly,
did they review the proposal to provide drainage piping through 860 Woodland Dr. to
outflow onto Woodland Drive as a solution to the drainage development needs? If 860
Woodland Dr. was not part of the original reviews, shouldn’t the public notice be
amended to include it now and such notice be served again to all effected property
owners in order to clarify this oversight? This would give the Architectural Review
Board a complete picture of the project and presumably meet city legal notice
requirements,

In light of this confusion would you please explain to us as owners of 850 Woodland Dr.
what our legal rights to notice are in a matter such as this? We certainly had no idea that
860 Woodland Dr. was part of the project and we wonder if any project reviewing body
was aware of this fact or if any other owners on Woodland Drive and Norman Lane were
privy to this important information affecting our neighborhood?

As a result of not knowing about the project and the fact that 860 Woodland is now part
of the project, we feel we have lost an opportunity to comment early about its potential
serious drainage implications for down slope properties and the Woodland Dr./Norman
Lane/Alston Road area in general.
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ADEQUACY OF THE INITIAL STUDY AND STORM WATER REPORT

Your recently received public notice requested comments and questions regarding the
adequacy of both the Initial Study and the attached technical report, including the
Preliminary Stormwater Study. A number of serious questions arose from our reviewing
these documents. We feel these issues deserve further attention before the reports can be
considered complete and final, particularly as they relate to the proposed project drainage
solutions since, from our review, the drainage issues have the most significant potentially
negative impacts on our neighborhood. We feel that more thought and analysis is needed
from a Licensed Civil Engineer who can certify a properly prepared Drainage Plan for the
project. Too, we strongly believe that the Civil Engineer should not be associated with
this project in order to ensure an arms length analysis for an engineering solution to a
serious drainage problem.

Water and Drainage issues are noted in the report as having a significant impact on
surrounding properties and we agree but feel the seriousness of the matter is understated
and acceptable alternative recommendations are missing from consideration.

PROPOSED 24 INCH DIAMETER STORM DRAIN PIPE

A 24 inch diameter pipe out-letting on Weodland Drive would be extremely unsightly
and create a manmade obstruction to the current aesthetic landscape surroundings of an
already completely improved single family residential neighborhood. Just notice the scar
on the hillside which can be seen from afar on T V Hill to get an idea of how a drain pipe
installation impacts hillside aesthetics. The proposed pipe has a 90 degree bend in it that
would necessitate constructing a manhole and major thrust block works to handle the
force of the turn and this proposed to be constructed on a steep hillside location, both less
than desirable conditions.

Next, and more significant, is that the magnitude of water flow from a 24 inch diameter
pipe is potentially horrendous—though it is estimated that this size provides runoff’
capacity for a 25 year storm. ‘Such major water flows should be assessed from its origin,
at the development site, all the way to its termination at some natural watercourse to meet
sound engineering standards. Yet, many important considerations such as this do not
appear in the report. For example, interestingly, a natural watershed ravine does exist on
the other side of Woodland Drive, only two properties from the development.
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ADDITIONAL ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED FOR SERIOUS CONSIDERATION

Based on initial review, and for reasons detailed below, we feel the need to ask,
“Wouldn’t the consideration of an alternative plan to utilize the above noted natural
water course ravine for drainage make sense, especially in view of the fact that you can
get the water flow traveling to it in a shorter straight line from the development site (by
way of easement), use a swale and size it for more than a 25 year storm (the preferred
civil engineering approach)?” Such a swale could be hidden from view, easily serviced
and, best of all, completely mitigate impacts of direct runoff water flows onto Woodland
Drive, thusly preventing neighborhood disruption and potential flooding of downhill
properties on Alston Road.

PROACTIVE METHOD PROPOSED FOR CITY ACTION

Instead of having drawn out contentious Public Hearings over this matter the city can, if
it takes a proactive approach now, potentially resolve this major impact issue before
additional hearings occur. Simply conduct a neighborhood meeting with affected
Homeowners together with the Project Developer, their Civil Engineering firm and
appropriate City Staff to seriously consider this alternative which is an optimal
engineering solution. Who benefits? Everyone, because we believe that the above
alternative, if implemented, produces the best engineering solution to drainage runoff
with minimal impacts on the Woodland Dr. Neighborhood and the city’s infrastructure.
While we do not oppose the idea of building new homes, the development site’s drainage
issues are so problematic, and we believe understated, that serious proactive action by the
city is required now to avoid a public fiasco.

Short of the alternative above there are so many questions concerning drainage that
strong consideration might well be given now to the preparation of a highly focused
Environmental Impact Report, to fully explore the ramifications of less optimal drainage
solutions for the project and it’s impacts on the Woodland /Norman Lane /Alston Road
neighborhood.

SERIOUS CONCERNS ABOUT PROPOSED DRAINAGE PIPE SOLUTION

. Can Woodland Dr. even handle the potential water flows? There are no public storm
drains in the 800 block of Woodland Dr and we found no mention in the report about
downhill storm drain facilities or their capacities. We had to research that aspect on our
own. Having done so, we now feel the street storm drains downhill from Woodland Dr.
are questionable as to their carrying capacity for additional flows due to their size, age
and poor location. They most certainly are not located in a spot conducive to good
engineering drainage principles. How realistic is it to expect, for example, that rushing
storm water from the top of Woodland Drive will find existing storm drains two blocks
away? Are they adequate to carry the additional volumes? How does storm water travel
downhill on Woodland and then turn 90 degrees to get to the public and most likely
inadequately sized storm drain at Augusta Lane two blocks away in the first place, far
from the runoff point of origin? Page 3 of 8



Also, how is it proposed to prevent large volumes of water from rushing down Woodland
Dr., breaching Alston Road, and flooding residential properties on the other side? Could
the final report please address these important considerations in detail?

My wife and I don’t claim to be Engineers, but our efforts have put this potential amount
of water flow into terms we can understand. One cubic foot per second (1 CFS) of water
is equal to 440 gallons of water per minute flowing onto Woodland Drive. Using
numbers from the Storm Water Report recommendations (7.6 CFS), as much as 3,344
gallons of water per minute could flow onto Woodland Drive. By comparison, a garden
hose releases about 10 gallons of water per minute. Even municipal water wells produce
a flow of only about 1/5 of the flows that could result on Woodland Drive from the
proposed 24 inch drainage pipe and swale.

So, at this point, we must conclude that that provision of a 24 inch diameter drainage pipe
and swale to handle the runoff from the proposed project is a very poor engineering
solution, Other more optimal alternatives for a drainage plan should be found. and a
though Civil Engineering Plan developed and certified by an engineer (arms length from
the project) and bearing the stamp of a Licensed Civil Engineer..

In short, we believe the 24 inch diameter drainage pipe idea should be abandoned as an
unacceptable solution not likely to be proposed by a Licensed Civil Engineer.

While much good information is contained in the Preliminary Storm Water Report it
seems to now be outdated due to the apparent evolution of this project and the addition of
the storm drain pipe idea to the proposed project plans on file at the City. It should be
noted that the 24 inch diameter pipe is not a recommend drainage solution proposed by
Triad/Holmes Associates, Civil Engineering and Land Surveying Dated July 2006. Civil .
engineers are unlikely to recommend such a solution. On the other hand, they have
recommended the use of a swale but with no engineering details given as to how big it
would need to be to handle a 100 year storm (their recommended size) with a carrying
capacity of 7.6 CFS.

Though we have no formal engineering background, we do sense that much in the report
is understated versus what will in fact occur in real life conditions. This is another reason
why we feel it is so necessary to obtain an arms length opinion and recommendation from
a Licensed Civil Engineer not associated with the project.

Please understand that my wife and I are doing our best with the technical information
provided and are responding to the City within a very short timeframe, as requested. We
would like assurance that the City will use Licensed Civil Engineering expertise to
formulate a complete drainage plan that utilizes standard Civil Engineering practices and
provide an aesthetically acceptable design and a drainage plan that is safe for persons and
property downhill from the development. Such assurances could be presented at the
above noted Neighborhood Meeting if the city follows through on that idea.
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Currently, it is not clear as to how the calculations in the report were established and
whether they were done in concert with standard Civil Engineering practices. Please,
can the Final Initial Study, or focused Environmental Impact Report, if required, state
unequivocally that the engineering analysis put forth conforms to common practices by
Licensed Civil Engineers? This is a crucial point for the credibility of public review.
We obviousty feel that the city must perform additional due diligence on this point for if
the method is faulty or not common practice then perhaps the report conclusions are
grossly understated as we feel they may be. If true, this could ultimately lead to an
engineering disaster in terms of hazardous risk to persons and property, downhill from
the development.

We beligve further that there are extreme problems with the notion of providing any
water storage capacity whatsoever on the hillside portion of the development. We
believe the water storage nomenclature in the preliminary reports is inaccurate as it is
stated in terms of rate of flow when the correct engineering method is to state such
information in terms of its quantity of storage capacity. We have learned that rate of
Jlow, as used in this instance, is an unacceptable standard not used by the County of Santa
Barbara for analyzing water storage devices such as detention ponds for development
projects. Santa Barbara County has a whole department just for reviewing drainage
occurring from proposed new developments, whereas, it is unclear to us as to whether or
not the City of Santa Barbara even has a Licensed Civil Engineer on staff to review or
develop detailed drainage plans? This is further reason to require that the drainage plan
for this project be developed in the most professional and cautious manner possible using
outside arms length consultants if necessary. For to us it seems that the City has a great
responsibility to all property owners downhill from the proposed development to insure
that a safe, aestheticaily acceptable drainage solution for the project is achieved.

Kindly address this issue in your final report as we do not want to see approved anything
but a complete and proven Civil Engineering solution to the drainage issues surrounding
this development. But we fear that the outcome we hope for may not occur if standards
proposed thus far are accepted.

We believe the current storm water report at hand does not use current County standards
in proposing solutions to the drainage problems associated with this development. Soa
major question to be addressed in the final study is, where did the methodology used
come from? It is suspect because we believe it completely underestimates the required
storage capacity for water. Can you verify if we may be wrong or misguided about this?
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This question of accuracy is certainly important because errors in making determinations
can be fatal. Sadly, we all learned this with the La Conchita failure. Storing water on
hillsides is, from our point of view, ominous and threatening and, we feel, a poor
engineering approach. The capacity to store water on site can super saturate the soil in an
area known for its instability, such as the Barker Pass/Eucalyptus Hill areas, & can lead
such storage to result in hillside failures. A review of the slope angles involved in this
development are enough to lead to the conclusion that the slope can easily become
unstable and fail if detention ponds are part of the drainage solution. Such a proposed
solution, when you already have a completely built-up residential neighborhood complex
down hill, is a situation that is untenable. Everything must be done to assure downhill
owners of homes that landslides will not occur and that safety margins are built into the
project. The fractured existence of earthquake faults throughout the area only
compounds this risk of slope failure.

A more optimal solution to handling the water problem is to get the runoff water from the
Eucalyptus Hill development to the natural water course ravine behind the properties on
the west side of Woodland Drive. As noted above we feel such a solution is the most
desirable for all. Something we learned, called a system of “rip-rap” could easily be
installed in the natural outflow area in order to slow the water flow, dissipating the
energy from the runoff to levels more than satisfactory to control erosion.

But here again the reports do not go far enough in exploring safer alternatives that could
properly mitigate the negative environmental impacts associated with this project. As
mentioned above, City assistance at a proactive neighborhood meeting could well lead to
brokering an acceptable solution to all parties involved.

Of course every opportunity should be given to the developers Civil Engineers to (1)
make revisions to the storm water report in light of the questions raised in this document
and (2) to provide full exploration of the alternative to move water to the natural ravine
which is easily capable of handling additional water flows. This may not only be a better
engineering solution but one that just might offset large cost outlays for an unnecessary
drainage pipe works.

Holding Public Hearings without first having a neighborhood meeting we think will
prove most contentious because we doubt there will be any neighborhood support for the
proposal of having drainage water in the force and magnitude proposed to flow onto
Woodland Dr. with it’s potential to flood downhill properties and overtax existing storm
drains.
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REITERATION OF BEST DRAINAGE SOLUTION

My wife and [ dislike stating the negatives here without placing emphasis on the positive
possibilities. And from what we have ascertained thus far it seems that the best
engineering drainage solution appears to be, hands down, the construction of a properly
sized and Civil Engineered swale to be built in a short straight line directly from the
Eucalyptus Hill development over to the natural water course ravine on the west side of
Woodland Dr. The swale could carry the water through portions of the hillside where no
houses exist; it could be constructed in a manner to be virtually invisible yet constructed
to the highest Civil Engineering standards. Such an alternative solution would
automatically militate against the hugely negative impacts resulting from the current
proposed drainage approach.

Also, such an alternative, if implemented, would serve not only to handle the procedural
requirements of CEQA but the substantive requirements as well. After all, it’s the
substantive aspects of the State Act that are of primary importance from an
environmental law standpoint. And neighborhood involvement is a part of that
substantive goal. So we hope our comments and ide to conduct a neighborhood meeting
on this matter will be carefully considered.

STEEP SLOPE AND DETENTION POND ISSUES

We cannot close without reiterating that we feel not enough consideration has been given
to the steep slopes involved in the development of this project and the increase in
impervious areas. It seems to us that, most alarming, little consideration was given to
impacts associated with the stability of slopes in the 25% range and the fact that using
such slopes to incorporate steep hillside detention ponds, is highly suspect and as pointed
out potentially calamitous.

The proposed mitigation measures for the project speak mostly about steps to be taken
during construction in order to mitigate rising dust from construction and sedimentation
activities. Little concern, investigation and analysis has been done to develop serious and
important engineering mitigation measures that will guarantee the proper handling of
significant storm waters.

The engineering firm that prepared the storm water report may not even be aware of the
proposal to utilize a 24 inch drainage pipe and may itself reject this plan as a poor
engineering method. That firm should be given the opportunity to study this problem in
detail and produce a solution in concert with the highest and most common engineering
standards which can be corroborated by other Certified Civil Engineers.
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No solution can be deemed adequate if it produces an adverse impact on our existing
neighborhood and public storm drain facility—one conceivably never built to accept such
large amounts of specifically directed runoff. We have learned that the runoff rates from
new developments cannot exceed those that already exist. Perhaps the City could clarify
these rules in the development of the final report on this matter. It would be most
appreciated. '

Lastly, we should mention again the math figures in the report and ask that they be
clarified in the report’s final version. The detention ponds are measured in square feet
when such measurement is only calculated by Civil Engineers in cubic feet. Too, it is
suggested that the volume of storage recommended for this project is highly questionable
and calculated too fow as to the real needs for this project. As noted above, the method
used to calculate is not easily understood and needs to be put in Civil Engineering
standard calculations. In other words, this investigation is putting forth the notion that
the matter of the detention ponds requires much greater engineering analysis because of
the formidable prospect that the parameters of the detention areas, as outlined, are
inadequate and would need to be much, much larger.

In conclusion, though other issues may surface at Public Hearings about this new
development, we certainly hope they will not cloud the seriousness and import of the
drainage issue, what with its impact on a large number of nearby properties. Our fear
concerning the proposed defention ponds is no doubt apparent. The provision of any
detention ponds against earthquake prone and steeply sloping conditions is dangerous and
is not sound engineering. Such conditions were used in the past in Hope Ranch where
the hiliside became super-saturated and failed. And we all remember the horrors of the
La Conchita disaster. A more investigative and serious study concerning drainage for
the proposed project is much deserved. Please take all measures to provide the public
with a safe and aesthetically pleasing alternative-—one to garner neighborhood support.

Caroline and Tony Vassailo
Owners: 850 Woodland Dr.
Santa Barbara, Ca.

Caroline and Tony Vassallo
P.O. Box 50254

Santa Barbara, Ca 93150
Tel: 805 965-7729

cc. City Council Members
Planning Commission Members
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DRAFT MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
226 AND 232 EUCALYPTUS HILL DRIVE
MST2004-00349

Aesthetics

Comment

The proposed 247 drainage line would be visible to neighbors as it heads down the steep
slope on the property.

Response

The proposed project would leave a 45 to 150 feet wide swath of existing Eucalyptus
trees, that average 32 feet in height, along the southern property boundary. The existing
trees would screen the proposed drainage line from views to the south. The project
would also include planting approximately 70 Oak trees that would, when they have
grown, provide additional screening of the of-site views of the drainage line. Also, the
area the drainage line traverses has approximately 21% grade that is not too steep to
accommodate the proposed landscaping that would include ground cover over the
drainage line excavation further concealing the drainage line. Therefore the proposed
drainage line would not likely be visible from off-site.

Biological Resources

Comment

The State of California Department of Fish and Game commented that all migratory non-
game native bird species are protected under the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act.
Taking of birds and their active nests are prohibited. Proposed project activities
including tree and vegetation removal should occur outside the breeding bird season
(February 1 — August 15). If project activities cannot be feasibly avoided during the bird
nesting season, a qualified biologist should conduct weekly bird surveys beginning 30
days prior to the disturbance of suitable nesting habit to identify protected nesting native
birds in the habitat to be removed and other such habitats within 300 feet of the
construction work area. The surveys should be conducted on a weekly basis with the last
survey conducted no more than three days before construction is initiated. If an active
nest 1s located, construction (vegetation clearing and tree removal) within 500 feet of a
raptor nest and 300 feet of any other nesting bird should be postponed until the nest is
vacated and juveniles have fledged.

Concern was expressed from adjacent property owner regarding the loss of the tree and
nesting habitats for birds.

EXHIBIT J 1




Response

A Condition of Approval would be applied to this project which would require that
construction occur outside the bird nesting season (February 1 — August 15), or that a
clearance survey for nesting birds and avoidance of the area be provided if nesting bird
species are identified in the project area. The following condition of approval would be
applied to the project in order to address concerns related to nesting bird impacts:

Nesting Native Birds. Construction 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 owner shall
conduct a minimum of four weekly bird surveys, using a qualified biologist with
experience in conducting breeding bird surveys, approved by the City Environmental
Analyst, to detect protected nesting native birds in the vegetation and trees to be
removed and within 300 feet of the construction work area. The surveys shall begin
30 days prior to the disturbance of suitable nesting habitat and conducted on a weekly
basis with the last survey conducted no more than three days before 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 clearing and tree removal shall be
postponed until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged and there is no
evidence of a second attempt at nesting. This shall be confirmed by the qualified
biologist. Nesting arcas to be avoided during construction shall be marked and
protected with flagging and stakes or construction fencing at least 300 feet or 500 feet
(if applicable) from the nest.

Comment

The easement for sewer and drainage runs through the southern portion of the site that
may include Oak Woodland. The potential impact from this action was not evaluated in
the draft MND and biological surveys along the easement are recommended.

Response

Biologists from Condor Environmental Planning Services, Inc., revisited the site on May
31, 2007, and confirmed their original conclusion that the project site does not support
oak woodland. The southern portion of the property is dominated by a tall forest of
Eucalyptus trees. Several coast live oak seedlings, less than one inch in diameter and less
than six feet in height were observed beneath the canopy of the Eucalyptus trees. The
project proposes to remove four coast live oak trees in the southern portion of the project
site and will be required to mitigate their removal with the planting of 70 young oak
saplings. Oak woodland does not occur on the property, therefore impacts on oak
woodland would not result and further mitigation is not required.

Comment

Plant surveys conducted in the technical report attached to the draft Mitigated Negative
Declaration were not conducted during the proper time of the year when rare species are
both evident and identifiable. These surveys would usually occur when the plants are
flowering.




Response

A Condor Environmental Biologist resurveyed the site on May 31, 2007, which is within
the flowering period for most sensitive flowering plants expected to occur on the project
site. The biologist specifically looked for rare plants that are reported from the Santa
Barbara quad in the California Natural Diversity Database. The survey indicates that no
sensitive plants were observed and that the project site does not include suitable habitat
for these sensitive species. Since none of these species were identified on the site, project
impacts on these species are not anticipated and mitigation is not required.

Comment

A thorough description of the environment was not provided in the draft MND.
Theretfore the project does not provide an adequate impact analysis or provide adequate
mitigation.

Response

The Biological survey includes a more detailed description of the affected environment
that is summarized in the draft MND on page 12. The draft MND indicates that
according to the City Master Environmental Assessment there could be oak woodland on
the site. This information is general data for the entire City that was collected some time
ago. The recent biological survey for the property attached to the draft MND and the
follow up survey on May 31, 2007 provides more recent and accurate data that is
applicable to the required analysis. The two surveys provide sufficient data on the
existing flora and fauna on the site to provide a CEQA level analysis and the analysis
indicates that the project would not have any impacts not already identified in the Initial
Study.

Cultural Resources

Comment

The Native American Heritage Commission recommends that the appropriate
Information Center be contacted for a records search to determine if previous surveys
have been conducted, any known resources have been recorded in the area, the
probability for finding archaeological resources is low or otherwise, and if a survey is
required to identify archaeological resources. If an archaeological resource survey is
required a report documenting the findings would be required. The Native American
Heritage Commission should be contacted to a Sacred Lands File check.

Lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources does not preclude their subsurface
existence. Provisions must be made for accidentally discovered archaeological resources.

Response

The city of Santa Barbara uses mapping from the Master Environmental Assessment to
determine if there is a potential for archaeological resources to be present on a project
site.  As indicated on Page 15 of the draft MND the project is not within any
archacologically sensitive zone. Since the sensitivity mapping was prepared using




available archaeological data and consultation with professional archaeologists the
potential for archaeological resources to occur in the project area is very low. A City
standard Condition of Approval that would be imposed on this project would require
monitoring of the initial ground disturbance on the site to ensure that any archaeological
resource accidentally found during construction would be protected. The condition of
approval states:

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 archaeological resources are
encountered or suspected, work shall be halted immediately, the City Environmental
Analyst shall be notified and an archaeologist from the most current City Qualified
Archaeologists List shall be retained by the applicant. 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, ete.

If the discovery comsists 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 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.

Geophysical Conditions

Comment

Detention ponds proposed on carthquake prone and steeply sloping conditions are
dangerous and do not follow sound engineering practice.

Response

As stated on page 135 of the draft MND, the City’s Master Environmental Assessment
(MEA)} map indicates that the project site is located in an area that has low seismic hazard
damage to all structures. The map shows no fault crossing the project site, but does
identify a fault trending towards the site from the west. According to the geologic report
prepared for the project, the closest active fault is the Mission Ridge Arroyo Parida-Santa




Ana Fault, located approximately one mile away and the potential for fault rupture hazard
is considered low. The site is subject to ground shaking due to an earthquake. The
probability of an earthquake during a major storm event when the retention basins are full
is quite low. Additionally, the project site is minimally susceptible to liquefaction in the
event of a strong earthquake. Therefore, impacts related to fault rupture and liquefaction
associated with ground shaking are not expected to occur. The retention basins would be
designed to withstand anticipated ground shaking. Therefore, the potential for
earthquake induced flooding of downstream properties is low.

Transportation

Comment

The State of California Public Utilities Commission recommends that the proposed
project be planned with the safety of the rail corridor in mind. Pedestrian circulation
patterns/destinations with respect to railroad right-of-way should be considered. The
Commission is concerned with increase traffic at the at-grade highway-railroad crossings
located at Milpas Street, Calle Cesar Chavez, and Los Patos Way.

Response

Pedestrian circulation patterns associated with the proposed project are not expected to
result in increased activity at the identified highway-railroad crossings because they are a
considerable distance from the project site. As indicated on Page 26 of the draft MND,
the project would generate an estimated 30 average daily vehicular trips per day
including 3 afternoon peak hour trips per day. The project site is located a considerable
distance away from the railroad crossings. By the time project traffic has been
distributed on the street system less than five peak hour trips would be expected at any
intersection in the city including railroad intersections. Therefore, the project would not
result in a substantial or significant increase in traffic at the railroad crossings identified.

Water Environment

Comment

Grading of the project site coupled with heavy rainfall could potentially destabilize the
hiliside resulting in damage to the surrounding neighborhood properties. Increased
runoff from proposed homes and swimming pools will increase drainage to Woodland
Drive homes below and other adjacent properties. Soil erosion would be increased due to
the proposed homes and removal of the Eucalyptus trees. Provide additional analysis
from a licensed Civil Engineer to certify a properly prepared drainage plan. The
seriousness of drainage issues has been understated. Consider redirecting runoff by using
the natural water course ravine and swale as a drainage solution. Woodland Drive cannot
accommodate additional stormwater flows.

The 24 inch drainage pipe and swale is a poor engineering solution to handle the runoff
from the proposed project, and should be abandoned and an acceptable manner to drain
the project site should be developed. The use of the proposed 24 inch diameter storm
drain pipe is not an appropriate drainage solution for the project. The proposed 24 inch




pipe with a 90 degree bend on a steep slope is not a desirable condition. The magnitude
of stormwater flows has the potential to breach Alston Road and flood residential
properties in area.

Response |

As indicated on page 28 of the draft MND, the project proposes two stormwater retention
arcas designed to retain the increased runoff for a 25-year storm event. Additionally, a
24 inch storm drain is proposed which would direct the flow from the project site across
the property located at 860 Woodland Drive and into the public right-of-way. The
Preliminary Stormwater Study was prepared specifically to identify increases in
stormwater runoff resulting from the proposed development and to show adequacy and
feasibility of the preliminary drainage design for the purpose of mitigating that increase.
In the final design, the basin’s outlet pipe will be sized to meter the outflow to the pre-
development runoff rate as required by the City. The difference between the post-
development and pre-development runoff would be detained on-site in the retention
basins. The City’s Building and Safety Division has reviewed the Preliminary
Stormwater Study and project’s drainage design and has found it to meet the City’s
standards.

The proposed drainage facilities are expected to improve the existing conditions. The
project would establish landscaping or cover disturbed soils with structures or hardscape
ensuring that operational erosion does not increase substantially. Mitigation measures
that require any increase in runoff to be retained on site as well as the installation of
appropriate erosion/sedimentation control devices during construction will be imposed on
the project to ensure adequate drainage facilities that do not cause substantial erosion.

A detailed Erosion Control Plan will be required by the City of Santa Barbara to ensure
that appropriate erosion/sediment control devices between the construction zone and
adjacent areas are installed prior to grading or construction activities. The applicant will
be required to submit and obtain Building Division and Public Works Department
approval of a detailed erosion control plan prepared by a licensed or certified
professional. The plan shall include Best Management Practices approved by the City
and Regional Water Quality Control Board. Permanent sedimentation and erosion
control measures will also be addressed in the Grading and Drainage Plan and Landscape
Plan of the final construction documents. Therefore the project would not result in
significant impacts associated with stormwater runoff and soil erosion and further
mitigation is not required.

As part of the Preliminary Stormwater Study prepared by Triad/Holmes Associates, a site
visit was conducted to assess and verify the topographic features of the site. Also,
observed as part of the field investigation was the potential stormwater drainage path
from the southerly boundary of the site to the discharge location at Woodland Drive. The
project’s post-development runoff rate, from a 100-year design storm was estimated to be
7.6 cubic feet per second (cfs). Based on the steepness of Woodland Drive (over 10%)
and a depth of flow in the gutter of four inches, the capacity of the street would be
approximately 20 c¢fs. Therefore, Woodland Drive could handle stormwater runoff from
both the project site and existing homes on Woodland Drive.




The 24 inch drain pipe is considered a reasonable and acceptable drainage solution by
both the project’s registered civil engineer and City Building and Safety staff. The final
grading and drainage plan would detail the storm drain pipe to ensure proper construction
and calculation would be required to substantiate that the size of the drain pipe is
adequate.

Although the Preliminary Stormwater Study did not specifically recommend a 24 inch
stormn drain pipe, it did not exclude one. The preliminary nature of the report was to
show the magnitude of the stormwater runoff and the detention volume required so that a
reasonable conclusion could be reached regarding the project’s ability to adequately
address stormwater runoff.

Concern was expressed about the proposed 24 inch pipe and the thrust forces associated
with it. Thrust forces would not be a concern for the 24 inch drainage pipe proposed by
the project. Thrust forces are typically only a concern in pressurized pipes such as water
systems, and not for a gravity flow pipe such as storm drain and sewer systems. In a
gravity tflow system, the pipe material itself will withstand any minor momentum forces
exerted by the flow and accordingly its analysis is not necessary.

The final design of the storm drain would be expected to include provisions for a
cleanout/drop inlet structure at the 90 degree bend. Although not necessary for stability,
the installation of a structure would add strength and provide lateral support to the storm
drain pipe at that location.

Regarding the “magnitude of water flow,” while it is true that the capacity of a 24 inch
diameter pipe flow is quite large, the runoff from the developed project site is not
expected to require a 24 inch storm drain pipe. The proposed 24 inch pipe was not sized
as a part of the study and is shown on the Preliminary Grading and Drainage Plan simply
as a means to convey stormwater to the public right-of-way in a non-erosive manner.
The pipe could be substantially smaller and still be able to handle the required flow
volumes associated with the project. However, it should be noted that larger systems
tend to be easier to maintain and have a reduced chance of becoming clogged and operate
more properly. Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant will be required to
submit a final grading and drainage plan prepared by a licensed civil engineer. The final
grading and drainage plan will be required to provide calculations that support the final
sizing of the drainage facilities.

The project proposes to redirect the drainage to curb inlets in Alston Road via the
property located at 860 Woodland Drive instead of through the previous receiving
downstream properties, thus reducing drainage impacts previously experienced by
downhill neighbors. Additionally, check dams are proposed downhill of the detention
basin to assist in intercepting drainage from the development. The southeast corner of
the site will remain undisturbed and runoff from that portion of the site will continue to
be tributary to the portion of Alston Road sloping to the east. Stormwater runoff
resulting from the proposed project and breaching Alston Road and flooding adjacent
properties is not expected to occur,

Comment
Consider the natural watercourse ravine as an alternative drainage solution.



Response

Using the natural watercourse ravine and swale to redirect stormwater runoff would be
problematic. This alternative solution would require that the swale intercept drainage
from all the properties uphill and between the project site and the ravine. The swale
would have to be sized to not only transmit stormwater from the proposed project site,
but also for all stormwater runoff that would cross the path of the proposed swale.
Additionally. discharging directly into the natural ravine would pose environmental and
regulatory issues including additional disruption of vegetation and grading requirements.
Further, obtaining easements from the affected property owners to allow construction of a
swale through their properties is not assured.

Comment

The Preliminary Stormwater Study analysis has understated project impacts. The study
uses water storage nomenclature that is inaccurate and unacceptable as it is stated in
terms of rate of flow, rather than quaniity of storage capacity

Response

The Preliminary Stormwater Study used design storm criteria developed by the County of
Santa Barbara and accepted by the City of Santa Barbara. In addition, the study was
prepared by a registered civil engineer. By stamping and signing the report the engineer
has accepted responsibility that the report was properly prepared in accordance with Civil
Engineering practices.

With respect to the comment that the water storage nomenclature is inaccurate and
unacceptable as it is stated in terms of rafe of flow, rather than quantity of siorage
capacity, in the Preliminary Stormwater Study the rate of flow is used as a method of
sizing the required detention volume, as explained on page 6 of the report (Retention of
Volume Calculation). The sizing of the detention volume followed a method accepted by .
the City. As previously indicated, City staff has reviewed the Preliminary Stormwater
Study prepared for the project and has found it acceptable. The project will be required
to retain any increased runoff on site. Final project plans for grading, drainage,
stormwater facilities and project development will be reviewed and approved by the
Building and Safety Division and Public Works Department to ensure compliance with
City regulations, The City will require that sufficient engineered design and adequate
measures by implemented to avoid construction related and long-term drainage and water
quality impacts.

Alternatives

Comment

The review of the project did not include a discussion of alternatives. The existing lot
configuration should be compared to the proposed configuration and should consider
runoff potential, loss of habitat, expansive soils and slope, fire and safety access and
grading and debris removal.



Response

Mitigated Negative Declarations are not required to evaluate alternatives. This is because
all of the project impacts either do not rise to the level that they are significant or they do
rise above the level of significance and have been reduced to below that level with the
application of mitigation measures.
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226 & 232 EUCALYPTUS HILL DRIVE
MST2004-00349

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

PURPOSE

The purpose of the 226 & 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive Project Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (MMRP) is to ensure compliance with all mitigation measures identified in
the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration to mitigate or avoid potentially significant adverse
environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project. The implementation of this MMRP
shall be accomplished by the Applicant and their representatives. The MMRP program shall

apply to all of the actions occurring under the Permit for the 226 & 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive
project.

L. RESPONSIBILITIES AND DUTIES

A qualified representative from the Applicant, approved by the City Planning Division
and paid for by the Applicant shall be designated as the Project Environmental
Coordinator (PEC). The PEC shall be responsible for assuring full compliance with the
provisions of this mitigation monitoring and reporting program to the City for actions
undertaken under the 226 & 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive Project. 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 this program.

It is the responsibility of the Applicant to comply with all mitigation measures listed in
the attached MMRP matrix table. Any problems or concerns between monitors and
construction personnel shall be addressed by the PEC. Staff and/or contractors hired to
do work under the 226 & 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive Project shall provide a schedule of
activities for review and approval of the PEC. The staff or contractor shall inform the
PEC of any major revisions to the construction schedule at least 48 hours in advance.
The PEC, staff, and contractor shall meet on a weekly basis in order to assess compliance
and review future activities anticipated under the construction of the 226 & 232
Eucalyptus Hill Drive Project.

A PRE-IMPLEMENTATION BRIEFING

The PEC shall prepare a pre-implementation briefing report. The report shall
include a list of all mitigation measures and a plot plan delineating all sensitive
areas to be avoided. This report shall be provided to all personnel performing
work under this permit,

The pre-implementation briefing shall be conducted by the PEC. The briefing
shall be attended by the PEC, supervisors of staff working on the project,
necessary consultants, Planning Division Case Planner, and all contractors and
subcontractors associated with the project. Additional pre-construction briefings
shall be conducted when changes in the PEC, staff working on the project and a
change in contractor occurs.

This MMRP shall be presented to those in attendance at the meeting. The
briefing presentation shall include project background, the purpose of the MMRP,
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duties and responsibilities of each participant, communication procedures,
monitoring procedures, filling out of the mitigation monitoring matrix and
summary reports, and duties and responsibilities of the PEC, staff, contractors,
and project consultants.

It shall be emphasized at this briefing that the PEC and project consultants have
the authority to stop construction and redirect construction equipment in order to
comply with all mitigation measures.

. IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES

A.

REPORTING PROCEDURES

The PEC for shall utilize the MMRP Matrix Table, attached to the Addendum to
the Mitigated Negative Declaration, as the basis for daily monitoring of activities
approved as a part of the project. As long as no compliance with mitigation
measure issues is identified on the completed matrix table, the MMRP forms shall
be kept on file by the PEC. If the PEC identifies non-compliance or other
problems with mitigation measure issues, the completed forms shall be forwarded
to the Environmental Analyst in the Planning Division. In addition, monthly
summary reports and annual summary reports on the mitigation monitoring
program shall be submitted to the Planning Division by the PEC,

MMRP MATRIX

The following MMRP Matrix Table provides each mitigation measure, identifies
the responsible party, and allows the monitor to indicate the date monitoring
occurred, whether the mitigation measure has been implemented, and comments
on activities, if necessary. .

The MMRP Matrix Table is intended to be used by all parties involved in
monitoring the project mitigation measures, as well as project contractors and
others working in the field. The Matrix Table shall be used as a compliance
checklist to aid in compliance verification and monitoring requirements for all
activities conducted under the 226 & 232 Eucalyptus Hill Drive Project, whenever
activities authorized under this permit are conducted. A copy of the MMRP
matrix table shall be kept in the project file by the PEC as verification that
compliance with all mitigation measures has occurred.
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