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Tymantroup

Real Estate Development Services

October 6, 2005

Ciry of Santa Barbara Planning Commission
630 Garden Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93102

Subject: 210 Meigs Road Project (MST2002-00710)

Request for Zoning Map, General Plan, and Local Coastal Plan
Amendment

Dear Chair Maguire and Members of the Planning Commission:

For your review and approval, enclosed please find plans for a 10-unit condominium project
located at 210 Meigs Road on Assessor’s Parcel Number 045-110-011.

The proposed residential development would require a zone change from E-3/5D-3, Single
Family Residential Zone/Coastal Overlay Zone, to R-2/SD-3, Two Family Residential
Zone/ Coastal Overlay Zone, a change in the existing General Plan designation, from Major
Public and Institutional to Residential, 12 units per acre, and removal of a “Proposed Park”
symbol on the General Plan Map, and a modification for a wall to exceed the maximum,
allowable height of eight (8) feet. In addition, as the subject property is located in the Coastal
Zone, a Local Coastal Plan Amendment would be required.

A change of zone is a legislative process and City procedure requires that the Planning
Commission or City Council initiate the rezone. On behalf of the property owner, Michael
Stevens, TynanGroup, Inc. submitted a request for rezone of the subject property in late 2002.

This Commission conceptually reviewed the project and approved the Initiation of Zone
Change on January 23, 2003,

The proposed project was scheduled to return to the Planning Commission for project
consideration on April 14, 2005. After the project was noticed and a site visit conducted by the
Commission, it was determined that a Categonical Exemption from environmental review was
erroneously applied to the project. The project was removed from the April 14, 2005, Planning
Commission agenda, and Staff was directed to prepare 2 Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration
for consideration by the Planning Commission and public.

A Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared and was available for public review and
written comment during the period of August 8, 2005, to September 7, 2005. In addition, an

environmental hearing was held before the Planning Commission on August 25, 2005, in the
Council Chambers at City Hall,

The proposed project is identical to the one previously scheduled.
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Property Details

The subject property is located in the East Mesa Area of the Gity of Santa Barbara on Meigs
Road adjacent to Washington School. The property has a current zoning designation of E-
3/SD-3, Single Family Residential/ Coastal Overlay Zone, and is located in the non-appealable
jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone. The area of the subject property is 53,484 square feet gross
(38,553 square feet net) with an overall parcel slope of 8%. The property is currently vacant.
Vegetation within the site primarily consists of common ornamental shrubs (Pyracaitha,
Myoporer) and trees (A, California Pepper, E uabptus). Ground cover consists of non-native
grasses (Broms, Awna) and common weeds (mustard, radish, thistle).

Neighborhood Specifics

Washingron Elermentary School immediately surrounds the site to the North and East. The
School is zoned E-3/8D-3, Single Family Residential/ Coastal Overlay Zone; the vacant parcel to
the North of the site, also owned by Washington School is zoned P-R/SD-3, Park &
Recreational/ Coastal Overlay Zone. Further north of the site, is a 22-unit condominium
complex that is zoned R-2/8D-3, Two Family Residential /Coastal Overlay Zone. Across Meigs
Rd, to the West and South of the site is La Mesa Park and the US. Coast Guard Facility, each is
zone P-R/SD-3, Park & Recreational/ Coastal Overlay Zone. Across Meigs Rd to the North of
the project site, is a 16-unit Public Housing complex zoned R-2/SD-3, Two Family
Residential/ Coastal Overlay.

Project Description

The proposed project consists of a one-lot subdivision with ten (10) condominium units, eight
(8) of which are proposed at market rate and two (2) affordable at middle income. Each
condominium unit would have a two-car garage (20 parking spaces) and three (3) guest parking
spaces would be provided on-site. Site access is proposed via an introduced curb cut and 18-foot
driveway off of Meigs Road approximately 30-feet south of the northerly property line.

The overall project construction process is estimated to last 12 months. This would include
grading for site preparation for approximately 1 month and estimated construction duration of
11 months. The proposed project would remove 57 existing 4” 1o 42” trees (predominantly
Eucalyptus and other non-native trees) and plant 63 new trees, of which 43 would be 24” box
trees, approximately 15-feet in height at the time of planting, The necessary grading under the
building footprint will be balanced on-site, with approximately 1,082 cubic vards of cut and fill
Outside the building footprint, the project will require 3,380 cubic yards of cut and 10 cubic
yards of fill. '

All utilivy service lines are proposed to be placed underground per SBMC 28.08.025 and
22.38.030. Public improvements are proposed 1o consist of the following:

e Installavion of a median, curb extension, 6-foot wide sidewalk, and 4-foot wide parkway
along Meigs Road extending the frontage of the subject property and the property to the
north (Washington School parking Jot).

e  Supply and install new City Standard street lights approximately 100 feet apart along the
entire parkway (frontage of property and Washingron School parking lot).
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To further clarify the scope of the project, a detailed discussion of the project follows below.

Condominmm Units

The eight market rate condominiums would be comprised of five (5) two-bedroom units, with
an average unit size of 1,392 square feet, and three (3) three-bedroom units, with an average unit
size of 2,157 square feet. The two (2) affordable condominiums would be two-bedroom units
with an average unit size of 1,216 square feet. Each residential unit would have a private 400
square foot two-car garage. The eight (8) market rate units are proposed 1o be configured into
four (4) duplex structures. The two (2) atfordable units are detached second-story single floor
units. The enclosed Site Plans illustrate the proposed development configuration as well as the
proposed Ground Floor (sheet PC.3) and Second Floor (sheet PC4) layouts.

Parking

The required parking for each condominium unit is one (1) covered and one (1) uncovered
parking space per unit and no guest parking. As proposed the project would provide a two car
garage for each condominium unit (20 parking spaces) and three (3) guest parking spaces. Both
residential and guest parking would be intemalized on the northeast portion of the parcel to
ensure a pedestrian friendly street frontage. Each garage would provide 2 minimum interior
clear area of 20-feet wide by 20-feet deep in addition to 300 cubic feet of private storage space.
The three (3) guest parking spaces will be uncovered and located immediarely adjacent to the
residential garages. A requirement that all garages be kept open and available for the parking of
vehicles owned by the residents of the property will be included in the Covenants, Codes &
Restrictions (CC&R’s) of the development.

Site Access .
Site access is proposed via an introduced curb cut and 18-foot driveway (designed to City
Standards and constructed to Public Works Standard detail 1-002, “dustpan”) off of Meigs Road

approximately 30-feet south of the northerly property line. The driveway would serve as the sole
ingress and egress to the condominium development and have a slope of 10%.

Meigs Road is constructed on a large-radii horizontal curve alignment along the westem
boundary of the project site. The project driveway is located on the inside of the curve. The
speed limit posted on Meigs Road adjacent to the site is 35 MPHL Dhuring the early stages of
project review Staff had concerns about the safety of the proposed access point. Staff required a
sight visibility technical analysis by a Transportation Engineer to ensure that safe vehicular
access could be provide at the proposed location without jeopardizing vehicular, bicycle, or
pedestrian safety or inhibiting fire access. Associated Transportation Engineers (ATE)
performed the sight visibility technical analysis; a letter dated December 10, 2004, detailing the
findings of the analysis is attached for your review.

The results of the site distance analysis found that adequate sight distance could be provided
looking to the north; the proposed location of the driveway provided well over 250 feet of sight
distance (Caltrans minimurm requirement) in that direction. The site distance analysis found that
approximately 325 feet of sight distance could be provided from the driveway looking to the
south if no obstructions would be placed along the property frontage. To ensure that the
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maximum sight distance would available looking 1o the south, as proposed the project would

provide a bumped-out curb and no parking zone along the property frontage (see Site Plan
PC2).

Pedestrian Safery & Mobility

Given the location of the project along the curve of Meigs Road and in close progimity to

Washington School, La Mesa Park, transit and the commercial hub of the Mesa, an optimal
design that enhances pedestrian mobility and safety is desirous. As proposed the project would
create an uninterrupted pedestrian pathway from the project site to the amenities to north and

deter pedestrians from crossing at unmarked or unsafe locatons.

New sidewalk and parkway will be installed along the property frontage and the frontage of the
property immediately to the north (Washington School parking lot). The proposed extension of
the sidewalk to the north is an applicant initiated measure to enhance pedestrian safety in the
project area. The sidewalk extension to the north would provide a link between the project site
and the terminus of the existing sidewalk and create a safe and continuous pedestrian path of
travel to the Elise Way crosswalk approximately 580 feet north of the subject property. Along
the subject property frontage, plantings would be installed in the median and parkway to deter
pedestrian crossing and would be maintained at a height of less than 3.5 feet as not to negatively
impact sight visibility of motorists,

Tree Removal & Landscape Plan

The proposed project would remove 57 existing 4” to 42” trees (predominantly Eucalyprus and
other non-native trees) and plant 63 new trees, of which 43 would be 24” box trees,
approximately 15-feet in height at the time of planting. As noted on the Preliminary Landscape
Plan, the proposed planting plan would be consistent with SBMC §22.80.020, the Gity’s Water
Conservation Landscape Design Standards. The one (1) mature Coast Live Oak on-site would
be retained, with standard oak tree protective measures implemented during construction. In
addition, five (5) live oak trees would be included in the Final Landscape Plan to ensure that the
project would result in no significant impact to oak trees.

The biological impacts of the proposed project were evaluated by Rachel Tierney Consulting and
documented in letters dated June 3, 2005, September 13, 2004, July 27,2001 and July 25, 2001.
As no senstive, endangered, rare or threatened species are known to use or be established at the
subject site, the removal of the eucalyptus grove would not result in a significant impact.
Migrating monarch butterflies have not been documented on the subject property and their
likekhood of using the eucalyptus trees as a transitory site during migration would be very minor.
In addition, although the trees provide roosting habitat for raptors (birds of prey), their use as 2
nesting site at this location is extremely limited due to the location and size of the thicket,

Grading & Drainage

The necessary grading under the building footprint will be balanced on-site, with approximately
1,082 cubic yards of cut and fill. Qutside the building footprint, the project will require 3,380
cubic yards of cut and 10 cubic yards of fill. The grading will not substantially aker the existing
topography, but will allow the structures to sit lower on the site and thus reduce the overall mass
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and scale of the project. The attached Preliminary Foundation Study prepared by Pacific

Laboratory on April 8, 2004, anticipated the over-excavation and recompaction at an average
depth of 467,

As detatled in the attached Drainage Evaluation prepared by Flowers & Associates on March 24,
2004, the current on-site drainage sheet flows southeasterly across the property, down an
embankment, over an existing curb onto Meigs Road. Drainage on Meigs Road surface flows in
existing curb and gutter southeasterly down the street into an existing drop inlet located
approximately 176 feet from the southeasterly property comer. Drainage from the inlet is

conveyed m a 24” reinforced concrete pipe and eventually outlets at the beach on the south side
ot Meigs Road.

The proposed development of the property would not substantially alter the existing drainage
course. As illustrated on the Grading/Drainage/ Utility Plan (sheet PC.5), the on-site drainage
would continue to flow in a southeasterly direction and would be collected by twenty-two (22)
on-site catch basins and one (1) off-site catch basin and discharged onto Meigs Road via curb
outlet drains. The project would result in an increase of 0.2 cfs of flow, 2 minor increase in run-

off thar would be either retained on-site or demonstrated to be accommodated by the existing
drainage system.

Accessibiliy

No common space amenities (i.e. pool, Jacuzzi, tot lot, laundry facility, etc.) are proposed as part
of the project; each unit is designed with an independent laundry area and private outdoor living
space. The courtyards and paseos have been designed to be umiversally accessible. Given that
parking is private and contained within each unit’s designated two-car garage, California Building
Code 1118A does not apply to this project.

Eight (8) of the ten (10) condominiums units are configured in a duplex townhouse style, with
two (2) antached units per building with access provided via a ground floor entrance. The
rematning two (2) units are single floor second story units with a stairway entrance. The
accessibility requirements 1102A of Section 101.17.9 and Chaprer 11A of the 2001 California
Building Code, requiring that all “ground floor” units be adaptable is not applicable to this
project as it only applies to condominium buildings (not projects) with four (4) units or more.

Policy Consistency

The overall site plan conforms to the standards of the R-2 Zone, Two Family Residential, as
prescribed in SBMC Chapter 28.18. As detailed on the Site Plan (sheet PC.2) and Unit Layout
Plan (PC.3), each unit conforms to the required setback (front, rear, and interior), height, private
open yard area, public open yard area, and parking standards. The proposed development
would maximize the allowable density of the site with ten (10) dwelling units. Although the
Zoving Ordinance would allow up to eleven (11) units, the proposed General Plan Designation
of Residential, 12 dwelling units per acre, would only allow up to ten (10) units. The proposed
project would not require modification of the development standard or the density requirements
of the R-2 Zone.
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The building massing has been designed in accordance with the City’s Neighborhood
Preservation Ordinance and Development Design Standards. Likewise, each unit complies with
the City’s physical design standards for new condominiums as detailed in SBMC §27.13.060. The
project was conceptually reviewed in February, July and October of 2004, by the Architectural
Board of Review (ABR) and received overall positve comments in terms of mass, bulk, and
scale and neighborhood compatibility.

Affordability

There 15 no one set calculation for determining the rumber of affordable units required as a
result of a rezone. The City density bonus policies and zoning ordinance do not address rezones
and how to determine the affordability of a unit made possible through a rezone. Historically,

Staff has recommended that additional residential density gained through a rezone be income
restricted affordable.

When the project was conceptually reviewed by the Planning Commission during the Initiation
of Zone Change hearing on January 23, 2003, the project was 100% market rate and consisted of
10 units. At that time Staff recommended to the Commission that if the proposed rezone was to
be initiated the project should be required to provide all additional units granted by the rezone'
to be affordable, thus requiring the proposed ten (10) unit condominium project to have four (4)
market rate and six (6) affordable units. The Planning Commission supported the initiation of
zone change but did not support Staff’s recommendation of an affordability requiremment of four

(4) market rate and six (6) affordable (see attached Jarwary 23, 2003, Planning Commission
Inutes).

In response to the fact that the Planning Commission did not support staff’s position on
affordability requirements at the January 23, 2003 hearing and considering the affordability
directives established by the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, the project you are considering
today consists of eight (8) market rate units and two (2) middle income affordable units, adding a
20% atfordability component to the project. The proposed project would provide two (2)
income restricted affordable condominium units and eight (8) market rate condominium units
that are more “affordable by design” (i.e. attached, smaller, higher density) than the standard
single family development possible under the parcel’s current E-3 zoning designation.

We have met with Staff in an attempt to develop a mutually acceptable project affordability mix.
Staff has been unwavering in their position that the project should provide four (4) market rate
and six (6) affordable units. The inability to establish 2 mutually agreeable division on market
rate and affordable units and the economic infeasibility of implementing Staff’s recommendation
has left us at an impasse. As a result, we ask that the resolution of the appropriate ratio of
market rate and affordable units be left to the discretion of the Planning Commission.

! Under the current zbning designation of E-3/8D-3 the parcel could be developed with one {1} single family
residence or potentially four (4) single family residences via a four lot subdivision and a General Plan and Local
Coastat Plan Amendment.
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Requested Actions
- Given the proposed scope of work we respectfully request Planning Commussion approval of

the follow actions, contingent upon actions by the City Council and California Coastal
Commussion:

1. Tentative Subdivision Map for a one-lot subdivision to construct ten (10) residential
condominium units.

2. Coastal Development Permit for a one-lot subdivision to construct ten (10} residential
condominium units in the non-appealable jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone.

3. Moditication to allow a wall to exceed the maximum allowable height of eight (8) feet.

In addition, we respectfully request that the Planning Commission recommend to the City

Council approval of the following actions requiring approval by the City Council and California
Coastal Commission:

1. Zoning Map Amendment to change the zoning designation of the subject property from
E-3/5D-3, Single Family Residential/ Coastal Overlay Zone, to R-2/SD-3, Two Family
Residential/ Coastal Overlay Zone.

2. General Plan Amendment to amend the General Plan Land Use Map for the subject
property from Major Public & Institutional to Residential, 12 units per acre, and delete
the “Proposed Park” designation.

3. Local Coastal Plan Amendment to amend the Local Coastal Plan Land Use Map.

Project Justification & Conclusion

It has been challenging for my client to develop this property given the discrepancy between the
current underlying residential zoning designation and the institutional General Plan designation.
I understand that the institutional General Plan designation may have been a mapping error at
the time the General Plan map was ratified. Under the City’s General Plan, a property with a
General Plan designation of Public & Institutional must be developed with a school, park or
non-profit entity, none of which, when approached has expressed interest in purchasing the
property. Given my clients mterest in developing his property in a residential capacity consistent
with the surrounding neighborhood development, we are requesting to adjust the property’s
zoning designation from E-3/5D-3 to R-2/SD-3, and subsequently amend the General Plan and
Local Coastal Plan,

This property is a prime location for multi-family living and will be adequately served by all
required public utilities. Given the existing surrounding development, commercial corridor and
public transportation availability, the density proposed equates to sound community planning.
Housing in the City is limited and demand 1s high. The proposed project would add to the
housing stock at both the market rate and affordable levels.
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On behalf of the property owner, I thank you for your review and consideration of this
application. I look forward to presenting this project to you in greater detail on October 20,
2005. Should you have any questions or require additional information, please do not hesitate to

contact me at sfort@tynangroup com. I may also be reached by phone at (805) 898-0567
extension 161,

Respectfuliy, -

a7

Steven M. Ford
Project Manager
TynanGroup, Inc.

Enclosures

cc:  Mike Stevens, Property Owner
Peter Ehlen, East Beach Ventures
Scott Schell, Associated Transportation Engineers (ATE)



ARCHITECTURAL BOARD OF REVIEW
CASE SUMMARY

216 MEIGS RD MST2002-00710
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Project Deseription:

The project consists of a one lot subdivision with ten condominiums (8 market and 2 affordable) and 23
parking spaces on a 38,553 square foot vacant lot. A zone change from E-3/8-D-3 to R-2/8-D-3 is
requested. A change in the existing General Plan designation from Major Public and Institutional to
Residential, 12 units per acre, and removal of a proposed park symbol would also be necessary as well as a
Local Coastal Plan Amendment because the General Plan Amendment would affect a parcel in the Coastal
Zone.

Activities:

10/4/2004 ABR-Concept Review (Continued)
(Third Concept Review.)

(COMMENTS ONLY; PROJECT REQUIRES ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND PLANNING
COMMISSION APPROVAL OF A TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP, COASTAL DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT, MODIFICATIONS, AND AMENDMENTS TO THE GENERAL AND LOCAL COASTAL
PLAN,)

(3:23)
Peter Ehlen, Architect; David Black, Landscape Architect; and Jessica Grant, Case planner, present.
Public comment opened at 5:38 p.m.

Ed Gamble, 320 Lighthouse Rd. stated concerns about the densiiy and deviation from single family
homes.

Public comment closed at 5:40 p.m.

Motion:  Continued indefinitely to the Planning Commission with the following comments:

1) The Board appreciates the applicant's response to the massing af Meigs Road. 2) The Board
appreciates the stepping of the buildings into the natural terrain. 3) The two-foot wall separation and
the pedestrian pathways internal fo the site is a positive relationship to the street. 4) The Board
appreciates the applicant's response of the relationship of the site planning to the adjacent school.

5) The Board appreciates the introduction of more landscaping in the courtvard areas. 6) The overall
site-plan is successful with the internalization of the parking area, which is hidden from public view. 7)

{MST ABR Summary.rpt) : Date Printed:  October 13, 2005
YT Y EEEREV T T
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Praoject Description:

The project consists of a one lot subdivision with ten condominiums (8 market and 2 affordable) and 23
parking spaces on a 38,553 square foot vacant fot. A zone change from E-3/8-D-3 1o R-2/8-D-3 is
requested. A change in the existing General Plan designation from Major Public and Institutional to
Residential, .12 units per acre, and removal of a proposed park symbol would also be necessary as well as a
Local Coastal Plan Amendment because the General Plan Amendment would affect a parcel in the Coastal
Zone.

Activities:

The Board finds the overall mass, bulk and scale is moving in the right direction. 8) Units 3 through 6
need befter grounding of the architectural elements.  9) Study distinguishing architecture elements, to be
more like units 7 and 8. 10) The Board appreciates the introduction of the internal landscaping of the
skyline frees to break up the building masses. 11) The Board appreciates the extension of the parkway
and the narrowing of the road to provide more landscape to the project. 12) Provide more significant
vertical break-ups on the first floor along Meigs Road.

Action. Pierron/Bartlett, 8/0/0.

172004 ABR-Resubmittal Received

Resubmittal has been received. Dave Sullivan.

7/19/2004 ABR-Concept Review (Continued)

(Second Concept Review.)

(COMMENTS ONLY; PROJECT REQUIRES ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND PLANNING
COMMISSION APPROVAL OF A TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP, COASTAL DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT, MODIFICATIONS, AND AMENDMENTS TO THE GENERAL AND LOCAL COASTAL
PLAN.)

{3:38)
David Black, Landscape Architect; David Odell, Applicant; and Pete Ehlen, Architect, present.

Staff Comment.: Jessica Grant, Case Planner, reiterated that at the last DART review, it was
recommended that the applicant take access off of Lighthouse Road through an existing easement instead
of taking access off Meigs Road.

Motion:  Continued indefinitely with the following comments; 1) The Board appreciates the direction
that the application has taken in reducing the scale and massing of the units. 2) The Board appreciates
the significant pedestrian access points off of Meigs Road into the courtyards. 3) The Board views the
overall site planning as positive. 4) The Board appreciates internalization of the automobile access in
allowing the largely public experience from Meigs Road to be landscaping and pedestrian. 5) The
skyline trees that come up through the units are favorable. 6} Further reduce the mass, bulk, and scale of
the wnits, particularly in response to the natural lerrain, by internal stepping of the units and
manipulation of roof lines to create a cascading effect down the slope. 7) Study introducing more
one-story elements, particularly as the architecture approaches the south. 8) Reduce the amount of two

{MST ABR Summary.rpt) Date Printed:  October 13, 2005
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Praject Description:

The project consists of a one fot subdivision with ten condominiums (8 market and 2 affordable) and 23
parking spaces on a 38,553 square foot vacant lot. A zone change from E-3/58-D-3 to R-2/8-D-3 is
requested. A change in the existing General Plan designation from Major Public and Institutional to
Residential, 12 units per acre, and removal of a proposed park symbol would also be necessary as well as a
Local Coastal Plan Amendment because the General Plan Amendment would affect a parcel in the Coastal
Zone.

Activities:

and a half story volume architecture and further reduce the architecture along Meigs Road. 9) Further
study smaller scale picces of architecture. 10} Introduce more softscape into the courtyards because the

design is too urban and needs to be more in keeping with the Mesa vernacular. 12) Introduce larger

trees io the periphery of the site. 13) Rearrange the trees from the internal courtyard to make more
useable space. 14) Some Board members feel that the architecture is too ornate for the Mesa. 15)
Provide a composite elevation along Meigs Road and on the Eastern elevation, showing the grade

elevation as it descends. 16) One Board member is concerned with the impact of the architecture and the
privacy relative o the school in the Eastern property line. 17) Assure adequate landscape screening and
that the architecture turn away from the school. 18) Study dropping the grade ai the most internalized

portion of the motor court and the adjacent unit number ten. 19) Create a more pedestrian friendly entry

on unit fen, '
Action: Pierron/Bartlert, 8/0/0.

2/9/2004 ABR-Concept Review (New)

(COMMENTS ONLY; PROJECT REQUIRES ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND PLANNING
COMMISSION APPROVAL,)

(3:42)

Peter Ehlen, Architect, and Jessica Grant, Project Planner, present.

Motion: Continued indefinitely with the following comments: 1) The general concept of the project is
appropriate. 2} Introduce more visual and real pedestrian connection to the units along Meigs Road. 3)

The architecture needs to provide a more significant human scale. 4) Break down the massing to

respond to the slope of the site through the reduction of plate heights, more one-story elements, etc. 5)
Provide significant landscaping to break down the massing of project on the east side, along ihe property

adjacent fo the school, and to interrupt the architecture along the street. 6) Provide indication of the
significant existing trees. 7) Provide opportunities for trees that can be saved. 8) Provide mitigation

plans for the loss of the significant trees that will be removed.

Action: Pierron/Larson, 7/0/0.

(MST ABR Summary.rpt) Date Printed: - October 13, 2005






CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION - MSTZ2002-00710

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 Mitigated Negative Declaration
has been prepared for the following project:

PROJECT: 210 MEIGS ROAD PROJECT (MST2002-00710)

PROJECT LOCATION: 210 MEIGS ROAD. (APN 045-110-011)

PROJECT PROPONENT: Amy Graham

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The project consists of a one lot subdivision with ten condominium units, 8 of
which are market and 2 affordable at middle income. Each unit would have a two-car garage and three guest
parking spaces would be provided on site. The project proposes 3,830 cubic yards of cut and 10 cubic yards of fill
outside the main building footprint. The project proposes to take access from Meigs Road, south of the northerly
property boundary. The project includes the removal of approximately 57 existing 4 to 42 inch trees, composed
primarity of Eucalyptus and other non-natives and the installation of 63 new trees, 43 of which would be 24” box
trees. The proposal includes retention of an existing mature oak tree and tree protection measures.

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FINDING:

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

Envi()'ta? Ant
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT, PLANNING DIVISION
INITIAL STUDY/ ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST MST2002-00710
PROJECT: 210 MEIGS ROAD
October 20, 2005

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 10 be prepared or if preparation of an Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) 1s required to further analyze impacts. Additionally, if preparation of an EIR is required, the Initial Study is
used to focus the EIR on the effects determined to be potentially significant.

A Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (DMNID) was circulated for public comment from August 8 through September 7.

2005, and 2 public comment hearing was held by the Planning Commission on August 25. 2005, Five letters of public

comment were received, as well ag he 1!‘i1‘i;1 comments_{comment ietters and hearing minuies are attached). € omments

crved from the {oHowing partie

Witz Bovcke, Julia, Sepreraber 7, 2005

Feffery Camphell, Natasha, September 7, 2003

Jones, fenniler, September 22005, California Department of Toxic Substances Control

Kalman, Carol, Sepfember 7. 2005

Hetvonk, David, santa Barbara School Districts,

sl Dravid Ayoust 6, 2005 Santa Barbars School Districts.

© Rebegea, Avwnst 24 2065

tiers recerved moeluded the Tollowing substantive envircamental comments:

seiting information is provided. More information regarding the site and the surrounding

Environmental impacts are not adeguately disclosed.

The public notice ways madeguate because it did not inelude a reference (o all documer

Eo, during xch(mi hours, Washimeton & should he

; nihhhu during school spoojal events,

Noedse mmpacts on the schaol e o

Sasarooms should be estimared,

Cnoise level i adjacent temporaryschool

the inital study does pot consistent

100 pericd,

S FOULES Are he house road sng the aceess qusement,

d cause fra

s onat ejude g land pse section, Future residemns of the Wi‘%t_‘t”?

woudd be moulied that they would
use a land use conthict with the future project restdents,

—*

o the sehool which eondd e

4]

weal representatives should be mcluded in the MMEP pre-constr

indicate if bistoric use of the site resulied m release of hazardous sybsiances on the site, Any
wogontmminated sress on the sire need 10 be wentified. Al investgation of hazardous
: »should be conducied ander an approved work y_é;m. Anv contaminaied sooils encountered
ion should cause cunstruciinn W ceise and appropriaiy procedures inplemented,
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e Pesticides should not be used on the site during construction.

APPLICANT/ PROPERTY OWNER

Applicant: Owner

Steve Fort, Tvnan Group, Inc, Michael Stevens

2927 De fa Vina Street . 13337 South Street, #361
Santa Barbara, CA 93103 Cerritos, CA 90703

Apbnlicant Renresentative:

Pete Ehlen, Architect

410-B E. Haley Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

PROJECT ADDRESS/LOCATION (See Exhibit A-Vicinity Map)

The subject property is a 53,484 (gross) square foot vacant lot (38,553 square feet net) located in the East Mesa Area

adiacent to Washington School, at the terminus of Lighthouse Road, across from La Mesa Park, and fronts along Meigs
Road,

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (See Exhibit B-Site Plan)

Project Components:

The project consists of a one lot subdivision with ten condominium units, 8 of which are market and 2 affordable at
middle income. The units are composed of two and three bedrooms and range in size from 1,080 to 2,409 square feet.
Each unit would have a two-car garage and three guest parking spaces would be provided on-site. The project proposes to
take access from Meigs Road, south of the northerly property boundary. The project proposes 3,830 cubic yards of cut
and 10 cubic yards of fill outside the main building footprint. Grading under the main building footprints would be
balanced on-site involving 1,082 cubic yards,

The project includes the removal of approximately 57 existing 4 to 42 inch trees, composed primarily of Eucalyptus and
other non-natives and the installation of 63 new frees, 43 of which would be 24” box trees, approximately 15 feet in height
at the time of planting, in five years the height would be from 25-30 feet and at maturity in 10 years, 30 to 45 feet in
height. The propoesal inciudes retention of an existing mature oak tree and protection measures.

A zone change from E-3/5-D-3 to R-2/5-D-3 is required. A change in the existing General Plan designation from Major
Pablic and Institutional to Residential, 12 units per acre, and removal of a Proposed Park designation would also be
necessary, as well as a Local Coastal Plan (LCP) Amendment because the parcel is located in the Coastal Zone.

Required Permits:

Actions requiring a Planning Commission recommendation to the City Council and subsequent approval by the City
Council and the California Coastal Commission:

I, General Plan Map Amendment to amend the General Pian Land Use Map for the subject parcel from
Major Public & Institutional fo Residential, 12 units per acre, which would be consistent with the
proposed R-2 Zoning designation, and delete the “Proposed Park™ designation from this area,

2. Local Coastal Plan Amendment to amend the Local Coastal Plan Land Use Map in the Coastal Zone
{(SBMC §28.45.009.7)

3. Zoning Map Amendment to change the E-3/8D-3, Single Family Residential Zone/Coastal Overlay Zone,
to R-2/8D-3, Two Family Residential Zone/Coastal Overlay Zone (SBMC §28.92.015).

Actions by the Planning Commission contingent upon above actions by the City Council and Coastal Commission:

1. Coastal Development Permit for a one lot subdivision to construct residential condominiums in the
nonappealable jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone (SBMC §28.45.009)

2. Tentative Subdivision Map for a one lot subdivision to construct residential condominiums (SBMC
Chapter 27.07).
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Existing Site Characteristics

Topography:
The site has an average of an & percent sfope, sloping to the south toward Meigs Road.

Seismic/Geologic Conditions:

According to the Master Environmental Assessment Map, the project site is located in an area of the “low damage leve! to
one to three story structures.” The site is not located in an area of known or mapped faults, but would be subject to
ground shaking due to earthquakes on nearby faults.

Flooding/Fire Hazard:

The project site is not located within a flood hazard area or in the High Fire Hazard area of the City.

Creeks/Drainage:

The closest creek to the project site is located across Meigs Road. traversing La Mesa Park. Drainage on the project site
sheet flows southeasterly across the property onto Meigs Road. The drainage on Meigs Road surface flows in an existing
curb and gutter, southeasterly into an existing drop inlet and is then conveyed in a 24-inch concrete pipe that eventually
outiets at the beach on the south side of Meigs Road.

Biological Resources:

The project site is located in an urban setting surrounded by Washington Elementary School and a neighborhood of single,
multiple family residences, and commercial development. Existing vegetation of the site consists of common ormamental
shrubs and trees. There are no sensitive, endangered, rare or threatened species known to occur on the site.

Archaeological Resources:

The site is not within any of the City’s cultural sensitivity zones.

According to the Master Environmental Assessment Map, the project site is within the less than 60 decibel (DBA Ldn)
noise contour for average ambient noise levels.

Existing Land Use

Existing Facilities and Uses:

The project site is currently vacant. Vegetation within this site consists primarily of common ornamental shrubs
(Pyrancantha, Myoporum) and trees (Acacia, California Pepper, Eucalyptus). Ground cover consists of non-native
grasses {Bromus, Avena) and common weeds (mustard, radish, and thistle). There is one mature Coast Live Oak tree on
the property that will remain.

Access and Parking:

The project site is vacant; access is currently taken from an easement at the terminus of Lighthouse Road. There are no
existing parking spaces on the site.
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PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

Assessor’s Parcel Nomber;  (345-110-011 Existing General Plan Major Public & Instingtional,
Designation: with “Proposed Park”
svmbaol

Existing Zoning: E-3/SD-3, Single Family Residential | Proposed GP Designation:  Residential, 12 units per acre
Lone/Coastal Overlay Zone

Proposed Zoning: R-2/5D-3, Two Family Residential | Pareel Size: 53,484 gross square feet
Zone!C ewaqta! Overlay Zone { §> 555 net square fest)

Existing Land Use: Vacant Proposed Land Use:  Multi-residential

Slope: Eight percent average slope that slopes to the south towards Meigs Road

SURROUNDING LAND USES:

North: Washington Elementary School
South: Across Meigs Rd. — La Mesa Park and U.S. Coast Guard Facility
Fast: Washington Elementary School
West: Across Meigs Rd. — La Mesa Park and U.S. Coast Guard Facility

Land Use and Zoning Designations:

The subject lot is in the East Mesa Neighborhood as described in the Land Use Element of the General Plan. This area is
described as mostly having a density classification of five dwelling units per the acre, which would be consistent with F-3
zoning classification. The discussion in the General Plan of both the East and West Mesa neighborhoods is that, despite
the predominant single-family development, there has been in the past pressure for rezoning to allow multi-family
developments along CIiff Drive. The General Plan has shown an area around the Mesa Shopping Center at a density
classification of twelve dwelling units to the acre. Most of this area is now zoned R-2 and is developed with garden
apartments, duplexes and condominiums. The subject site is located near the intersection of ClHf Drive and Meigs Road
where the Mesa Shopping Center is located.

The property is currently zoned E-3, Single-Family Rcsidentia! This zoning designation alfows for the development of
erbe-one single family residence on rinimum lot sizes of 7500 square feel. The subject property is 38.553 net square -
feet and conld potentially be subdivided into four lots, undu the current zomine, It appears the original intent of the E-3
zoning for this property was 1o match the other E-3 zoned properties that are commeon in the Fast Mesa neighborhood,

although many of the lots in the immediate neighborhood are nonconforming to lot sizes, resulting in a relatively dense
residential Mwhbmhmm Washimaton School mmediately adjacent 1o the nroject site, 18 also zoned E-1 R(;.‘ai(jk_-lﬁ.l:ﬁ e
ior the subject site would be a consistent and compatible use with the surrounding neighborhaod - the school the park,
and the commereialiretall center. The project site is the only privately held property in the area and is surrounded by
Public Institutional uses. The arca north of the school is zoned R-2.  The project would require a General Plan
Amendment from Major Public/Institutional/Proposed Park fo Residential, 17 units/acre.

Both the R-2 and B-3 residential zones require that one and twe story structures observe a six food interior vard setback |

Ihe easters property line i3 shared with Washingion School and proposed Units 7 and 8. The prefiminary landscape plan,
inclhudes the mstablation of several trees that will help screen the develonment from the school The window on the east
elegvation of Linit 8 has been reconfigured to address privacy. Improvements at the school ave sublect fo review by the
City of Santa Barbara because the schouol is located in the Coastal Zone.  New construction requires a Coastal
Development Permit with the provision of required sethacks, The school intends fo construct a library and replace the
portable classrooms when funding becomes availshle,

The school bag stated concerns regarding compatibility with the school and future residential units somefimes adiacent
residents have complained about the noise and activity thal normaety occur on a school site. As o project condition of
approval, the r>rwdze CC&Rs will mmclude disclosure of schooi activities. after schoo! activities, and {uure school
expan: ;

General Plan Policies:
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The proposed General Plan Amendment and Zone Change would continue the multiple-family land use pattern occurring
around the Ciiff Drive/Meigs Reoad shopping center and would locate more intense residential development (10 units) in
close proximity to shopping and limited work opportunities.

Housing Element:

The proposed project would provide two condominium units to middie-income residents (130% of the Area Median
Income). This income group has been identified by the City as an important income level to target in the development of
new homes, which is reflected in the City’s recently adopted Housing Element and Inclusionary Housing Ordinance.
Policy 4.1 of the Housing Element states that, all opportunities to construct new housing units that are affordable to low-
and moderate-income owners and renters shall be pursued. One of the implementation strategies to meet this goal is to
continue 1o assist in development of vacant infill parcels for new low or moderate income households.

Local Coastal Plan

The project must be found consistent with the City’s Local Coastal Plan (LLCP) because the site is located in the Coastal
Zone. The Coastal Plan Map designation for the site is Major Public and Institutional. The proposed designation is
Residential-12 units per acre. The project is located in Component Two of the LCP. The LCP acknowledges that this
area is almost entirely developed with single-family residences with a few areas of multiple family residential located
primarily around the commercial center at the intersection of Cliff Drive and Meigs Road.

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 tratfic impact standards, and applying land use and planning strategies that support the City's mobility goals.

from Meigs Road, the project would be conditioned to include roadway improvements along Meigs Road to ensure proper
sight visibility from the project site. Please refer to discussion in section 11 of this study for additional detail.

‘The proposed project would be consistent with all applicable policies and development standards of the City's General
Plan and Zoning Ordinance, with Planning Commission recommendations to the City Council to support the General
Plan, Local Coastal Plan, and Zoning Map Amendments. Additional analysis of the project's consistency with the City's
General Plan Elements. Zoning Ordinance, and policies will be provided in the Planning Commission Staff Report for the
- project, with a final determination of consistency to be made by the Commission.

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP)

A draft Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program has been prepared for the project in compliance with Public
Resources Code §21081.6. The draft MMRP is attached here as Exhibit C,

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

The foliowing checklist contains questions 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:

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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I. AESTHETICS NO YES

Coulid the project: ' o
uld the project Level of Significance

a) Affect a public scenic vista or designated scenic highway or Potentially Significant, Mitigable
highway/roadway cligible for designation as a scenic
highway?

b) Have a demonsirable negative aesthetic effect in that it is Potentially Significant, Mitigable

mconsistent 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? Potentially Significant, Mitigable

Visual Aesthetics - Discussion

Issumes: 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 lghting.

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. Under CEQA. the evaluation of a
project’s potential impacts to scenic views is focused on views from public (as opposed to private) viewpoints. 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 potentially result from:

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

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

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

Visual Aesthetics — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts

1.2.) Scenic Views

The project site is not located along a scenic highway or roadway eligible for designation as a scenic highway. The site is
focated on the opposite La Mesa Park on Meigs Road, a fifty foot wide street. Major public views from the La Mesa Park
would be directed to the south and southwest toward the ocean. The view from the park toward the north is obscured by
the existing vegetation along the project site property frontage. Public views toward the north and the project site are
considered somewhat degraded due to the surrounding urban setting. The proposed project would include landscaping
and architecture that would be designed to be consistent with design guidelines and standards of the Architectural Board
of Review {ABR) that take into consideration scenic view compatibility. For these reasons, project impacts related to
public scenic views are considered potentially significant, mitigable (see Mitigation AES-1, below).

1.b) On-Site Aesthetics

Currently, the project site is predominantly vegetated with a mature stand of eucalyptus trees, bordered by Washington
Elementary School and a condominium development. The project proposes to remove the existing mature vegetation o
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make way for the residential development. From a visual, aesthetic perspective, the project would result in a visual
change from the public street and La Mesa Park due to the removal of the trees. The proposed landscaping design has
received positive comments from the ABR and would result in a positive aesthetic effect to the site and to the surrounding
neighborhood. The existing oak tree (diameter breast height of 14 inches) located at the northern edge of the site, is
proposed to remain, with application of standard tree prolw%ion measures, The project received three concept reviews af
the Architectural Board of Review (ABR), receiving overall positive aesthetic comments in terms of mass, bulk and scale
and neighborhood compatibility. The following statements were made by the ABR highlighting the project elements that
are considered aesthetically successful:  overall site plan — internalization of automobile access allowing for the public
experience from Meigs Road to be pedestrian and landscaped; incorporation of substantial landscaping in the courtyard
areas: and stepping of the buildings into the natural terrain (Exhibit D, ABR minutes). The project would return to the
ABR to receive preliminary and final approval for the architecture and landscape plan,  Project impacts related to
aesthetics would be potentially significant, mitigable (see Mitigation AES-1, below).

1.¢) Lighting

Because the site is currently undeveloped, there is no light or glare generated from the existing condition. There are no
street lights along the property frontage. La Mesa Park across Meigs Road from the project site closes at dusk and
therefore does not have any lighting in the parking lot. Washington Elementary School, adjacent to the project site, does
not have parking lot lighting, but does have standard exterior iﬂhtiﬂg on the outside of the buildings. Also, there is
condominium development to the north of the site that generates minor amounts of light in the project area. The proposed
projeot s outdoor lighting would be required to be in compliance with the City’s Outdoor Lighting Ordinance, subject to
review and approval of the ABR and therefore would be considered to result in a potentially significant, mitigable impact
in creating light or glare from the project site (see Mitigation AES-2, below).

Visual Aesthetics - Mitioation

AES-1 Design Review. Prior to building permit issuance, proposed project grading and landform alteration, structural
design. landscaping, and lighting is subject to preliminary and final review and approval by the Architectural
Board of Review for consistency with design guidelines for views, visual aesthetics and compatibility, and
fighting._ The ABR shall give attention to privacy and an adequate landscape buffer along the east property line.

AES-2 Lighting. Exterior lighting design shali conform with City Lighting Ordinance requirements, including shielding
and direction to the ground to avoid off-site lighting and glare effects, and shall be approved by the Architectural
Board of Review,

Visual Aesthetics - Residual Impacts

Less than significant.

2.AIR QUALITY NO YES
Could the project; Level of Significance
@) 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
¢) Create objectionable odors? Less than Significant |

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

Air Ouality - Discussion

Isswes. Awr quality issues involve pollutant emissions from vehicle exhaust and industrial or other stationary sources that
confribute 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 nitrogen [NQ,j and reactive organic compounds [ROC] (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 (PMq) include demolition, grading, road dust, and vehicle exhaust, as well as agricultural tilling and mineral
quarries.
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The City of Santa Barbara is within the South Coast Air Basin. The City is subject to the California Ambient Air Quality
Standards (CAAQS), which are more stringent than the naticnal standards, for six pollutants:  photochemical ozone,
carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, particuiate matter, and lead. The Sama Barbara County Air Pollution
Control District (SBCAPCD) provides oversight on compliance with air quality standards and preparation of the County
Clean Air Plan. Presently, the County of Santa Barbara is in non-attainment with the CAAQS for ozone {O:) and
particulate matter (PMg). An area is in nonattainment for a poHutant if the applicable CAAQS for that pollutant has been
exceeded more than once in three years. There are also heavily congested intersections within the City that may approach
the California 1-hour standard of 20 parts per mitlion for carbon monoxide (CO) during peak traffic hours.

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

® Exceeding an APCD poliutant threshold; inconsistency with District regulations; or exceeding population
forecasts in the adopted County Clean Alir Plan.

° Exposing sensitive receptors, such as children, the elderly, or sick people to substantial pofiutant exposure.
¢ Subsfantial unmitigated nuisance dust during earthwork or construction operations,
»  Creation of nuisance odars 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:

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

e  Emif less than 25 pounds per day of ROC or NO, from motor vehicle trips only;
e Tor CO, contribute less than 800 peak hour trips to an individual intersection;

e Not cause a violation of any California or National Ambient Air Quality Standard (except ozone); and not exceed
the APCD health risks public notification thresholds adopted by the APCD Board; and

e Be consistent with the adopted federal and state air quality plans for Santa Barbara,

phort-Term (Construction) fmpacts Guidelines: Projects involving grading, paving, construction, and landscaping
activifies may cause localized nnisance dust impacts and increased particulate matter (PM,p). Substantial dust-related
impacts may be petentially significant, but are generally considered mitigable with the application of standard dust control
mitigation measures. Standard dust mitigation measures are applied to projects with either significant or less than
significant effects,

Exhayst from construction equipment also contributes to air pollution. As a guideline, SBCAPCD Rule 202.F.3 identifies
a substantial effect associated with projects having combined emissions from all construction equipment that exceed 25
tons of any poliutant except carbon monoxide) within a 1 2-month period.

Cumulative Impacts and Consistency with Clean Air Plan: I the project-specific impact exceeds the 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 mcorporate 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 Quality — Existing Conditiens and Project Impacts

Z.a-b) Air Pollutant Emissions

Long-Term (Operational) Emissions:

The proposed project would emit 1.22 pounds per day of ROC, 1.81 NOx and 1.57 pounds per day of PM; (based on
results obtained by URBEMIS 2002 computer analysis). Thus, long-term emissions associated with the project would be
far less than the Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District threshold of impact significance for air quality
impacts; therefore, the project impact related to long-term air pollutant emissions is considered less than significant.
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Short-Term (Construction) Emissions:

- Exhaust from construction equipment also contributes to air poliution. The estimated length of construction is one year.

As a gudeline, SBCAPCD Rule 202.F3 identifies a substantial effect associated with projects having combined
emissions from all construction equipment that exceed 25 tons of any pofiutant except carbon monoxide, within a 12-
month peried.  Construction emissions {or the proposed project are estimated to be less than the 25 ton per year
maximum. Thus, construction emissions associated with the project would be less than the Santa Barbara County Air
Pollution Control District threshold of significance for air quality Impacts and therefore the project impact related to short
term air poliutant emissions is considered less than significant.  Although the project would not have a significant air
quality impact, mitigation to minimize emissions are recommended,

Miligation moes i1

D1 through A6 addiess construcnion dust ennssions, The recommended muytication measure, N-
3_in Section 7. Noise, specifies allowed construction hours, In order to reduce the leneth of exposure to noise and air
quality concerns, the construction hours have been extended (o allow weekend and holiday work.

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, bul sensitive receptors at Washington School. adjacent to_the project site and at La Mesa Park she-pask could be
affected by dust and particulates during project site grading and construction. Nuisance dust and particulates would be
mintmized through application of dust control mitigation measures. The insignificant amounts of these pollutants would
result in less than sigaificant temporary exposure of sensitive receptors to pollutants.

2.6} Odors

The project is limited to residential uses, and would not include land uses involving odors or smoke. Odors from wood
burning fireplaces would potentially result in a nuisance impact; therefore a recommendation fo prohibit wood burning
fireplaces is included. Project impacts related to odors would be considered less than significant.

Consistency with the Clean Air Plan: Direct and indirect emissions associated with the project are accounted for in the
CAP emissions growth assumptions, because the project site is less than one acre in size. Because the increase in
residential umits is not substantial, appropriate air quality mitigation measures, including construction dust suppression,
would be applied to the project, consistent with CAP and City policies. The project could be found consistent with the
Clean Air Plan.

Air Quality — Recommended Mitigation

AQ-1 Construction Dust Control - Watering. During site grading and transportation of fili 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 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 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 Construction Dust Centrol — Tarping. Trucks transporting fill material to and from the site shall be covered
from the point of origin.

AQ-3 Construction Dust Control — Gravel Pads. Gravel pads shall be installed at all access points to prevent tracking of
mud on 1o public roads.

AQ-4 Construction Dust Control ~ Disturbed Area Treatment. After clearing, grading, earth moving or excavation
s completed, the entire area of disturbed soil shall be treated o prevent wind pickup of soil. This may be
accomplished by:

A Seeding and watering until grass cover is grown;
B. Spreading soil binders;
C. Suffictently 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;
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AQ-5

AQ-6

AQ-T

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

Construction Dust Centrol ~ Paving. All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc., shall be paved as soon as
possible. Additionally, building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders
are used.

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

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 utilized wherever feasible.

B, Clean diesel fuel (Ultra-Low Sulfur Diesel) fuel shall be used.
C. The engine size of construction equipment shall be the minimum practical size.

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

E. Construction equipment shall be maintained in tune per the manufacturer specifications.

F. Construction equipment operating on-site shall be equipped with two to four degree engine timing retard or
precombustion chamber engines.

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

H. Diesel catalytic converters, diesel oxidation catalysts and diese] particulate filters as certified and/or verified
by EPA or California shall be installed. if available.

I Diesel powered equipment should be replaced by electric equipment whenever feasible.

J. Construction worker trips should be minimized by requiring carpooling and by providing for lunch on-site.

AQ-8—Woad-burning-Fireplaces-Wood-burningfireplaces-and-woed-stovesshall- be prokibited:
Air Quality - Residual Impacts

Less than significant.

3. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES NO YES
Could the project result in impacts to: Level of Significance

a) Endangered, threatened or rare species or their habitats Potentially significanf, mitigable
(inchuding but not limited to plants, fish, insects, animals, and
birds)?

b) Locally destgnated historic, Landmark or specimen trees? Less than Significant

) MNatural communities (e.g. oak woodland, coastal habitat, Potentially significant, mitigable
gtc.},

d) Wetland habitat (e.g. marsh, riparian, and vernal pool)? Less than Significant

e) Wildlife dispersal or migration corridors? Potentially significant, mitigable

Bislogical 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.
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Impact Evaluation Guidelines: Existing native wildlife and vegetation on a project site are gualitatively assessed 1o
identify whether they constitute tmportant biological rescurces, based on the types, amounts, and quality of the resources
within the context of the farger ecological community. If important biclogical resources exist, project effects to the
resources are qualitatively evaluated to determine whether the project would substantially affect these important
biclogical resources. Significant biological resource impacts may potentially result from substantial disturbance to
important wildlife and vegetation in the following wavs:

¢ LElimination or substantial reduction or disruption of important natural vegetative communities and wildlife habitat
or migration corridors, such as nak woodland, coastal strand, riparian, and wetlands,
&

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

& Substantial loss or damage to important native specimen trees or designated landmark oy historic trees.
Biclogical Resources — Existing Conditions and Preject Impacts
3.a,c.d.e} MNative Wildlife and Habitat

The existing site conditions and impact analysis retative fo biological resources were evaluated in a letters prepared by
Rachel Tierney Consulting, dated June 3, 20035, September 13, 2004, and July 25, 2001 (see Exhibit E) and have been
incorporated into this 1S by reference. The site is surrounded by both residential and commercial development.
Vegetation within this disturbed site consists of common ornamental shrubs (Pyracanrha, Myoporum, and trees (Acacia,
California Pepper. and Eucalyptus) and a Coast Live Oak tree. Ground cover consists of non-native grasses { Bromus and
Aveng) and common weeds (mustard, radish, and thistle). No listed or proposed rare or otherwise sensitive species were
noted on-site, nor are any expected based on the existing conditions and local records.

The proposed project would remove approximately 57 existing 4 to 42 inch trees (mostly Eucalyptus Trees and other non-
native trees) and plant 63 new trees, 43 of which would be 247 box trees, approximately 15 feet in height at the time of
planting, in five years the height would be from 25-30 feet and at maturity in 10 years, 30 to 45 feet in height. According
to the biologist, the removal of the cucalyptus grove would not result in a significant impact because no sensitive,
endangered, rare or threatened species are known to use or be established at the subject site. The quality of the ewcalyptus
grove at this site is low because the thicket is small and open, with little understory or native plants established nearby.
Although the trees provide roosting habitat for raptors (birds of prey), their use as a nesting site at this location is
extremely limited due to the location and size of the thicket. Raptors are protected by laws and regulations administered
by the US Department of Fish and Wildlife Service and the Department of Fish and Game. Tree removal or raptor nest
disturbance would result in a potentially significant, mitigable impact on the raptors. To ensure that the raptors and other
migratory birds are not harmed, construction and/or tree removal would begin before or after the breeding season
(February 1% and August 15", If tree removal or grading must be started during that time, a survey to locate active rapior

ests should be conducted. 1f found, construction and tree removal could begin, but extend no closer than 200 feet from
the nest, unti! fledglings leave. Removal of the eucalyptus trees would not cause a significant impact to migrating
monarch butterflies because they have not been documented at the subject property and the likelihood of the butterflies
using the eucalyptus trees as a transitory site during winter migration would be very minor.

There are two oak trees noted at the periphery of the subject site. There is a small sapling (dbh=4 inches) along the edge
of Lighthouse Road, near the storm drain and catch basin. and a mature tree (dbh=14 inches} at the northeast corner of the
site, near Washington School. The project would not impact the oak tree located adjacent to the storm drain. The
biologist recommends that the existing mature cak be retained on-site, with standard oak tree profective measures as
mitigation to reduce potential impacts {o less than significant levels. When viewed as a percentage of the cancpy cover,
only a small portion of the oak root system would be disturbed. However the 24-inch DBH oak may have functioning
roots that extend up to 24 feet from the tree trunk, If this were the case, about 1/3 of the root system would be impacted
by development. Although the biologist concluded that he oak tree is expected to survive, the addition of five coast live
oak {rees to the landscape plan is required to further ensure that the project resuits in no significant impacts to oak trees,

Project impacts refated to native wildlife and habitat are considered potentially significant, mitigable with implementation
of the mitigation measures below.

3.b) Specimen Trees _
There are no specimen trees located on the project site; therefore, no significant impacts on specimen trees are anticipated.

Biological Besources — Mitivation

BIO -1 Raptor Seasonal Restriction  Construction, grading, and/or tree removal shall begin before or after the raptor
Initial Study - Page 11



breeding season (February 1™ and-through August 15" Htree-remesalotraradingmust-be-startedduringthet-Hme: a
survey by a biclogist to locate active raptor nests shall be conducted. If active nests are found, construction, grading and
tree removal may be conducted.eontd-bestn, but shall not occur within a circle arcund any active nest with a radius of 200
feet measured horizontally on the sround with 2 point directiy below the active nest as the center extend no—closerthan
Hhib-teet-trom—thenesty uniil fledglings leave. If no active nests are found, the construction, tree removal, or srading
restrictions specified in this section shall not apply thepew : COTSET UG

s Fectriethons.

BIG -2 Protective Fencing Prior 10 any ground disturbances, a temporary fence shall be installed, & minimum of §
feet from the vak tree runk. Fencing shall be supported by posts on minimum eight-foot centers and shall remain in place
during all grading and construction activities. Protective fencing shall be shown on all grading and buiiding plans. If
removal of fencing is required at constricted areas adjacent to approved work, fencing shall be reinstalled immediately, and
left in place until construction is completed,

BIO-3 Material Storage and Parking Construction equipment and vehbicles shall not be driven or parked within five
feet of the dripline of any oak tree. Storage of fill soil, rocks, or construction materials within the protected area shall be
prohibited.

B1O-4 Trenching Excavation within the dripline of the cak shall be done by hand. All native tree roots encountered
over | inch in diameter shall be cut cleanly by hand. If the root area will be backfilled (east of the wall). then the cut root
shall be kept wrapped in moist burlap ontil backfilled. Soil area next to wreated (cut) roots shall be irrigated to encourage
regrowth.

BIO-5 Pest-Constraction Protection Measures The oak tree Adl-trees-loeated-nearproposed-bsildings-shall be
protected from stucco or paint_ during application of such materials to adjacent buildings. No permanent irrigation shall
occur within the dripline of the existing oak., The cak tree shall receive deep feeding after grading activities are
completed. A certified arborist or tree maintenance firm experienced in deep feeding of oak trees shall perform the deep
{eeding, :

BIOG-6 Mitigation Planting  The oak tree is expecied to survive construction under project circumstances; however,
the addition of five coast live oak trees to the landscape plan is required to further ensure that the project results in no
significant impacts to oak trees.

Biological Resources - Residual Impacts

Less than significant.

4. CULTURAL RESOQURCES NO YES

Could the project: Level of Significance
a) Disturb archacological resources? Less than Significant
b) Affect a historic structure or site designated or eligible for v

designation as a National, State or City landmark?

) Have the potential to cause a physicat change which would v
affect ethonic cultural values or restrict religious uses in the
project area’

Cultural Resources - Discussion

Issues: Archaeological resources are subsurface deposits dating from Prehistoric or Historical time periods, Native
American culture appeared along the channel coast over 10,000 years ago, and numercus villages of the Barbarefio
Chumash flourished in coastal plains now encompassed by the City. Spanish explorers and eventual settlements in Santa
Barbara occurred in the 1504°s through 17005, In the mid-18007s, the Cify 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 srportance.
The City’s built environment has & 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,
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Impact Evaluation Guidelines:  Archaeological and historical impacts are evaluated qualitatively by archeologists and
Ristorians. First, existing conditions on a site are assessed to ideniify 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 Resouwrces and Historical Structures and Sites, summarized as follows:

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

»  Has a special and panicular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available example of its type.
» s directly associated with an important prehistoric or historic event or person.

It 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 City Master Environmental Assessment (MEA) Cultural Resources Sensitivity Map identifies that the project site is
not located within any of the cultural sensiivity zones. Project impacts to archaeclogical resources are therefore, less
than significant. Notification. further study, and recovery would be required in the event that archaeological resources are
uncavered (see CR-1).

4.b} Historic Resources

The site is vacant and no known historic resources are known to exist on the site; therefore, no impact to a historic
resource is anticipated.

4.c) Ethnic/Religious Resources

There 15 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

CR-1  Discovery Procedures and Mitigation. Standard discovery measures shall be implemented per the City Master
Environmental Assessment throughout grading and construction:

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 archaeclogical features or artifacts,

If during any grading or construction on the site such archaeological resources are encountered or suspected, work shall be
halted immediately, the City Environmental Analyst shall be notified and a City-approved archaeologist shall be
employed to assess the nature, extent and significance of any discoveries and to develop appropriate management
recommendations for archaeological resource treatment. including but not himited to redirection of grading and/or
excavation activities. If the findings are potentially significant, further analysis and/or other mitigation shall be prepared
and accepted by the Environmental Analyst and the Historic Landmarks Commission, and implemented by the project
Work in the area may only proceed after the Environmental Analyst grants authorization.

If prehistoric or other Native American remains are encountered, a Native American representative shall be consulted, and
the archacologist and Native American representative shall monitor all further subsurface disturbances in the area of the
find.

If the discovery consists of potentially human remains, the Santa Barbara County Coroner and the California Native
American Heritage Commission must also be contacted.

A final report on the results of the archacological monitoring shall be submitted by the City-approved archaeologist to the
Environmental Analyst within 180 days of completion of the monitoring and prior to the issuance of final City permits.

Cultural Resources - Residual Impacss:

Less than significant.
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5. GEOPHYSICAL CONDITIONS NGO YES
Could the project result in or expose people to: Level of Significance
a) Seismicity: fault rupture? v
b) Seismicity: ground shaking or liquefaction? Potentially significant, mitigable
c) Seismicity: seiche or tsunami? Less than Significant
d) Landslides or mudslides? T.ess than Significant
€) Subsidence of the land”? Potentially significant, mutigable
f} Expansive soils? Less than Significam
) Excessive grading or permanent changes in the topography? Less than Significant

Creophysical Conditions - Discussion

Issues: Geophysical impacts involve geologic and soil conditions and their potential to create physical hazards affecting
persons ot property; or substantiaj changes to the physical condition of the site, Included are earthquake-related conditions
such as fault rupture, groundshaking, liquefaction (a condition in which saturated soil looses shear strength during
earthquake shaking); or seismic 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:

s Exposure to or creation of unstable earth conditions due to seismic conditions, such as earthquake faulting,
groundshaking, liquefaction, or seismic waves.

e 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.

» [xtensive grading on slopes exceeding 20%, substantial topographic change, destruction of unique physical
features; substantial erosion of soils, overburden, or sedimentation of 3 water course.

Geophvsical Conditions — Existing Conditions and Project Impacis

5.a-¢) Seismic Hazards
Fault Rupture:

The site is located i an area of low damage level for residential structures of one and two stories based on the City’s
Master Environmental Assessment (MEA) Seismic Hazard Map. The potential for fault rupture on the site is low; no
faults are located on the site according to the MEA. Therefore, fault rupture is unlikely and there would be no fault
rupture impacts,

Ground Shaking and Liquefaction:

Ground shaking could occur on the site due to a seismic event. Adherence to the requirements of the Geological analysis,
and structural requirements for the area in the California Building Code (CBC) would ensure these impacts are less than
significant. The Liquefaction Hazard Map depicts the site to be within a zone of “Minimal Liquefaction Potential.” A
Preliminary Foundation Investigation prepared by Pacific Materials Laboratory, dated April 8, 2004 and incorporated into
this IS by reference indicates that the potential for liquefaction to be considered very low. Therefore, project impacts
would be potentially significant, mitigable {see Mitigation G-1 below).

Seiche or Tsunami:

Based on the City’s Master Environmental Assessment map, the project site is not located in an area subject to seiche or
tsunami. Therefore, project impacts related to seismic hazards such as fault rupture, ground shaking and lquefaction,
seiche or tsunami are Jess than significant,

5.d-f) Geologic or Soil Instability
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Landslides:

The project site is relatively flat, with an average slope of 8% toward the southwest. Due to the gentle slope and soil
conditions, the site preparation and construction of the project would not be expected to result in the potential for a
fandside; therefore the project impacts related to landshides ave less than significant.

Subsidence/Expansive Soils:

The Preliminary Foundation [nvestigation prepared by Pacific Materials Laboratory analyzed borings taken from the site
that found the soii to be loose and compressible when subjected to increased moisture content, encountered firm soil at
depths ranging from 3-6 feet, and a very low potential for expansion. Based on the preliminary investigations, the project
impacts related to subsidence and expansive soils would be potentially significant, mitigable (see Mitigation G-1 below),
S.g) Topography, Grading/ Erosion

Topographic Changes:

The project is not located in a hillside area and has an average slope of 8%. The existing site topography would not need
to be substantially altered to construct the project. Therefore project impacts related to topography are less than
significant.

Cirading/ Lrosion

The project proposes approximately 1,082 cubic yards of grading cut and fill each and recompaction under the main
building footprints. Additionally, the project would require 3,380 cubic yards of cut and 10 cubic yards of fill outside the
main building footprint. The grading cut would allow the structures to sit lower on the site in order to reduce the overall
mass and scale of the project. but would not substantially alter the existing topography. The Preliminary Foundation
Investigation prepared by Pacific Materials Laboratory provides grading and recompaction recommendations that shall be
incorporated into the project design in addition to compliance with standard California Building Code requirements (see
mitigation measure (>-1). With incorporation of the items described above, project impacts related to grading and erosion
are considered lesy than significant.

Geophvsical Conditions - Mitigation

(-1 Geotechnical Conditions and Design. The project shall be constructed in accordance with California Building
Code requirements and the recommendations contained in the Preliminary Foundation Investigation prepared by
Pacitic Materials Laboratory, dated April 5, 2004, regarding site preparation, grading, paving, foundation design,
and construction plans, and any additional information required by Building Division Staff, and as approved by
the City Building Division,

Geophysical Conditions — Residual Impacts

Less than significant,

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

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

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

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

d) Increased fire hazard in areas with flammable brush, grass, or Less than Significant
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 combustibie or toxic substances.
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Impact Evaluation Guidelines: Significant impacts may result from the following:

& Siting of incompaiibie projects in close proximity 10 existing sources of safety risk, such as pipelines, industrial
processes, railroads, airperts, etc,

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

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

e Siting of development in a high fire hazard areas or bevond adequate emergency response time, with inadequate
access oF 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

Hazardous Materials Exposure

The project site is not on any lists for known contaminated soils, groundwater, or hazardous materials use. The
Department of Oi and Gas map located at the Building Division of the City indicates that there are no known oif wells on
the project site. Because there are no hazardous materials known on the project site, the project impact relative to
hazardous materials exposure would be less than significant,

The project site_1s not on_a list for known contaminared sites. ~No known historic use of the site resulted in any release of
hazardous wastes/substances; however. standard conditions of approval would be in place to address hazardous substances
encountered during construction activities. No new mitigation measures are necessary,

The applicant cou he required 1o comply with existing ia

W ouse pesticides during construction and would
i

and g

ne mstructions,

vosthd oL ciuse g S 1o the envirgnment,

The project site is not near any pipelines or other potential sources of safety hazards. Limited amounts of oils and
chemicals may be used during construction and operations, Since there are minor potential sources of hazardous materials
in the project area. the project impact relative to hazardous materials exposure would be less than significant

6.4) Fire Hazard

The project site is not located in a designated high fire hazard area of the City. The nearest City Fire Station is located at
1802 ClLiff Drive, less than a 2 mile from the project site, with estimated emergency response time to the site of less than
one minute.  Staff from the Fire Department reviewed the proposed project plans and has confirmed that adequate fire
access is provided-with-all-thyee-secess-options. The project would be subject to Fire Code requirements regarding project
structural design and materials, water pressure, vegetation management, and suppression facilities, all of which would be
verified through the building permit process, Project impacts related to fire hazard would be less than significani.

Hazards — Residual Imnacts

Less than Significant.

7. NOISE NG 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 levels? Potentially significant, mitigable

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.
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Ambient noise levels are determined as averaged 24-hour weighted leveis, using the Day-Night Noise Level (Ly,) or
Community Noise Equivalence Level (CNEL) measurement scales. The Ly, averages the varving 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 am. o
take into account the greater annoyance of intrusive noise levels during nighttime hours. Since Lg, 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 pesiod.
CNEL 35 similar (0 Ly, but includes a separate § dB(A) penalty for noise occurring between the hours of 7:00 p.m. and
10:00 p.m. CNEL and Ly, values usually agree with one another within 1 dB(A).  The Equivalent Noise Level (L) isa
single noise level, which, if held constant during the measerement time period, would represent the same total encrgy 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 tor appropriate long-term background noise levels for various land uses are established in the City General Plan
Nowse Element Land Use Compatibility Guidelines. Building codes also establish maximum average ambient noise levels
for the interiors of structures.

High construction noise levels occur with the use of heavy equipment such as scrapers, rollers, graders. trenchers and
large trucks for demolition, grading, and construction. Equipment noise levels can vary substantially throngh a
construction period, and depend on the type of equipment, number of pieces operating, and equipment maintenance.
Construction equipment geperates 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 fo 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:

= Residential: Normally 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 Project Impacis

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

Long-Tertn Operational Noise:

The proposed project is not anticipated to have significant long-term noise impacts because the proposed residential use is
not in an area where residents would be exposed to high noise levels. The site, immediately adjacent to Washington
Elementary School, would be subjected to intermittent periods of noise due to the types of activities that would be
expected to occur at an elementary school. Therefore, construction techniques are recommended in order to minimize
potential nuisance noise for the residents of the development. The project impacts related to noise exposure are
considered potentially significant, mitigable.

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 impacts to sensitive receptors in the area, including the school. The level of the adverse effect could be
further reduced through limiting the hours of construction activities and use of equipment mufflers and barriers as needed.
With implementation of standard short term construction related noise mitigations listed below, project impacts relative to
short term noise impacts would be potentially sionificant, mitigable.

Each_cominent tettor received and comments_made by the Planning Commission at the August 25, 2003 hearing. raised

concerns yogarding the potenual Tor wmporary consituction noise and alr guality impacts on the children, sensitive
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receptors, present at Washington School, which is adjacent o the project site. Further clarification of construetion timine.

1 the

cation mossures |

clow. would address both air quality and noise potental impacts to the sensitive receptors in

the area.

Noise - Mitigation

N-1

Construction Techniques. Submit a noise analysis that identifies construction techniques to ensure that the
project complies with the normally acceptable maximum exterior ambient noise level of 60 dB(A) and
maximuin interior noise level of 45 dB(A). The project design shall incorporate construction design measures to
minimize potential interior noise nuisance impacts from the adjacent school use.

Construction Notice. At least 20 days prior to commencement of construction, the contractor shall provide
written notice to all property owners and residents within 450 feet of the project area. The notice shall contain a
description of the proposed project, a construction schedule including days and hours of construction, the name
and phone number of the Project Environmental Coordinator (PEC) who can answer questions, and provide
additional information or address problems that may arise during construction. A 24-hour construction hot line

shall be provided. Informational signs with the PEC’s name and telephone number shall also be posted at the
site.

Construction Hours. Nofse-peneranngeConstruction activities (which may include preparation for construction
work), such as activities using heavy equipment. framine, sheathing and roofing. shall be permitted weekdays
between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and-5:667:00 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 (3
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. Ng Noise-generats
activities. including but not_limited to. activities using heavy equipment. framing, sheathing, and_roofine shall
oceur during any school-wide testing at Washington School, To the degree feasible, nolsy construction activities
shall be coordinated with Washineton School.

Conslruction _activitics. other than use of heavy equipment, framing. sheathing. and roofine. mav occur on

MN-4:

hobidavs and weekends between ihe hours of $:00 a1, and 500 p.om_

Occasional night work may be approved for the hours between 57:00 p.m. and 8700 a.m. on weekdays by the
Chiet of Building and Zoning per Section 9.13.015 of the Municipal Code). betsvees—thehour-of 5 par-und &
ttirwveekdnysIn 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. Night work shall not be permitted on
weekends and holidays.

Construction Equipment Mufflers and Shields. All construction equipment, including trucks. shall be
professionally maintained and fitted with standard manufacturers’ muffler and silencing devices. Sound controi
devices and techniques, such as noise shields and blankets, shall be employed as needed to reduce the level of
noise to surrounding uses. A noise_control plan shatl be submitied prior to any building permit issuance that
shows bhow_construction noise will be reduced for surrounding uses. with particular aftenfion 1o Washington
Schoot, . The plan shal! include. but not be limited to. the use of sound control devices and techniques
nose shields and blankets.

SUCHT as

Portable Equipment. Where portable power generation or air compressors are required on the site, locate these
noise sources as far away from the property line as possible. Where required because of proximity to residential
areas, utilize & three or four sided enclosure which is lined with a sound absorbing material. Locate portable
equipment where the noise shiclding provided by remaining building structure will be beneficial.  Another
approach is to utilize very quiet power generation and air compressors, similar to those utilized in the motion
picture indusiry on location.

Noise ~ Residual Impact

Less than Significant.
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8. POPULATION AND HOUSING NG YES

Could the project: Level of Significance

a) Induce substantial growth in an area either directly or Less than Significant
indirectly (e.g. through projects in an undeveloped area or
extension of major infrastructure)?

b) Ensplace existing housing, especially affordable housing? v

Population and Housinge - Discussion

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

s Growth inducement, such as provision of substantial population or employment growth or creation of substantial
housing demand; development in ar 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 Impacts

8.a) Growth-Inducing Impacts

City utilities are afready extended along the road frontage adjacent to the project site. The project would not invoive a
substantial increase in major public facilities such as extension of water or sewer lines or roads that would facilitate other
growth in the area. The project would not involve substantial employment growth that would increase population and
housing demand. Growth-inducing impacts would be less than significant.

8.by Housing Displacement

No housing is currently located on the site. The project would not involve any housing displacement; therefore, no impact
would result from the project.

Population and Housing - Mitisation

No mitigation is required.

Population and Housing — Residual Impact

L.ess than significant.
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9. PUBLIC SERVICES NO YES

Could the project have an effect uposn, 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 Significat
dj Maintenance of public facitities, including roads? Less than Significant
&) Other governmental services? Less than Significant
) Electrical power or natural gas? Less than Significant
o) Water treatment or distribution facilities? Less than Significant
h) Sewer or septic tanks? Less than Significant
1) Water distribution/demand? Less than Significant
n Solid waste disposal? Potentially significant, mitigable

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:

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

¢ CGeneration of substantial numbers of students exceeding public school capacity where schools have been designated
as overcrowded.

¢ Inadequate water, sewage disposal, or utility facilities,
o Substantial increase in solid waste disposal to area sanitary landfills.

Public Services — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts

9.a-b) Fire and Police Protection

The project site is not located within the Wildland High Fire Hazard Zone. The nearest City Fire Station is located at
1802 CHtf Drive, less than a half mile from the project site, with estimated emergency response time to the site of less
than one minute. The site could also continue to be served by City Police. The site development in an existing urbanized
area would intensify use on the site, but would not represent a substantial increase in demand for fire and police protection
services. Periodic upgrade of Fire and Police Department equipment is an ongoing component of the City budget process.
Should City population increases create the need for additional police or fire department staff, this would be addressed by
the City Council. Police and Fire protection facilities would be adequate to serve the proposed project. Project impacts
related to Fire and Police protection would be less than significant.

9.¢} Schosls

The project site is served by the Santa Barbara Elementary and High School District for elementary and high schoo!. The
project would provide a net increase of 10 residential units, which could generate additional students. None of the schoo!
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 less than significant.

9.d.¢, ) Public Facilities/Roads/Governmental Service/ Utilities

The project site is currently served by an existing public road and electrical service is available at the property line.
Conditions of the subdivision approval would include on-site improvements 1o roads and electrical service. The project
waould result in less than significant impacts to public facilities.
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B.¢.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 Montecite Water district, groundwater, State Water
Project entitlement, desalination, and recycled water.  Conservation and efficiency improvements are projected fo
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
stralegy to use the above sources to meet the projected demand of 17,900 AFY (inchuding 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.

The existing site is undeveloped and currently does not have water service provided by the City of Santa Barbara water
supply, treatment, and distribution system, although facilities are available adjacent to the site, The proposed project is
estimated fo demand 2.80 AFY. The City’s long-term water supply and existing water treatment and distribution facilities
with proposed facility hook-ups for the new structures and landscaping would adequately serve the project. The potential
increase in demand would constitute a less than significant impact to the City water supply,

The project site is currently undeveloped. There is an existing sewer main in the public street that fronts the subject
property. The proposed project would be subject to conditions of approval to provide sewer service for the 10 new
residential units, The project’s estimated net new sewer demand is 2.8 acre feetfyear. The maxhoum capacity of the El
Estero Treatment Plant is 11 million gallons per day and there is adequate capacity at the El Estero Treaiment Plant for
planned future growth, Increased sewage treatment associated by the project can be accommodated by the existing City
sewer system and sewage treatment plant, and would represent a [eas than significant impact.

9.i) Solid 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 tandfilis, has developed impact significance thresholds related to the impacts
of development on remaining landfill capacity. The County thresholds are based on the projected average solid waste
generation for Santa Barbara County from 1990-2005. The County assumes a 1.2% annual increase (approximately 4000
tons per year) i 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/vear]). Source reduction, recycling, and
composting can reduce a project’s waste stream by as much as 50%. If a proposed project generates 196 or mote tons pet
vear after reduction and recycling efforts, impacts would be constdered significant and unavoidable,

Proposed projects with a project specific impact as identified above (196 tons/vear 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 Hmited, any increase in solid waste of 1% or more of the expected average
annual increase in solid waste generation [4000 tons/year], which equates to 40 tons per year, is considered an adverse
cumulative impact.

Long-Term (Operational). There are no existing land uses on the site; therefore no solid waste is generated from the site.
The project proposes 10 new condominiumt units, the project site is estimated to generate 25.175 TPY of solid waste (2.65
people/10 units x .95 tons/year}, a less than significant impact.

Shert-Term (Demolition and Construction). The project proposes 3,830 cubic yards of cut and 10 cubic vards of fill
outside the main building footprint. Grading under the main building footprints would be balanced on-site wvolving
1,082 cubic yards. Construction-related waste generation would consist of tree and shrub debris and grading cut. The
green waste would be transported to a facility to compost; the grading cut would be transported to another construction
site that may require grading fill or to an appropriate disposal location, Short-term project related impacts to solid waste
disposal would be porentially significant, mitigable with application of recommended standard mitigation to reduce, re-
use, and recycle construction waste to the extent feasible would minimize this effect.
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Public Services — Mitigation

PS-1 Demolition/Construction Materials Recycling. Recycling and/or reuse of demolition/construction materials shall
be carned out and containers shall be provided on-site for that purpose in order to minimize construction-generated wasie
conveyed tw the landfill.

Public Services — Residual Impacts

Less than significant.

10, RECREATION NG YES
Could the project: Level of Significance
a) increase the demand for neighborhood or regional parks or Less than Significant

other recreational facilities?

b) Affect existing parks or other public recreational facilities? Less than Significant

Recreation - Discussion

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

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

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

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

Reereation ~ Existing Conditions and Proiect Impacts

10.a} Recreational Demand

The project may increase the demand for recreational facilities. The project involves 10 new residential units which is
considered an incremental increase in the number of potential users for existing recreational facilities. The minor increase
in demand relative fo recreational facilities would result in a less than significant impact because adequate recreation
facilities are available to meet the anticipated increase in demand.

10.b) Existing Recreational Facilities

The project site is adjacent to existing recreational facilitics including La Mesa Park, Washington Elementary School, and
Shoreline Park. Other nearby recreational areas include the Waterfront. the beaches and parks, Los Bafios pool, etc.
Given the number of existing recreational facilities and the slight increase in demand associated with the project, impact
to the existing recreational facilities would be less than significant.

Recreation — Residual Imnacts

Less than significant.
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1L TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION NG YES

Could the project result in; Level of Significance
a) Increased vehicle trips? Less than significant
b) Hazards to safety from design features (c.g. sharp curves, Potentially significant. mitigable
inadequate sight distance or dangercus intersections)?
c) Inadequate emergency access or access to nearby uses? Potentially significant, miticable
d) Insufficient parking capacity on-site or off-site? Less than Significant
e) Hazards or barriers for pedestrians or bicyclists? Potentially significant, mitigable

Transportation - Discussion

Issues: Transportation issues include traffic, access, circulation, safety, and parking. Vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian, and
transit modes of transportation are alt 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
» Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and street system capacity (see
traffic thresholds below).

¢ 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

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

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

e Result in inadequate emergency access on-site or to nearby uses.

Parking

¢ Result in insufficient parking capacity for the projected amount of automobiles and bicycles.
Traffic Threshelds 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
peak-hour raffic.

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:
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(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.
Transpertation — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts
El.a)  Traffic

Long-Term Traffic

According to City Transportation Planning Staff, all area intersections are operating at Levels of Service B. According 1o
Gy Transportation. Plansmg Stall, based on the Institute of Traffic Eogincers (V1E) trip eeneration rate  tor
condorminiums, tthe project is expected to generate approximately 4 additional a.m. peak hour trips, 5 p.m. peak hour
trips and 59 average daily trips. When these trips are added to the existing street network, they would not result in
significant traffic impacts,  [n_distnbuting trips_on the street aerwork. Transporiation Plannine Staft follows the
distribution unmtil there are fewer than five wips throueh an intersection.  Because there are only five peak hour trips,
st disteibution of trips stops at the T Dirive Merss Rouad imtersection. This intersection does not exceed the
City’s threshold. The Level of Service of the intersections would remain at A or B operating levels after development of
this project; therefore the project impacts relative to long term traffic impacts would be less than significant.

Short-Term Construction Traffic

The overall project construction process 1s estimated to fast approximately 12 months. This would include grading for
site preparation for approximately one month, and estimated construction duration of |1 months, Grading processes
would involve eight workers, and construction of the structures would require up to 40 workers on-site, on occasion.
Working hours during the construction process are proposed to be 7am. —5 p.m. weekdays, excluding holidays.
Staging, equipment, materials storage. and temporary construction worker parking would ocour on-site.

The project would generate construction-related tratfic that would occur over the sixteen-month construction period and
would vary depending on the stage of construction. Temporary construction traffic is generally considered an adverse but
not significant impact for a project this size. In this case, given traffic levels in the area and the duration of the
construction process, short-term construction-related traffic would be a less than significant impact. Standard mitigation
measures would be recommended, including restrictions on the hours permitted for construction trips and approval of
routes for construction traffic.

iLb, ¢, e) Access/ Circulation/ Safety

The project site access and circulation have continued to be debated issues throughout the project review process, with
different access options reviewed and evaluated. Access directly from Meigs Road to the project site is the applicant’s
preferred option. Staff had concerns about this access option, but has reviewed additional information provided by the
applicant indicating this option to be a viable and safe solution.

A sight visibility technical analysis by a Transportation Engineer was required by Statf to ensure that safe vehicular
access could be provided without jeopardizing vehicular safety, bicycle safety, and fire access. Associated Transportation
Engineers (ATE) performed the sight visibility technical analysis and found that 312 feet of sight distance would be
required south of the driveway. based on a 37 mph speed survey (Exhibit E ~ Sight Visibility Technical Analysis). This
would require a no parking zone at the property frontage which currently provides on-street parking. In addition. the
following “traffic calming™ measures would be required: an 8-10 foot wide center median, and a slhight curb extension
along the project frontage to accommodate a City standard sidewalk and parkway.

Farly analysis indicated the potential for safety issues related to pedestrian crossing. In order to address potential safety
issues for pedestrians, the project applicant proposes to install new sidewalk along the property and to install sidewalk
along the frontage to the north of the subject site (parking lot at Washington School). The proposed sidewalk would
provide a missing link between the project site and the existing safe crosswalk that crosses Meigs Road at Elise Way. In
addition, the applicant proposes fo install plantings m the median and parkway that would maintain a height to maximize
visibility while discouraging pedestrians from crossing at unmarked or unsafe tocations. An optimal circulation design is
very important in this location; considering the close proximity of the project to Washington Elementary School, La Mesa
Park. and to the commercial hub of the Mesa. The project includes the appropriate public improvements fo ensure proper
sight visibility and speeds with access directly off of Meigs Road, resulting in a potentially significant, mitizable impact
relative to access and safety,
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Avuess concerns wore rased revarding construction traiiic effvcls on Washineton Plementary School. adiacent 1o the

project site, According fo the conuments, access from Lighthouse Road via an easement raises safery issues for the school
and may affect the sehool’s existing traffic circulation. Drivewsy access 1o the project site has been proposed directiy off
of Meigs Road. in_order 1o address the Disirict’s coneerns, The issue of construction traffic throuch the cascment wis

also rased, . Durine the early stages of site preparation and uniil a iemporary driveway access is installed from M eres
Road. the applicant wounld use the existing easement on Lighthouse Road for a period of approximately two weeks.
Mitigation measure [-3 recommends restriction on tming for this temporary use 1o minimize potential impacls 1o the
Washineton School traffhic eirculation and safety issues,

The [hsfricr also requested that the project provide no access berween 210 Meros RBoad and Washineion School.
However, the Plannimg Commission stated that the project should include a connection from Meivs 1o Liehthouse. if

of Lighthouse at Meios would not offset the prohlems the school would face with unauthorized access during the school
day and non school howrs. However, enauthorized access during school and non school hours can oceur regardless of the
provision of addirional access points to the school. The project design includes pedesirian access 1o the termmus of
Laghthouse Road. Washington School would be responsible to maintain a fence around the parking lof o
Trom the public right of way along Mejos to school property.

Rl access

The Planning Comumission stated concern about safery relative 10 the adequacy of the proposed proiect perimeter wall
height and the adjacent school, The f{inished grade of the project site will be four feet Jower than the school propery at
the highest point {fo address ABR comments 1o lower the overall heioht of the buildings,) The project side of the wall

vatl heteht m the setback 10

additional foot added to the height of the wall, yequiring a zoning modification that limits
¢lzht feet,

The Planning Commission asked for clarification resarding the City’s sidewalk infill program and stated their desire for
mstallation of a sidewalk along the Washington School playfeld property frontaze, south of the nroject site 1o connect to
the existing sidewalk, Public Works staff has confirmed thar the sidewalk in this location s considered a high priority and
has o similar score to sidewalks that are proposed 1o be constructed in 2006, 1t is likely that this sidewalk would receive
City fundine in the next five vears. The sidewalk installation along Washisgton School frontaee would receive an even
kigher priovity_once the development improvements are installed because the most difficult portion of the sidewalk to
construct is along the project froniage.

11.d) Parking

Existing Parking Supply and Parking Demand

There is no parking on the site and the site generates no parking demand.

Project Parking Supply and Parking Demand

The proposed 10 condominium require two parking spaces ecach and the development requires three guest parking spaces.
The project provides all the required parking on-site with 10 two car garages and three apen parking spaces for guests.
The project timpacts related to parking supply and demand are considered less than significant. Parking for construction
workers would be provided on-site.

Transportation - Mitigation

T-1 Meigs Road Improvements. Roadway improvements along Meigs Road shall be installed in order to ensure
proper sight visibility and to slow speeds sufficiently to allow safe vehicular movements at the driveway
intersection. The improvements include a median, landscape plantings to discourage pedestrians from crossing in
tocations deemed unsafe, installation of sidewalk along the project site frontage and north of the site along the
Washington School parking [ot frontage, parkway, and curb extensions,

T-2 Constructien Traffic. The haul routes for all construction-related trucks, three tons or more, entering or exiting
during peak hours (7:00 a.m. to 9:00 am. and 4:00 p.m. 1o 6:00 p.m. and consider peak school traffic hours as
well as surrounding area) to help reduce truck traffic and noise on adjacent streets and roadways, The route of
construction-related tratfic shall be established to minimize trips through surrounding residential neighborhoods.
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T-3 Construction Parking. Construction parking and vehicle/equipment/materials storage shall be provided as

foliows:

A, During censtruction, free parking spaces for construction workers and storage for copstruction materials
shall be provided on-site. esffsie—in—-atocation-subjest-to-the approval-ofthe—Transportationand
Parking-Mansser

B. On-stte-or-eif-sitestorage-shall-be-providedfor-constructiontatertals; equipment-and velicles—Storage
of construction materials within the public right-of-way is prohibited.

T-4  Disabled Accessibility. Project circulation shall provide for disabled accessibility or equivalent facilitation in
accordance with American Disabilities Act requirements,

Hecammended Mitoation

Temporary consiruction access via Lighthouse Road shall occur during non-peak drop-off and sick-up school
haurs

Transportation — Residual Impact

Less than significant,

1Z. WATER ENVIRONMENT NO YES
Could the project result in: Level of Significance
ay Changes in absorption rates. drainage patterns, or the rate and Potentially significant, mitigable
ameunt of surface runoff?
b) Exposure of people or property to water related hazards such Less than Significant
as flooding?
¢ Discharge into surface waters? Potentially signiticant, mitigable
d) Change in the quantity, quality, direction or rate of flow of Potentially significant, mifigable

ground waters?

e) Increased storm water drainage? Potentially significant, mitigable

Water ~ DViscussion

Essuwes:  Water resources issues include changes in offsite dramage and infiltration/groundwater recharge; storm water
runotf and flooding: and water quality.

impact Evaluation Guidelines: A significant impact would result from:

Water Resources and Prainase

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

e Substantially changing the drainage patiern or creating a substantially increased amount or rate of surface water
runeff that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned drainage and storm water systems.
Flooding

e Locating development within 100-year flood hazard areas; substantially altering the course or flow of flood
waters or otherwise exposing pecple or property to substantial flood hazard

Water Cuality
¢  Substantial discharge of sediment or pollutants into surface water or groundwater, or otherwise degrading water
quality, including temperature, dissolved oxygen, or turbidity.

Water Resources — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts

12.a.d,e} Drainage

The existing on-site drainage sheet flows southeasterly across the property, down an embankment, over an existing curb
and gutter onto Meigs Road, Drainage on Meigs Road surface flows in existing curb and gutter southeasterly down the
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street into an existing drop inlet located approximately 176 feet from the south easterly property corner. Drainage from
the inet is conveyed in a 24-inch reinforced concrete pipe and eventually outlets at the beach on the south side of Meigs
Road.

The proposed on-site drainage would follow the same drainage course as the existing drainage except that all on-site
drainage would be collected by a series of catch basing and transported 1o Meigs Road via curb outlet drains.
Construction of the project would result in an increase of 0.2 cfs of flow, a minor increase in runoff that would be required
to be retained on-site or required to demonstrate that the increase can adequately be served by the existing drainage
system.  Following project approval, grading and construction drawings and public improvements plans would be
reviewed and subject to approval by City Building and Public Works staff to assure compliance with applicable codes and
standards. Sufficient engineered design and adequate mitigation measures shail be emploved to ensure that no significant
construction-related or long-terin effects from inereased runoff, erosion and sedimentation, urban water quality pollutants,
or groundwater pollutants would result from the project. Therefore, long-term project impacts related to drainage are
considered to be porentially significant, mitigable with incorporation of mitigation measure W-1, described below,

iLb) Fleoding

The project site is not located in a flood hazard zone or an area prone to flooding. The flooding potential would not
change following project construction or substantialiy alter the course or flow of flood waters. Therefore, project impacts
related to flooding are considered less than significant.

iZ.c, d) Water Quality
The project site is currently vacant; surface drainage is not treated.
Al project runoff would be {iitered by poilution interceptor devices prior to entering the storm drain system.

Construction/Short term.  Project impacts of . grading could result in erosion that would be a potentially significant,
mitigable impact with implementation of standard drainage/erosion and water quality conditions to minimize runoff
during grading and construction activities. During construction, all runoff from the site shall be retained on-site using
properly designed and sited detention basins.

Water Resources - Mitigation

W-1 Drainage and Water Quality. 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. The plans shall identify retention basins on-site sufficient to accommodate the 0.2 cfs increase in flow
anticipated or a study prepared by a licensed civil engineer shall demonstrate that sufficient capacity in downstream
drainage capacity exists to accommodate the 25-year statistical storm.

Water Resources — Residual Impact

Less than significant.
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MANIDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

YES

NG

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildfire population (o drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the
pumber 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) Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term.
environmental goals?

c) Does the project have potential impacts thaf are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project
are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past 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
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

INITIAL STUDY CONCLUSION

On the basis of this initial evaluation it has been determined that with identified mitigation measures agreed-to
by the applicant, potentially significant impacts would be avoided or reduced to less than significant levels. A

Mitigated Negative Declaration will be prepared.

Initial Study Preparer: jM——% |
/%/—f— /O/ (‘5[ 05

Environmental Analyst Date

ExpiBirs:
A Vicinity Map
B, Project Plans
C. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
D, ADBR Mioutes, February 9, July 19, and October 4, 2004

E. Biological Resources Evaluation letters prepared by Rachel Tierney Consulting, dated June 3, 2005,

September 13, 2004, and July 25, 2601

F. Sight Visibility Techrical Analysis, prepared by Associated Transportation Engineers, dated December 10

2004
;. Public Comment letlers
H. Planning Commission minutes, Ausust 25, 2005 (draft)

LIST GF SOURCES USED IN PREPARATION OF THIS INITIAL STUDY

The foliowing sources used in the preparation of this Initial Study are located at the Community Developrment

Department, Planning Division, 630 Garden Street, Santa Barbara and are available for review upon request.

Drainage BEvaluation, prepared by Flowers & Associates, dated March 25, 2004
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216 MEIGS ROAD PROJECT (MST2002-00710)
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

PURPOSE

The purpose of the 218 Meigs Road Preject Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(MMRP) is to ensure compliance with all mitigation measures identified in the Initial Study to
mitigate or avoid potentially significant adverse environmental impacts resuiting from the
proposed project. The impiementation of this MMRP shall be accomplished by City staff and
the project developer's consultants and representatives. The program shall apply to the following
phases of the project:

2

@

]

Plan and specification preparation
Pre-construction conference
Construction of the site improvements
Post Construction

RESPONSIBILITIES AND DUTIES

A qualified representative of the developer. approved by the City Planming Division and
paid for by the developer, 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. 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 contractor to comply with all mitigation measures listed in
the attached MMRP matrix. Any problems or concerns between monitors and
construction personnel shall be addressed by the PEC and the contractor. The contractor
shall prepare a construction schedule subject to the review and approval of the PEC. The
contractor shall inform the PEC of any major revisions (o the construction schedule at
least 48 hours in advance. The PEC and contractor shall meet on a weekly basis in order
to assess compliance and review future consiruction activities.

A. PRE-CONSTRUCTION BRIEFING

The PEC shall prepare a pre-construction project 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 construction personnel.

The pre-construction briefing shall be conducted by the PEC. The briefing shall
be attended by the PEC, construction manager, necessary consultants, Planning
Division Case Planper, Public Works representative and all contractors and
subcontractors associated with the project. Multiple pre-construction briefings
shall be conducted as the work progresses and a change in contractor occurs.

The MMRP shall be presented to those in attendance. The briefing presentation
shall include project background, the purpose of the MMRP. duties and
responsibilities of each participant, communication procedures, monitoring
criteria. compliance criteria. filling out of reports, and duties and responsibilities
of the PEC and project consultants.

EXHIBIT C



210 Meigs Road Project (MST2002-00710)

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

October 20, 2005

Page 2 of 3
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.
Once construction commences, field meetings between the PEC and project
consultants, and contractors shall be held on an as-needed basis in order to create
feasible mitigation measures for unanticipated impacts, assess potential effects,
and resolve conflicts.

IT. IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES

There are three types of activities which require monitoring. The first type pertains to the
review of the Conditions of Approval and Construction Plans and Specifications. The
sccond type relates to construction activities and the third to ongoing monitoring
activities during operation of the project.

A. MONITORING PROCEDURES

The PEC and required consultant(s) shall monitor all field activities. The
authority and responsibilities of the PEC and consultant(s) are described in the
previous section.

B. REPORTING PROCEDURES
The following three (3) types of reports shali be prepared:
I. Schedule

The PEC and contractor shall prepare a monthly construction schedule to
be submitted to the City prior to or at the pre-construction briefing.

12

General Progress Reports

The PEC shall be responsible for preparing written progress reports
submitted to the City. These reports would be expected on a weekly basis
during grading, excavation and construction, activities. The reports would
document field activities and compliance with project mitigation
measures, such as dust control and sound reduction construction.

3. Final Report

A ftinal report shall be submitied to the Planning Division when all
monitoring (other than long term operational) has been completed and
shall include the following:

a. A brief summary of all monitoring activities.
b. The date(s) the monitoring occurred.
C. An identification of any violations and the manner in which they

were dealt with,
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d. Any technical reports required, such as noise measurements.
e. A list of all project mitigation monitors.
MMRP MATRIX

The following MMRFP Matrix describes each initial study mitigation measure,
monitoring activities and the responsibilities of the various parties, along with the
timing and frequency of monitoring and reporting activities.  For complete
language of each condition, the matrix should be used in conjunction with the
mitigation measures described in full in the Initial Study.

The MMRP Matrix 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 should be used as a compliance checklist to aid in
compliance verification and monitoring requirements. A copy of the MMRP
matrix shall be kept in the project file as verification that compliance with all
mitigation measures has occurred.
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ARCHITECTURAL BOARD OF REVIEW
CASE SUMMARY

216 MEIGS RD MST2002-00710
R-10 CONDOS Page: 1

Project Descripfion:

The project consists of a one lot subdivision with ten condominiums (8 market and 2 affordable) and 23
parking spaces on a 38,553 square foot vacant Iot, A zone change from F-3/8-D-3 to R-2/8-D-3 is
requested. A change in the existing General Plan designation from Major Public and Institutional to
Residential, 12 units per acre, and removal of a proposed park symbol would also be necessary as well as a
Local Coastal Plan Amendment because the General Plan Amendment would affect a parcel in the Coastal
Zone.

Activities:

10/4/2004 ABR-Concept Review (Continued)
(Third Concept Review.)

(COMMENTS ONLY: PROJECT REQUIRES ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND PLANNING
COMMISSION APPROVAL OF A TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP, COASTAL DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT, MODIFICATIONS, AND AMENDMENTS TO THE GENERAL AND LOCAL COASTAL
PLAN )

(5:23)
Peter Ehlen, Architect; David Black, Landscape Architect; and Jessica Grant, Case planner, present.
Public comment opened at 5:38 p.m.

Ed Gamble, 320 Lighthouse Rd. stated concerns about the density and deviation from single family
homes.

Public comment closed at 5:40 p.m.

Motion:  Continued indefinitely 1o the Planning Commission with the following comments:

1) The Board appreciaies the applicant’s response 1o the massing at Meigs Road  2) The Board
appreciales the siepping of the buildings into the natural tervain. 3) The two-foot wall separation and
the pedestrian pathways internal fo the site is a positive relationship 1o the streel. 4) The Board
appreciates the applicant's response of the relationship of the site planning to the adjacent school

3) The Board appreciates the infroduction of more landscaping in the courtvard areas. 6) The overall
site-plan is successful with the internalization of the parking area, which is hidden from public view. 7)

(MSET ABR Summary.rpt} Date Brinted: Owinher 13 2005



210 MEIGS RD NMST2002-00716
R-10 CONDOS Page: 2

Froject Descriplion:

The project consists of a one {ot subdivision with ten condominivms (8 market and 2 affordable) and 23
parking spaces on a 38.553 square foot vacant lot. A zone change from E-3/5-13-3 to R-2/5-D-3 is
requested. A change in the existing General Plan designation from Major Public and Institutional to
Residential, 12 units per acre, and removal of a proposed park symbol would also be necessary as well as a
Local Coastal Plan Amendment because the General Plan Amendment would affect a parcel in the Coastal
Zone.

Activities:

The Board finds the overall mass, bulk and scale is moving in the right direction. §) Units 3 through 6
need better grounding of the architectural elements.  9) Study distinguishing architecture elements, to be
more like units 7 and 8. 10) The Board appreciates the introduction of the internal landscaping of the
skyline trees to break up the building masses. 11) The Board appreciates the extension of the parkway
and the narrowing of the road to provide more landscape to the project. 12) Provide more significant
vertical break-ups on the first floor along Meigs Road.

Action. Pierron/Bartlett, 8/0/0.

9172004 ABR-Resubmittal Received

Resubmirttal has been received. Dave Sullivan,

71972004 ABR-Concept Review (Continued)
(Second Concept Review.)

(COMMENTS ONLY, PROJECT REQUIRES ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND PLANNING
COMMISSION APPROVAL OF A TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP, COASTAL DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT, MODIFICATIONS, AND AMENDMENTS TO THE GENERAL AND LOCAL COASTAL
PLAN.)

(3:38)
David Black, Landscape Architect;, David Odell, Applicant; and Pete Ehlen, Architect, present.

Staft Compent: Jessica Grant, Case Planner, reiterated that at the last DART review, it was
recommended that the applicant take access off of Lighthouse Road through an exisiing easement instead
of taking access off Meigs Road.

Motion:  Ceontinued indefinitelv with the following comments: 1) The Board appreciates the direction
that the application has taken in reducing the scale and massing of the units. 2) The Board appreciates
the significant pedesirian access points off of Meigs Road into the courtvards. 3} The Board views rhe
overall site planming as positive. 4} The Board appreciates internalization of the automobile access in
atiowing the largely public experience from Meigs Road to be landscaping and pedesirian, 3) The
skvline trees that come up through the units are favorable. 0) Further reduce the mass, bulk. and scale of
the units, particularly in response 10 the natural tervain, by internal stepping of the units and
manipulation of roof lines to create a cascading effect down the slope. 7) Study intvoducing more
one-siory elements, particularly as the architecture approaches the south. 8) Reduce the umount of two

{(MST ABR Swmmary.cpt) Date Printed October 13, 2005



210 MEIGS RD MST2602-00710
R-10 CONDOS Page:

Project Deseription:

The project consists of a one lot subdivision with ten condominiums (8 market and 2 affordable) and 23
parking spaces on a 38,553 square foot vacant lot. A zone change from E-3/8-D-3 to R-2/8-D-3 is
requested. A change in the existing General Plan designation from Major Public and Institutional to
Residential, 12 units per acre, and removal of a proposed park symbol would also be necessary as well as a
Local Coastal Plan Amendment because the General Plan Amendment would affect a parcel in the Coastal
Zone.

Activities:

and a half siory volume architecture and further reduce the architecture along Meigs Road. 9) Further
study smaller scale pieces of architecture. 10) Introduce more softscape into the courtyards because the
design is too urban and needs to be more in keeping with the Mesa vernacular. 12) Introduce larger
trees to the periphery of the site. 13) Rearrange the trees from the internal cowrtyard to make more
useable space. 14) Some Board members feel that the architeciure is 100 ornate for the Mesa. 15)
Provide a composite elevation along Meigs Road and on the Eastern elevation, showing the grade
elevation as it descends. 16) One Board member is concerned with the impact of the architecture and the
privacy relative to the school in the Eastern property line. 17) Assure adequate landscape screening and
that the architecture turn away from the school  18) Study dropping the grade ut the most internalized
portion of the motor court and the adjacent unif number ten. 19) Create a more pedestrian friendly entry
OR unil fen.

Action: Pierron/Bartiett, 8/0/0,

2/9/2004 ABR-Concept Review (New)

(COMMENTS ONLY, PROJECT REQUIRES ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND PLANNING
COMMISSION APPROVAL.)

(3:42)
Peter Ehlen, Architect, and Jessica Grant, Project Planner, present.

Motion: Continued indefinitely with the following comments: 1) The general concept of the project is
appropriate. 2j Introduce more visual and real pedestrian connection to the units along Meigs Road. 3)
The architecture needs o provide a more significant human scale. 4) Break down the massing o
respond (o the slope of the site through the reduction of plate heights, more one-story elements, etc. 3)
Provide significant landscaping 1o break down the massing of project on the east side, along the property
adjacent to the school, and to interrupt the architecture along the street. 6) Provide indication of the
significant exisiing irees. 7) Provide opporiunities for irees that can be saved, 8) Provide mitigation
plans for the loss of the significant trees that will be removed.

Action: Piervon/Larson, 7/0/0.

(MST ABR Summary.rpt) Diate Printed. Getober 13, 2005
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JUNTD 6 2005

SITY OF SANTA BaRRARA
BLANNING DIVISION

June 3, 2005

Amy Grabam
TynanGroup

2927 de la Vina Street’
Santa Barbara, CA 93105

RE: 210 Meigs Road (MST 2002-00710)
Dear Amy

This letter provides an updated review of potential impacts to biological resources withm the
proposed condo project. These comments are based on the most current stte plans (East Beach
Ventures, March 30, 2005). Previous letters, dated September 13, 2004-and July 27, 2001
addressed poteritial impacts to these resources under slightly different project designs.

The project would remove a number of eucalyptus and other non-native trees now established
within the lot, which would potentially impact raptors and other birds when the frees are
removed. - Protective measures are also given for a mature oak tree located along the northern

property Lme.

Projects Potential Affect on Raptors': Habitat quality for birds in stands of eucalyptus varies
and is dependant upon tree density, understory development. and the presence or absence of
adjacent native plants. The quality of the grove at this site is low because the copse is small and
open, with little understory or native plants established nearby. Although the trees provide
roosting habitat for raptors including American kestrel (Falco sparverius). red-shouldered and
red-tailed hawks (Buteo linearus & B. jamaicensis), barn owl (Tyio alba). and great-homned oWl
{Bubo virginianus), there use as a nesting site for most birds of prey would be extremely lirnited
due to the location and size of the copse. The site is located at a busy intersection of Meigs and
CHEf Drive. It is also adjacent to Washington Elementary School. These birds prefer stands of
native trees. However in the urban setting tall trees with strong limbs that will support larger
birds are often exotic.

Removal of a cluster of non-native trees within an wbanized area is typically not considered a
potentially significant impact under CEQA unless a listed, candidate or otherwise sensitive
species is known to use (in the case of animals) or be established at (in the case of plants) the
site. Raptors (birds of prey) are protected by laws and regulations administered by USFWS
(under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act) and California Department of Fish and Game.

! There is no change 1o this impact under the most recent plan (3/30/05)
Pogt Office Box 1112

EXHIBITE



210 Meigs Rocd June 3 2005

To ensure that birds of prey and other migratory birds are not harmed, construction and/or tree
removal should beginning before or after the breeding season (February 1™ and August 15™. If
tree removal or grading must be started during that time, a survey to locate active raptor nests
should be conducted. If found, construction and tree removal could begin, but extend no closer
than 200 feet from the nest untll fledplings leave. This mitigation will reduce any impact 1o
nesting raptors to less then significant levels.

Oak Tree Protection: The current site plan (March 30, 2005) reduces the potential impact o
the single oak tree (24 inch) located in the northeast corner of the site next to Washington
School. The current plan removes any potential for impacts to the tree by the storm drain and
catch basin, which had crossed close to the trunk in previous plans, and is now located outside
the dripline.

In addition, the perimeter CMU site wall is now curved into the site and around the tree canopy,
rather then following the property line, which lies very close to the trunk. Construction of the
retaimng wall will remove the root system from about one-eight of the area of the total canopy
cover, which is approximately 16 feet from the tree trunk.

OAK TREE PROTECTION PLAN

The foliowing protective measures will further ensure that this tree survives construction and
will reduce any impact to less then significant levels.

1. Fencing. Prior to any ground disturbances, a temporary fence shall be installed, a
munimum of 8 feet from the munk in the direction of the wall, moving outward
toward the canopy edges towards the north and south. Fencing shall be supported by
posts on minimum eight-foot centers and shall remain in place during all grading
and construction activities. Protective fencing shall be shown on all grading and
buiiding plans. If removal of fencing is required at constricted areas adjacent 1©
approved work, fencing shall be reinstalled immediately, and left in place untl
construction 1s cornpleted.

2. Material Storage and Parking. Construction equipment and vebicles shall not be
 driven or parked within the fenced area. Storage of fill soil, rocks, or construction
materials within this area is also prohibited.

3. Pruning. Prior to grading, all frees that do not have sufficient clearance for
proposed grading, or sufficient clearance to meet requirements for Fire Department
access, shall be pruned. Pruning of oak tress shall be performed only under the
direction of an arborist,

4. Trenching Excavation within the dripline of the oak shall be done by hand. All native
tree roots encountered over 1 inch in diameter shall be cut cleanly by hand. If the

B



210 Meigs Road June 3, 2005

Sincerely,

root area shall be backfilled (east of the wall), then the cut root shail be kept

wrapped in moist burlap ungdl backfilled. Soil area next to treated (cut) xoots shall
be irrigated to encourage regrowth.

. Post-Construction Protection Measures.

All trees located near proposed buildings shall be protected from sticco or paint.
No permanent irrigation shall occur within the dripline of the existing oak.

The oak tree shall receive deep feeding after grading activities are completed. A
certified arborist or free maintenance firm experienced in deep feeding of oak trees
shall perform the deep feeding.

Mitigation Plantine. When viewed as a percentage of the canopy cover, only a small
portion of the oak root system would be disturbed. However the 24-inch DBH ozk
may have functioning roots that extend up to 24 feet from the tree trunk. If this were
the case, about 1/3 of the root system would be impacted by development. Although
the tree is expected to survive construction even under these circumstances, the
addition of five coast live oak trees to the Landscape Plan (Black, 2005) will further
ensure that the project results i no significant mmpacts to oak trees.

fed 1 T

Rachel Tiemney ' J——

-

Cc: Peter Ehlen (Architect); David Black (Landscape Architect); Tﬁsb Allen (City of Santa

Barbara)

tsd
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RE: 210 Meigs Road (MST 2002-00710)
Response to 30-Day Development Application Review Team Comments

Dear Terri,

- This letter provides additional information regarding the potential impacis of the proposed condo
project on biological resources, requested in the City of Santa Barbara 30-Day Development
Application Review Team Comments (item IIIA), dated June 23, 2004. The project would
remove a number of eucalyptus and other non-native trees now established within the lot. The
30-day incomplete letter asked for additional information regarding potential impacts to raptors
and other birds when the trees are removed. Protective measures are also grven for a mature oak
tree located along the northern property line.

Projects Potential Affect on Raptors: Habitat quality for birds in stands of eucalyptus varies and
15 dependant upon tree density, understory deveiopment, and the presence or absence of adjacent
native plants. The quality of the grove at this site is low because the copse is small and open,
with little understory or native plants established nearby. Although the trees provide roosting
habitat for raptors including American kestrel (Falco sparverius), red-shouldered and red-tailed
hawks (Buteo linearus & B. jamaicensis), barn owi (Tvio alba), and great-horned owl (Bubo
virginianus), there use as a nesting site for most birds of prey would be extremely limited due to
the location and size of the copse. The site is located at a busy intersection of Meigs and Chiff
Drive. 1t is also adjacent to Washington Elementary School. These birds prefer stands of native
trees. However in the urban setting tall trees with strong limbs that will support larger birds are
often exotic.

Removal of a cluster of non-native trees within an urbanized area is typically not considered a
potentially significant impact under CEQA unless a listed, candidate or otherwise sensitive
species is known to use (in the case of animals) or be established at (in the case of planis) the
site.  Raptors (birds of prey) are protected by laws and regulations admimstered by USFWS
(under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act) and California Depariment of Fish and Game.

Frost Office Box (115
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210 Meigs Road , September 13, 2 004

To ensure that birds of prey and other migratory birds are pot harmed. construction and/or tree
removal should beginning before or after the breeding season (February 1 and August 157 1f
tree removal or grading must be started during that time, 2 survey to locate active raptor nests
should be conducted, If found. construction and tree removal could begin, but extend no closer
than 200 fect from the nest until fledglings leave. This mitigation will reduce any impact to
nesting raptors to less then significant levels.

Qak Tree Protection: The current site plan (August 19, 2004) provides adequate setback for the
single oak tree (24 inch) located in the northeast comer of the site, next o Washington School.
The following additional protective measures will further ensure this free survives construction
. and will reduce any impact to less then significant levels.

1.

b

Sincerely,

Prior to any ground disturbances, a temporary fence shall be installed and located as
far from the tree trunk as possible to construct the open parking slot. Fencing shall be
supported by posts on minimum eight-foot centers and shall remain in place during
all grading and construction activities. Protective fencing shall be shown on all
grading and building plans.

Construction equipment and vehicles shall not be driven or parked within the dripline
(or as far from the trunk as possible). Storage of fill soil, rocks, or construction
materials within these areas is also prohibited.

Trenching and digging within the dripline shall be done with rubber tire, li ght-weight
machinery or by hand, and monitored. All roots over one inch in diameter shall be cut
cleanly and properly treated.

Footings for the fence established along this property boundary should be dug as far
as possible from the trunk on either side.

A LFT

Rachel Tierney
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RE: Lighthouse Road parcel
Dear Don,

This letter summarizes my findings concerning the biological resources existing at a parcel
Jocated along Cliff Drive. adjacent to Washington School at the terminus of Lighthouse Road.
The site is situated in an area of Santa Barbara known as the Mesa, and 1s surrounded on all sides
by development (residential and commercial). Vegetation within this disturbed site consists of
common omamental shrubs (Pyracantha, Myoporum) and trees (Acacia, California Pepper,
Eucalyptus). Ground cover consists of non-native grasses (Bromus, Avena) and common weeds
{mustard. radish, thistle).

Potentiallv Sionifieant Resosurces

1. Coast Live Qak (Juercus aerifolia)

Two coast live oaks were noted at the periphery of the subject property: a smal! sapling (DBH =
4 mches) along the edge of Lighthouse Road within landscape material near the W ashington
School parking access road: and a mature tree (DBH = 14 inches) at the northern edge of the site,
also near the school. Either tree may actually be located outside of the property boundary. The
mature tree should be retained. It is in excellent health and displays very fine form.

Fogt OfFfice Box 1113




Summary of Biological Resources Lighthouse Farcel

2. Monarch Butterflv Flabitat

The subject property contains a number of mature eucalyptus trees. A recent study of monarch
butterfly overwintering use in Santz Barbara County (including the City of Santa Barbara)
identifies a “ransitory site” at La Mesa Park, located to the west of the subject property
{(Althouse and Meade, 1999). A “transitory site” 15 one that is used during winter migration for
tess than one week. It may harbor butterfly clusters for one or several nights during movement
to & more permanent “aggregation site” such as the one located in Honda Valley to the east, or to
other sites located up the coast.

Removal of eucalyptus within the subject property would not constitute a significant impact to
migrating monarchs (Meade, personal communication). Butterflies have not been seep at the
subject property.  Although the eucalyptus may provide a stopping off site between
overwintering locations, their use would be very minor.

3. Sensitive Species

No listed or proposed rare ot otherwise sensitive species were noted on-site, nor are any expected
based on the existing conditions and local records (CNPS, 2001, CDFG 2001).

Please call if you need additional mformation

Sincerely,

e

Rachel Tiemey

References

California Department of Fish and Game. 2000. Natural Diversity Data Base Special Plants and
Special Animals, The Resources Agency, Non-game Heritage Frogram. April 2000,

California Native Plant Societv, 2001, Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants.
{www.cnps.org/rareplants/inventory/6thEdition.txt).

Meade, Denjel.  1999.  Monarch Butterfly Overwintering Sites in Santa Barbara County.
California. Althouse and Meade. Inc. 1135 Stoney Creek Rd. Paso Robies. CA 93446, Prepared
for the County of Santa Barbara. November 1999,
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SIGHT DISTANCE ANALYSIS AND ACCESS EVALUATION
FOR THE 2710 MEIGS ROAD CONDOMINIUM PROJECT - CITY OF SANTA BARBARA

Associated Transportation Engineers (ATE) has completed the fotllowing sight distance analysis
and access evaluation for the 210 Meigs Road Candominium Project, proposed in the City of
Santa Barbara. The project is proposing to develop 10 condominium units on a currently
vacant site located adjacent to Washington Etementary School. Access is proposed on Meigs
Road across from La Mesa Park. The location of the project driveway on Meigs Road s
ittustrated in Figure 1 (see attached site plan).

Sight Distance Analysis

The driver of a vehicle departing from the driveway intersection should have an unobstructed
view along Meigs Road sufficient in length to permit the driver to anticipate and avoid
potential collisions. The unobstructed views form triangular areas known as sight triangles.
Any object (such as buildings, vehicles, hedges, trees, bushes, walls, fences, etc.) within the
sight triangles that wouid obstruct the driver's view of an approaching vehicle should be
removed.

Meigs Road is constructed on a large-radii horizonal curve alignment along the westem
boundary of the project site, and the project driveway is located on the inside of the curve.
The speed limit posted on Meigs Road adiacent to the site is 35 MPH. The project driveway
would be located near the north end of the curve. Pursuant to Caltrans Design Manual section
405.1.12)(c), the minimum sight distance required at a private road connection is 250 feet for
a 35 MPH design speed (Caltrans criteria attached),

Engineering « Plannir EXHIBITF keways « Transit
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Field review of the existing conditions was completed to confirm vehicle speeds and the
location of potential obstructions. The fieid review found that vehicles generally travel within
the 35 MPH speed limit. There are also trees and vegetation located along the property line
adjacent to Meigs Road that will need to be removed when the project is constructed.

Sight distances at the proposed driveway were evaluated assuming the street and driveway
layout shown on the attached plan (Figure 2). The plan shows that a raised median would be
installed on Meigs Road adjacent tc the site. A turn pocket for left turns from southbound
Meigs Road into the project site is shown. A curb bump-out is shown on the east side of
Meigs Road, resulting in a 20-foot travel lane for northbound traffic. It is noted that the
original site plan included the curb bump-out with a 16-foot travel lane for northbound traffic.
That plan was modified to provide the 20-foot travel lane since the City Fire Department
indicated that 20 feet will be their minimum requirement for this segment of Meigs Road.
Figure 2 shows the site layout with the northbound lane set at 20 feet. This was accomplished
by reducing the width of the curb bump-out along the project's frontage.

The results of the sight distance analysis found that adequate sight distance could be provided
looking to the north. The proposed driveway is located near the north end of the horizontal
curve on Meigs Road and the sight distance that could be provided to the north would be wel]
over the Caltrans minimurm reguirement of 250 feet. It is important to note that this assumes
that any landscaping or vegetation adjacent to the driveway would not extend above 3 5 feet,
the level of the driver's eye,

Figure 1 shows that the 250-foot minimum sight distance could also be provided looking to
the south. The sight distance triangle assumes that there would be no obstructions along the
project’s frontage between the roadway curb line and the area just behind the sidewalk.
Given the location of the driveway on the inside of the curve on Meigs Road, it will be
important to make sure that sight lines are not obstructed by street furniture, poles, bus stops,
etc. along this section of Meigs Road. it is recommended that the curb bump-out shown on
the site plan be extended further southeast along the frontage to ensure that vehicies do not
park within the sight distance triangle.

if desired, additional sight distance could be provided from the driveway looking to the south
by ensuring that there are no obstructions along the project's frontage between the roadway
curb line and the patio areas shown adjacent to the condominium units. About 325 feat of
sight distance could be provided from the driveway iooking to the south if no obstructions are
placed within this area. This additional sight distance would require that the curb bump-out
be extended further south. The trade off would be that this would reduce the availability of
on-street parking along the project’s frontage.
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Other Access Considerations

> There is a driveway on the west side of Meigs Road that is an inbound driveway
to the parking lot that serves La Mesa Park. The project’s driveway should align
with the La Mesa Park driveway and the median will need to be designed to
aliow for left-turns from northbound Meigs Road into the La Mesa Park parking
iot.

- The project driveway should be widened to better accommodate simuitaneous
inbound and outbound movements. The width shown on the preliminary site
plan could result in queuing on Meigs Road.

> The turn pocket for left turns into the project site should be minimum of 100
feet fong to provide an adequate area for vehicle deceleration and storage.

> The site design should provide a pedestrian connection between the project site
and the adjacent Washington Elementary School.

- City staff have indicated that there may be a desire to provide a crosswalk for
pedestrian access across Meigs Road at the site access driveway. The need for
a crosswalk should consider that there is an existing painted crosswalk for
crossing Meigs Road at the Elise Way intersection about 600 feet north of the
project access driveway. There is an existing sign on Meigs Road adjacent to
La Mesa Park directing pedestrians in this area to use the crosswalk at Flise
Way. The existing painted crosswalk at Elise Way is also part of the safe route
to school for Washington Elementary School and a crossing guard is assigned
to the crosswalk before and after school. Placing a striped crosswalk at the site
access driveway may require modification of the school's pedestrian access
plan and the placement of crossing guards in the area if it is to be connected to
the school. The design of the site access driveway intersection on Meigs Road
would also need to be modified to accommodate the crosswalk.

Alternative Access Connection

The preliminary site plan shows an alternative connection to Meigs Road on the adjacent
Washington School property just north of the project site. Adequate sight lines could also be
achieved at this driveway location looking to the north and to the south, provided that there
are no obstructions along the project's frontage between the roadway curb line and the area
just behind the sidewalk.
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This concludes our sight distance analysis and access evaluation for the 210 Meigs Road
Condominium Proiect. Please call our office if you have questions regarding the analysis or
findings.

Associated Transportation Engineers

Scott A. Schell, AICP
Principal Transportation Planner

SAS/DLD

Attachments
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166.1

CHAPTER 200
GEDMETRIC DESIGN AND
STRUCTURE STANDARDS

Topic 207 - Sight Distance

Index 201.1 - General

Sight distance 15 the contipuous length of
nighway ahead visible to the driver. Three types of
sight distance are considered here: passing,
stopping, and decision. Stopping sight distance is
the minimum sight distance to be provided on mui-
tilane highways and on Z-lane roads when passing
sight distance is noi econornically obtainable.
Stopping sight distance aiso is to be provided for
all elements of interchanges and intersections at
orade, inciuding private road conmnections (see
Topic 504, Index 4051, & Fgure 405.7).
Decision sight distance is used at major decision
pointa {see indexes 201.7 and 504.2).

The following tabie shows the standards for
passing and stopping sight distance relawed 0
design speed. These shall be the minimum values
wsed in design.

Tabie 201.1

Sight Distance Standarcs
Design Speed(i) Smpp‘mg{z) Passing

(mph) () (ft)
20 e 25 ... &00
S, SR 150 . 050
30 200 . 1100
25 e 230 1360
A0 300 e 1500
A5 360 1630
30 e 430 ... 1800
35 ... SR 1. § R 1930
B0 580 e 2100
65 e 660 ... 2300
70 .. . T30 2300
75 840 2600
BO e 930 e 2700

(1) See Topic 107 for selection of design speed.
(2} Increase by 20% on sustained downgrages >3% & »!1
mile.

Pebruary 13, 1995

Chapter 7 of "A Policy on Geometric Design
of Highways and Streets,” AASHTO, 1984, conrans
a thorough discussion of the derivation of stopping
sight distance.

I01.2 Possing Sight Distance

Passing sight distance 1s the mnimum sight
distance required for the dmver of one vehicle to
pass another vehicle safely and comforably,
Passing must be accompiished withowt reducing the
speed of an oncoming vehicie traveling at the
design speed should it come into view after the
overaking maneuver i started. The saght distance
availabie for passing at any place is the longest
distance at which 2 driver whose eyes are 3.5 feet
above the pavement surface can see the top of an
object 4.25 feet high on the road.

Passing sight distance 1s considered anly on 2-
lans roads. At critical locations, a stretch of 3- or
4-lane passing section with stopping sight distance
is sometimes more economical than two ianes with
passing sight distance (see kndex 2044,

Figure 201.2 shows graphically the relationship
among iength of vertical curve, design speed, and

algebraic difference in grades. Ay one factor can
be determined when the other two are known.

Chapter 6 of the Traffic Manua! for criteria
to barrier striping of no-passing zones.

See
elating

201.2 Stopping Sight Distamce

The minimum stopping sight distance is the
distance reguired by the driver of az vehicle,
traveling at a given speed, 1o brimg his vehicle 0 2
stop after an object on the road becomes visible.
Stopping sight distance is measured from the
driver's eyes, which are assumed to be 3.5 feet
above the pavement surface, to an object 0.5-foot
high on e road.

“The stopping siehi digtances n Table 2011
should be increased bv 209 on sustained
downorades steeper than 3% and longer thap 1
mile.
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and the type of commmunity bemg served may limit
the use of the STAA templates. In those cases,
other appropriate tempiaies should be used.

The rointmonm practical wrning radins is 50
feer. However, the 60-foor radius develops less
swept width and may have an advantage. Both the
50-foot radius and 60-foot radiss shouid be tested.

(3 California Truck. The California rruck-
mrn templaie should be used in the design of
hMehwave not_on the NMational Nerwork., The
mpymum practical wrning radius 15 50 feet

(4j Bus. At intersections whers truck volumes
are light or where the predominate truck traffic
consisis of mostly 3-axle and 4-axle units, the bus
mrning template may be used. Its wheel paths
sweep & greater width than 2-axle delivery trucks
and the smaller buses such as scheol buses, but &
slightly iesser width than a 4-axle truck.

Topic 405 - Interseciion Design
Standards

405.7 Sight Distance
(1) Siopping Stght Distance. See Index 201.1 for
MInimn Stopping sighi distance requireTnenis.

{2) Corner Sight DHstance.

(a) General--Ar unsignaiized inlersections a
substantially clear hpe of sight shouid be
mamntained between the driver of z vehicle
waiting at the crossroad and the driver of an
approaching vehicle., Adeguale time must be
provided for the watting vehicle to etther cross

all ianes of through iraffic, cross the near

lanes and twrn left. or wrn right. without
requiring through waffic o radically aler
their speed.

The values given in Tabie 405,14 provide 7-
i/2 geconds for the driver on the crossroad o
compiete the necessary mansuver while the
approaching vehicle travels at the assumed
design speed of the main highway. The 7-1/2
second critenion 15 normally applied to all
tapes of through waffic in order to cover all
possible mansuvers by the vehicle at the
crossroad,  However. by providing the
standard corner sighi{ distance (o the lane
nearest to and farthest from the waiting
vehicie, adegquate time snould be obrained io
make the necessary movement, On multilane
highwavs 2 7-1/2 second cricerion for the

outside lane, in both directions of travel,
normaliv will provide increased sight distance
ic the nside lanss. Considerarion shonid be
given 1o increasing these vaiues on
downgrades sieeper than 2% and jonger than
I mike (sec Index 201.3), where there are high
truck volvmes oo the crossrasad, or where the
skew of the intersecuion substantiallv increases
the distance traveled by the crossing vehicie.

In determining corner sight distance, a set
back distance for the vehicle waiting at the
crossroad must be assumed. Set back for the
adriver on the crossroad shall be 2 minimum
of 15 feet, measured fromm edee of the
traveled way. The 15 foot ser back distance
assumes six feet from the edge of travelled
way 1o the stop bar, one foot for the width of
the stop bar, and eight feet from the front
burper (o the dnver. If the stop bar is more
than six feer from the edge of waveied way,
additicnal aliowance should be considered.
Comer sight distance 15 to be measured from a
3.5 foot height at the location of the driver o
the minor road to a 4.25 foot obieci height n
the center of the approaching lane of the
major road.

in some cases the cost to obtain 7-1/2 seconds
of cormer sight distances may be sucessive.
High costs may be attributable to night of way
acquisifion, building removal, extensive
excavation, or environmental costs (e.g., trze
removal, avoldance of wetlands, historic or
rchaeological smes). In such cases a lesser
valne of corner sight distance, as described
under the following headings, may be wsed.

(%) Public Road Intersesctions--
At unsionajized nublic road jntersections {see
index 405 7y corner sighi distance valuss
oiven o Tabfe 405,14 should be nrovided.

At signalized intersections the wvalues for
comer sight distances given in Table 40514
shouid also be applied whenever possibie.
bven though traffic flows are designed to
move df separale imes. unanticipated vehicie
conflicts can occur due to violation of signal,
right wrns on red, malfunction of the signal.
or nge of flashing red/vellow mode.

Where resirictive conditions similar {o these
iisted in Index 402.3(2Mal, the minimom
valoe for cormer sighi distance a2t beth

|
|
|
|
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signalized and unsignalized iniersections
shal} be equal to the stopping sight distance
as given in Table 261.1, measured as
previousiy described,

{c} Private Road Intersections—-The minimam
cormer sight distamce shall be eqeal o the
siopping sight distance as given in Tabie
201.1, measured as previousiy described.

{d} Urban Dnveways--Corner sight distance
requirements as described above are not
apphed 1o urban driveways.

(3} Decision Sight Distance.  Ar__intersections
where the Stale route  fums or. crosses  another
State route. the decision sicht distance values etven
in Table 405 18 should be wsed. In compuiine
and measuring decision sieht distance. the 3 S-foor
eve height and the 0 5-Toor ohiect heicht should

be used. the obiect heine located on the side of the
intersection nearest the approaching driver,

The application of the various sight distance
requirements for the different types of mrersec-
tions 18 summmarized in Table 405.1C,

4052 Lefidurn Channefization

(1} General. The purpose of a iefi-tam lane is io
expedite the movement of through waffic, control
the movement of turming traffic, increase the
capacity of the intersection, and improve safety
characieristics.

The District Traffic Branch normally es-
tabiishes the need for left-turn lanss.  Ses
"Guidelines for Reconstruction of Intersections,”
August 1985, published by the California Division
of Transportation Operations.

{2} Desien Elements.

(a} Lape Width - The lzne width for beth
single and double ieft-turn lames on State
kighways shall be 12 feet. Under cemam cir-
cumgstanceas (isted below), lafi-turn lane widths
of 11 feet or as narrow as 10 feet mav pe nsed
on RRR or other projecis on enistng Stawe
highways and on roads or sirests under other
junsdictions when supported bv an approved
design exceplion pursuant 16 index 8§27

o On hizh speed raral highwavs or moderaze
speed suburban highwavs where width i
restricted,  the minmmmum width of sngle or
dual left-urn lanes may be reduced 10 11 fest

45867
February 13, 1995
Table 405,14
Corner Sight Distance

@

{7-1/2 Second Criteria)

&

Design Speed Corner Sight

(mph; Distance (f)
30 e 230
B0 e, 440
50 e 230
B0 oo, 560
TO 770
Tabple 405,12
Decision Sight Distancs

Drecision Sight

{mph} Distance (ft)
3O 450
40 .. - 600
30 750
60 e 1000

Table 405.1C
Lpplication of Sight Distance

Requirements
Sight Digtance
Intersection
Types Stopping Corner Decision
. . - A1)
Private Roads 4 X
Public Streets b4 X
and Roads
Stgnalized e {2)
Intersecuons
Siate Route X A X

Intersections &
Roure Dwection
Changes, with or
without Signals

(1i Using swopping sight distance between an eve heighe of 3.50 £, and
an chjeet height of 425 £ See Index 4D5.1(2)a) for setback
reguirements.

{2)" Apply corner sighe distanes requirements € sipnalized intersections
wheneyver possible due to unanticipared viclarons of the signals or
malfuncuions of the signais. See Index 405.102Mb),

|
]
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City of Santa Barbara Planning Commission
Attn: Trnish Allen, Associate Planner

Santa Barbara City Hall SEP (7 2005
735 Anacapa Street CARTE FARE AL
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 CITY OF SANTA BAHBAH

B ANMIND Do

Re: Diraft Mitigated Negative Declaration for 210 Meigs Rd. (MST2002-80710) comments
and other comments concerning 216 Meigs Rd.

Drear Commussioners:

Thank you for the opportumty to comment on the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the ten
untit condominium project proposed on Meigs Road adjacent to Washington School. We have several
concerns about potential environmental impacts of the proposed project as it relates to Washington School.
We have 22 school sites throughout the community, most of which are located in residential areas. This
has given us considerable experience with compatibility issues and impacts of schools and residences
located in close proximity to cach other. The following comments are based on this experience as well as
the specifics of Washington School where several classrooms, portables and a plaving area are located
immediately adjacent to the proposed project.

Access

Over the last year or so the District has worked with the applicant to determine the appropnate access to
their site and we strongly support access off Meigs Road as proposed. We detailed our concerns about
access off Lighthouse Road through the Washington School parking in a letter to the Planning Commission
dated Apnl 19, 2005 (attached). Access from Lighthouse Road via an casement raises serious safety issues,
disrupts Washington School traffic circulation, and exceeds the scope of what is permitted under the
easement between the District and adjacent property owner. While that access is not proposed, we would
like to have the attached letter included as part of the record so that future decision-makers are aware of the
safety issues of that option. The district also opposes access between the 210 Meigs and the school site.
The conventence of a few school children walking a shorter distance to school would not offset the
problems with unauthorized access and use not only during the school day, but during non school hours.
Experience has shown that over time, property owners with divect access to School District property
consider the District property to be at their disposal for activities prohibited by Board policy and applicable
law.

Compatibility of schoel and condos

Past experience has shown that homes immediately adjacent to school sites, particularly play areas, cah
create compatibility issues. Once a project is built next to a school, the new owners tend to forget that the
school was there first. Because of the close proximity of the proposed development to the school, we
strongly suggest there be a condition added to require a covenant or other title documentation
acknowledging that the adjacent school facility is and will continue to be used for school, aficr-school and
non-school related activities. These activities will ocour during the daytime, evenings and weekends which
residents may find interfere with their guiet and enjoyment of their home. The covenant should also
mention that additional school facility construction, both currently planned and in the fature, could be

carried out in 2 manner which might adversely impact residents, mcluding in reference to viewsheds.
720 Santa Barbara Street » Santa Barbara, CA 93101 » (803) 963-4331 = Fax (805) 965-9561

Equal opportunity emiplovernon-disennsnation on the basts of race. color, ancestry, national srigim, serital suivs, sexsexual orieniation,
refigious creed, 7ot e e L ’ " 40y, or political affiavion,
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Construction Activities

The Draft MND notes that grading will require one month and hours of construction run from 7 am to 5 pm
which coincides with the school day. The discussion of sensitive receptors on page 7 states, ©__ but sensitive
receptors at the park facross Meigs Road] could be affected by dust and particulatea during project site grading
and construction.” School children are definitely considered “sensitive receptors™ i terms of noise & air
quality but thev are not mentioned as possibly being affected by particulates and dust. We believe the
potential impact on students from grading is significant, especially given the project’s proximity to the school
and the sensitivity of children to air pollution. We believe the following mitigation measures would reduce
this impact to a level of insignificance:

1. The Draft MND recommends that the site be watered during grading and other standard dust control
measures. While this 1s a partial mitigation, we don’t believe it is sufficient. We suggest limiting
grading activities to non-school hours as mitigation. We recognize this presents a hardqth to the
applicant but we see no alternative,

2. The Draft MND (p. 15) states that construction equipment generates noise levels of more than 80 or 90
db(A) at 50 feet. There are several classrooms near the common property line that are considerably
closer than 50 feet and construction in that area would be particularty disruptive to the students, What
if construction of those units occurs during testing or quiet periods when students are reading? The
ND needs to do more than state what the noise standards are. The ND needs to analyze what the
effects might be on the students adjacent to the site. Limiting construction hours, at a mimmum for
the units along the common property line. would help to mitigate noise impacts. Another possibility
would be to himit noise producing construction activities to non-school hours.

3. Past experience has shown us that construction velucle and matenals storage can be an issue,
especially on a small, constramned site. The Draft MND (Mitigation T-3 on p. 23) defers finding
appropriate locations for construction vehicles and materials but those should be determined now to
avoid impacts later.

Privacy and Safety of Students

We have a major concern with the proximity of the eastern units, particularly those with balconies that
overlook the school site, in terms of pnivacy & safety of the students. We are concerned about people using
their balconies for various activities while m full view of the students, There are site design changes that
would be effective in addressing this concern, including possibly moving the balcontes so that they don’t
overiook the school and adding significant screen landscaping.

Pesticide tse

The District requests that pesticides not be applied at the project during construction. School age children
will occupy buildings and playgrounds and may come in contact with or be exposed to pesticides if their
use 15 allowed. This is a major concern to the District as well as parents of school age children at
Washington Elementary School.
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‘Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these important issues.

Very traby vours,

David He Jonk
Director of Facilities and Operations
Santa Barbara School Districts

ce Letter to Planning Commission on access issue, April 19, 2005
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April 19, 2005

City of Santa Barbara Planning Commission
Santa Barbara City Hall

735 Anacapa Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

£ ooy

Re 210 Meigs Rd. (MST2002-00710) i

Dear Commuissioners:

The Santa Barbara School District (District) has two principal concerns with the proposed conditions of
approval and accompanying staff report: (1) the staff-recommended access along the private Lighthouse
Road easement raises serious safety issues, disrupts Washington School traffic circulation, and exceeds
the scope of what is permitted under the easement; and (2} because of the close proximity of the
proposed development to the school, there needs to be a new condition added to require a covenant or
other titie documentation acknowledging that the adjacent school facility is and will continue to be used
for school, after-school and non-school related activities, including evenings and weekends, which
residents may find interfere with their quiet enjoyment, and that additional school facility construction,
both currently planned and in the future, could be carried out in a manner which might adversely impact
residents, including in reference to viewsheds.

ACCESS

The private access easement in question extends from the south end of Lighthouse Road through the
middie of the Washington School parking iot to the corner of the applicant's parcel at Meigs Road.
This easement dates back to the time before the construction of Meigs Road. Originally, the easement
would have served the properties on the lower portion of Lighthouse Road, south of La Mesa Park, as
well as the applicant’s parcel. However, when Meigs Road was constructed some thirty years ago,
thereby providing access 1o the lower Lighthouse Road properties, including the applicant’s parcel, the
easement became redundant. Given the District’s continuous use of the easement area over many years,
it is ghly questionable whether any use may be made of the easement at this time which conflicts with
the District’s long established utilization of its property.

It does not appear that the staff report has adequately considered the impact of its recommendation upon
the existing utilization of the Washington School parking lot, including circulation for autos, bcyclists,
pedestrians, and buses. Both the district and applicant oppose the use of the private access easement at
the terminus of Lighthouse Road to serve the project. The statf recommended access consists of a
roadway improved to city standards, including curbs, gutters, parkways, sidewalks, streetlights,
landscaping and utilities, which would bisect the Washington School parking lot, thereby causing
significant safety issues and impairing school parking lot circulation. Although there is provision for
pedestrian crossing signage and striping, there 1s no recognition of the need for automobile and bus
traffic to cross the easement area as part of the long established circulation pattern providing ingress and
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egress to the site These impacts have not been adequately explored by staff. including in the
environmental review for this project.

it 15 to be noted that the staff recommended improvements would be placed within an easement which
does not allow a right-of-way for public roadway use. Rather the easement 1n question is a nonexclusive
private easement limited to ingress and egress only. When exercising the right to use an easement, the
owner of the easement must give due regard to the rights of the owner of the underlying fee title. The
owner must use the easement in the manner that imposes the least burden on the property. To impose a
requirement for the construction of a roadway meeting standard city specifications would greatly exceed
the allowable use for this easement. A private nonexclusive easement for ingress and egress does not
contemplate curbs, gutters, sidewalks, parkways, streetlights, landscaping, and utilities, and the same, if
constructed, would greatly burden and disrupt the use of the property by the District.

The District would further object to utilizing the easement in such a way that would extend Lighthouse
Road to Meigs Road, due to a number of safety and circulation issues which have previously been the
subject of discussion and correspondence with the applicant. Please see the attached August 6. 2004
letter to applicant outlining District’s objections.

In short, the District believes that the staff recommmendation fails to adeqguately address critical student
safety 1ssues, the impact of bisecting the Washington School parking lot with an improved public
roadway, and the applicable limitations upon the use of the private easement.

The District urges the Commission to select the so-called third access option, which takes access directly
from Meigs Road without utilization of the private easement. The staff report acknowledges that the
applicant has provided an appropriate means for direct access from Meigs Road, which ensures proper
sight visibility and speeds, so that the design could be approved in accordance with safety precautions.
This option would avoid the very significant Impacts to the school and associated legal issues related to
the use of the easement.

ADDED REQUIREMENT FOR RESIDENTS TO ACKNOWLEDGE POTENTIAL INTERFERENCE
WITH QUIET ENJOYMENT

Under the proposed rezone, the side and rear setbacks from District property will only be six feet (three
feet for parking). With the recent placement of the story poles, the close proximity of the proposed units
to the existing school buildings and facilities is readily apparent. This raises the potential for future
conflicts to arise between project residents and the school in relation to noise, lighting, and traffic
associated with the normal functioning of a school Also, future school additions may further impact
neighbors. Although the District believes that project residents and the school community can co-exist
harmoniously, as is generally the case around District schools, because it has previously encountered
neighbor concerns at Washington and other schools relating to these kinds of 1ssues, the District would
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like for there to be a requirement for record title to contain an acknowledgment that residents’ quiet
enjoyment may be adversely impacted.

School facilities are subject to a wide variety of uses, including before and after school and weekend
usage by school and non-school related groups (Civic Center Act). Facility improvements are currently
being planned, which may further impact residents in the proposed development. The District wishes to
avoid or minimize future conflicts with project residents by recording covenants or other title
documentation acknowledging this potential.

The situation is somewhat analogous to new development adjacent to agriculture, in which case the
development is subject to the Right to Farm Ordinance. This is intended to minimize the development's
impact on adjacent farming operations. We think that suitable language can be crafted to effectuate a
similar result in connection with minimizing impacts on public school operations.

Thank you for your attention to these important issues.

Very traly yours,

David Hetyonk
Director of Facilities and Operations
Santa Barbara School Districts

Ce: Jan Hubbell
Jessica Grant
David Odell
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August 6, 2004

Mr. David Gdell

Tyvnan Group

20737 De la Vina Street
Santz Barbara. CA 03105

Re:  Access issues relating to Washington Schoo! Master Plan and Tynan condominium project
Dzar Dawvid:

Thank vou for meeting recently with Santz Barbara School District representatives Craig Price, Pat Saley and
myself to discuss access 1ssues relating to your proposed condominium project and Washington School. As vou
know. the District has been discussing the construchon of 2 new library/building and other accessibility
improvements at Washington Elementary Schoot as part of the 1-98 bond funded improvements for elementary
district. Our understanding is that Tynan and 1ts partner are proposing 10 condormnium umits on the triangular-
shaped parcel that is bounded on two sides by the school and the third by Meigs Road

Az vou know. there 1s an existing access easement extending from the south end of Lighthouse Road. across the
two school parcels. to the comer of your parcel at Meigs Road. Our collective understanding 1s that this
easement dates back to the time before the construction of Meigs Road. The casement would have served the
properties or the Jower portion of Lighthouse Road, south of La Mesa Park. as well as your parcel. When
Metgs was constructed some thirty vears ago. thereby providing access to the lower Lighthouse Road properties
and vour parcel. apparently the casement was not removed.

At this point, we understand that the ity of Santz Barbara has taken & position that o shared vehicular access off
Meigs is preferable for both the schoo! and the condos. Under this scenario, the school would retain the
Lighthouse Road aceess as well. We understand that a concern expressed by City staff1s that they don ' want
1wo access points on this portion of Meigs Road You ve asked the District to officially comment on the
appropriateness and practicality of having aceess io the schoo! off Meigs Road. presumably off one driveway
that would be shared with the condos. We assume that the access off Meigs would be for ingress and egress for
both the condos and school.

As we told vou at our meeting, we are pursuing a plan with access solely off Lighthouse Road. We see several
serious probiems with the concept of shared access for the school and the condos off Meigs Road, Our concerns
about two access pomts for the schook mclude:

1 ipcrease in traffic during school drop off and pick up times - Everv school has two peak hours when
parents are dropping off their children in the moring and picking them up in the afternoon. The
morning peak hour generally coincides with the peak hour on adjacent public streets in: the 7:30 1o 6:30
am time frame. At the same time that parents would be entering and exiting the school stie off Megs,
manv residents of the condos would be leaving for work or appointments. The condo owners leaving
during the morming drop off time might have to wait quite 2 whike 1o make the left out of the condo
project onio the shared access drive and then onto Meigs Road. We are very concerned aboui the
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inerease in traffic in and around the schoo! parking lot from the condos, especialiv in the mormmg. We
would imagine that vou are also concerned about the inconvenience of having the condo residents wait
for the schoo! traffic 1o subside before leaving their property.
7. People taking short cuts across the school parking lot - Those condo residents that work 16 the cast
of the site, e.g.. in the lower Downtown area, would be tempted to turn nght from their property and
cross the school parking lot to go o their destimation. More serious, however, is the tendency for psopic
to take the shortest route from A" to ‘B, For example, someone driving up Meigs Road migit be
tempted to turn right omto the condo/schoot shared driveway. cross the school parking lot and exit the
school site on Lighthouse Road. then onto Cliff Drive. This would save them negotiating the Cliff
Drive/Meigs Road intersection. The same could ocour for those traveling west on Chff Drive who
might turn ieft onto Lighthouse Road. cross the school parking ot and exit omto Meigs in order to avoud
the left turn from CHff to Meigs. This potential increase iv waffic throngh the parking iot 1¢ & major
concern for the Dastrict.
Enticements for students to cross Meigs at uncontrolied infersection — Pedestrians on the west side
of Meigs are currently encouraged to crose at Elise Way. & short distance to the north. Thereisa
corresponding pedestrian path between the existing condos and Lazy Acres Market that directs students
away from Meigs Road. We believe that the addition of an access to the school, ever if it is fenced off
or controlled in some manner. would encourage students to cross Meigs at 2 jocation that 1s not as safe
as Elise Way.
4 Legality of use of easement - The cxuisting casement was established for one purpose that is now moot.
Giiven its intent and the specific language. we are concerned about the legality of use of the easement by
+he condo owners and others who might enter the school property off Meigs.

LES )

Finally. we understand the City is requesting a gate be added on the east property line between the condos and
school. We understand the desire to provide direct access between the two properties for parents and students
immediately before and after school. but we are concemed that the gate will cause more problems than it would
cver solve. The gate would need to be locked at all other times. The district doss not want the public to access
the site from this gate during schools bours as there is no one 10 moniior who is coming on campus. Curreatly
there are problems with the way the public is using the schoo! grounds during non schoo} mours and the district
feeis that an additional entrance would add to this unauthorized use. We do not have security or other personnel
who could lock and uniock the gate at the appropriate times and we doubt there would be anvone hving m the
condo project who would wart to be responsibie for those tasks, We appreciate the intent but we think, asa
practical matter. the gate is not 2 good 1dea.

Thank vou again for meeting with us. We look forward to continuing our giscussions as the two projects move
forward through the review process.

Please let me know if vou need any additional information about the District’s posifion OD a0¢ess,

Sincerelv,

David Hetvorik
Director of Facilities and Operations

ce!
Peter Enlen. Condo Project Architect Craig Price, Distnet Counsel
Richard Fogg, Tvnan Counsel Pat Saley, Districi Land Use Consubiant
Teri Green. Tynan Group D ! Briap Sarwvie, Superintendent
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September 7, 2005

City of Santa Barbara

Planning Division

Attre Trish Allen, Associate Planner
2.0 Box 1990

Santa Barbara, CA 93702-1990

SUBJECT: 210 Meigs Road Project (MST2002-00710)

Dear Ms. Allen,

Thank vou for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Mi tigated
Negative Declaration (MND) for the 210 Meigs Road Project. 1am an
Environmental Planning Consultant and CEQA practitioner, with
experience spanning 25 years for the public sector and CEQA Planning
tirms throughout California. My experience includes working on large
EIRs (including those for Ahmanson Ranch, Santa Monica Civic Center
Specific Plan, Playa Vista in Los Angeles, and the LAX Airport Master
Plan) to moderate projects, including many schoo! project MNDs for
varying school districts. ‘

Fwould like to note for the record that in my 25 years working on
CEQA documents (and principally as a CEQA reviewer under contract
for jurisdictions}, the proposed MND is extrernely vague, inadequate,
and not very specific to the existing setting. This includes the cookie-
cutter standard mitigation measures of which there appears to be no
etfort to tailor them to the project or existing setting/ surrounding land
uses at hand. Given my tenure as a CEQA specialist for both large and
moderate sized jurisdictions, T understand that typically, there is a lack
of time and resources available for staff to prepare an adequate MND,
and that the need and desire to expeditiously process environmental
documents for projects which provide badlv needed housing
sometimes overrides the offort to prepare an adequate MND. Hence,
my comments below are not meant to be critical or obstructionist in
any way, but meant to be solution-oriented to the greatest extent
possible in order to meet both the spirit and intent of CEQA.
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Fhave provided recommended revisions to mitigation measures {(showing
proposed new text in underline and proposed text to be deleted in strikeout) in
order to make them more specific to the proposed project, more likely to be

-properly implemented, and more effective in mitigating the very impacts they
are intended to mitigate. Also, note that, in spite of mv serious concerns
regarding the lack of disclosure of impacts and the inappropriateness of the
proposed density increase given the surrounding setting, [ am of the professional
opinion that an EIR is not required for the proposed project, providing the
potentially significant efiects of the proposed project are adequately mitigated.
However, in order for the proposed project environmental impacts to be
adequately mitigated, they first need to be adequately disclosed. This is where
the MND falls seriously short.

Below are my specific comments on the MND and CEQA process for this project.

1. Noficing Error. The Notice of Availability and Intent to Adopt the Draft
MND for the proposed project contains a fatal flaw in that it omits a critical
noticing information requirement of the State CEQA Guidelines. Pursuant to
Section 15072(f){4) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the public notice for the ND
copies of the proposed negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration
mnciuding...all documents referenced in the proposed negative declaration
or mitigated negative declaration are available for review. This location or
locations shall be readily accessible to the public during the lead agency’s
normal working hours.”  (emphasis added). Note this is also a requirement
in Public Resources Code Section 21092(b)(1).

Under the heading “Document Availability” for the project notice, it only
states that the Draft MNT is available for review at the Planning Division.
The hearing notice, bv law, is mandated to include the statement that the
Dratt MND and all documents referenced in the proposed MND are available
for review at specified locations. Although this may appear at first glance to
be a minor error, please note that it has serious legal consequences. Your City
Attorney should be contacted regarding this noticing error, and the Draft
MND needs to be re-noticed and recirculated. Your City Attorney may want
to contact the City Attorney from other jurisdictions regarding the
seriousness of this matter, mcluding those from the City of Santa Monica, the
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City of Hercules, and the County of Ventura. Note that | recently prepared
an MND for a project in Hercules (The Baviront Boulevard Mixed-Use /TLive-
Work Project), wherein the City of Hercules made the same noticing error. A
commenter noted the error and the City was required to renotice the MND
and provide a new 30-day review period. This also occurred when 1 worked
on the Ahmanson Ranch Project in Ventura County. (The City may also want

include this mandatory CEQA requirement, which was added to the State
CEQA Guidelines during the 1998 revisions).

It 15 also highly recommended, from a public-review and CEQA practitioner’s
standpoint, that when the MIND for this project is re-noticed and the Draft
MND re-circulated, as I'm sure your City Attorney will require, the revised
Draft MND include the revisions requested by the public that are
appropriately related to environmental issues. This would facilitate a more
effective public review and provide a more useful environmental impact
disclosure document for the decision-makers, which is the backbone of the
entire CEQA process.

Note that failure of the City to propeily re-notice the Draft MND in
accordance with the requirements of CEQA would leave the City vulnerable
to a lawsuit. Because there is no discretion regarding this issue for public
agencies, (this requirement is provided not only in the State CEQA
Guidelines, but by statute (PRC) as well}, a court would have to rule that the
notice was in viclaiion of CEQA. 1 urge you to consider this error at this
earlv junction in the process, as opposed to when the Notice of Determination
is filed and additional time is lost. A statement from the City Attorney
should be included in the response to this comment. (Also, please note my
comments regarding this issue in the Traffic section below).

2. Air Quality. Surprisingly, there is absolutely no discussion of the presence of
the Washington Elementary School, nor the hundreds of students under the
age of 11, who, during exertion from physical activity on the plavfields
(including required outdoor P.E. classes, recess, and lunch periods) will be
breathing in dust related particulate matter. The Air Quality section is
woefully inadequate and violates the provisions and requirements of CEQA
by not even acknowledging the presence of a major sensitive receptor (the
School), nor providing ANY discussion whatsoever regarding the potential |
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effects of construction activities, and pd; tsaum ?“’ o1 adr"u";} OT huz“sdz‘eds of
small children plaving outdoors.

construction activities in the ME\!,) is the .£(.)§I.<,w ng, .Shb,mantlal dustmrezlated
impacts may be potentially significant, but are generally considered
ritigatble with the application of standard dust control mitigation measures”
and ”.. sensitive receptors at the park could be affected by dust and
particuiu’te.&, during project site grading and construction.” The reference
regarding the “park” is presumably tiw park across Shoreline. But what
about the school immediately adjacent to the project site. Are approximately
600 young children right next to the site not sensitive receptors, but a park
accorss a four lane road is? This is clearly a serious oversight in the Air
Quality section and needs te be revised.

rrrrrr

Specifically, the Air Quality section needs to be revised to include a detailed
discussion of the following: the presence of the sensitive receptor,
Washington School, the hours of operation of the school, the potential effects
on the sensitive receptor, etc. The MND needs to include a brief summary of
the volumes of scientific data available documenting adverse health effects on
children (sensitive receptors) and particularly adverse health effects of very
small particulate matter (e.g., dust) on children. This is even more seriously
complicated by the fact that these hundreds of small children will be required
to use physical exertion on the playeround and other outdoor areas in direct
proximatity of the grading activities for the proposed project. In addition,
some children are more sensitive to these types of exposures due to asthma
and severe allergies. Again, the potential significance of the adverse health
impacts given such a scenario i1s not speculation, but has well-documented
scientific data supporting it. It is recommended that the APCD be consulied
regarding this issue and for more appropriate mitigation measures regarding
this specific impact.

A mitigation measure is recommended below for this potentially significant
adverse impact, in addition to a minor revision to Mitigation Measure AQ-6,
Failure to adopt these feasible mitigation measures would make the MIND
inadequate and out of compliance with the requirements of CEQA to adopt
feasible mitigation measures for potentially significant adverse impacts.
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AC-6 Dust Control Monitor. After the phrase ” The name and telephone
number 05 such persons shall be provided to the Air Pollution Control

Distyict. .

" please also add, “and to the Washineton Elementarv School

Principal”
fmncpal

Add the following mitigation measure:

AQ-9,

Minimization of Dust and Noxious Fumes on Washington School.

Due to the proximity of the proposed project to W ashington
Elementary School, which is a sensitive receptor, a Construction and
Dyst Suppression Plan shall be submitted to the APCD and the
Washington School Principal which provides the provisions listed
below. Said Construction Plan shall be approved by the City and
APCD prior to issuance of a grading permit. A copy of said Final
Construction and Dust Suppression Plan shall be provided to the
Washington Elementary School Principal prior to commencement of
any grading activities orn site:

a. Specific contractor provisions which minimizing grading
activities that have the potential to generate dust during school
hours. Said provisions shall be noted on the grading plans.

b. Coordination of lunch hours/ break times of construction workers
with the lunch/recess period of Washineton Elementary School
students, so as to not generate dust when the students are on the
playfieids.

. No construction traffic is to be allowed through the Washington
School parking Iot/eagement during school hours when school is
11 e80T

d. Construction schedule shall be provided on a biweeklv basis to
the Washington Elementary School Principal setting forth the
construction activities that are likelv to eenerate dust or other air
quality impacts (e.g., noxious fumes) for each two-week period
until construction activity is comploete.

e. Cessation of erading activities during the following special events
fschool carnival and jogathon), with specific dates to be provided
by _the Washington School PTO (Parent Teacher Organization)
President,

£, No grading activities during wind speeds exceeding 25 mph.
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g. Allowance of grading activities on weekends and holidavs and
after 5:00 pm, when the school is cinsed.

Noise. The Noise Section of the Draft MND does not provide any level
of discussion of the project’s construction impacts on the school, which
is a sensitive receptor. The Noise Section needs to be revised to
include a discussion regarding the proximity of the proposed
construction activities to the nearest classrooms, a discussion
regarding the lack of noise insulation in the many portable classrooms
on the school campus, and the anticipated hours of construction
activity which generate excessive amounts of noise in relation to the
hours of operation of the school and it's activities. There is absolutely
no information whatsoever providing decision makers with
mformation on, for example, how close pile drivers will be to
classrooms in session, and whether these classrooms have the ability to
close their windows and use air conditioning (it is not discussed
whether there is even air conditioning in the permanent classrooms),
There are also absolutely no projections regarding noise intrusion into
the classrooms from construction activity in regards to dbA. This is
relatively easy to provide without modeling, using the standard drop-
off rates of noise with distance. The reasonable worst-case scenario is
required by CEQA to be disclosed and mitigated. This means
providing a projection of reasonable worst-case dBA in the classrooms
dirring school session. Failure of the MND to provide this information
i a revised Draft MIND makes the environmental document relatively
useless to decision makers, violates the spirit of CEQA and makes the
document vulnerable to a lawsuit.

The mitigation measures provided have not acknowledged the existing
environmental setting in any way. As noted above, these are botler
plate mitigations that have not been fashioned specifically for the
propused project and its surrounding environment. This is
particularly evident in Miti gation Measure N-2, which allows
construction ONLY during school hours and generally, at no other
standard boiler plate to fit the environmental setting, as required by
CEQA, and allow construction durin g those times when the school is
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not in session {e.g., Martin Luther King Jo’'s Birthday, etc.). Measure N-
2 needs to be revised accordingly, so as to allow the developer
reasonable construction periods while also mitigating potentially
significant adverse impacts on the school,

In addition, Measure N-2 should be revised to specifically prohibit
construction activities which generate noise (e.g., inside painting could
still be allowed) during statewide testing in the spring, which lasts
approximate 10 days (the School District should be contacted for exact
dates). 1tisin the best interest of the entire community of Santa
Barbara, including the applicant’s representatives, the City Council,
and the future residents of the proposed housing project, if the
students test scores, and hence future funding, are not compromised
by construction activities that were not adequately disclosed and
mitigated as required by CEQA.

Traffic. Under the heading “Long-Term Traffic” there is but a very
short paragraph merely stating the number of project trips to be
generated. There is no reference to a traffic study or how these
calculations were arrived at. This violates the provisions of CEQA,
especially since no traffic stady was provided in an eppendix, and the

“hearing notice did not state where a traffic study was available for

review by the public. Notwithstanding this error and inability of the
public to questions how these traffic numbers were arrived at, the
revised Draft MND should include what hours the City considers peak
hour in the project area. Was the fact that Washington Elementary
School, which has a relatively high number of transfer students that
travel to school in vehicles, has its peak hour between 2.3 pm, as
opposed to the traditional peak hour at approximately 4-6 pm even
considered? Please provide more information and state where the
traffic report may be reviewed by the public, who prepared the traffic
report, etc,

Under the heading, “Short-Term Construction Traffic” there are
staternenis which are internally inconsistent, in that one sentence states
construction 1s estimated to last approximately 12 months (tirst
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sentence) and one that states it 1s estimated that construction related
traffic would occur for 16 months. Please explain.

This section (nor any section in the Draft MND) states where
construction trattic will access the site from. Although the discussion
under Access/Circulation/ Safety discusses project operation access
would be taken from Meigs Road, there is no discussion of whether
project construction traffic would be allowed to access the project site
via Lighthouse Road through the Washington Elementary School
parking lot/ easement. This is critical information which needs to be
disclosed. It is strongly recommended that absolutely no access be
School parking lot during school hours when school is in session, since
this would result in potentially significant safety impacts. These safety
impacts include impacts to pedestrians and bicyclists who are
predominantly children. The safety issue regarding construction trips
and the school parking lot needs to be addressed and mitigated. The
project planner needs to visit the school access road and parking lot
between 7:55 and 8:20 a.m. and between 2:20 through 2:50 p.m. in
order to appropriately understand this critical safety issue.

Mitigation Measure T-2 should be revised to include the following
provision:

In order to minimize safetv-related impacts, construction-related traffie
shall not utilize the Washington Elementary School parking lot or
access road/easement _during school hours on the davs that school is
1 session, as specified by the Washington Elementary School
Principal.

Ir addition, the afternoon peak hour restriction of 4-6 pm in Measure
T-Z should be re-evaluated given that hundreds of parents are picking
up their children from the area between the hours of 2:20 and 2:50 each
school day.
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Mitigation Measure T-3 should be revised to include the following
provision:

C._In order to minimize safety-related impacts, construction parkine
and/ or vehicle/ equipment/materials storage shall not be permitted
within the Washington Elementarv School parking fot area.

Land Use. The MND fails to provide a Land Use Section, even though
this is provided in all standard Tnitial Study Checklists throughout
California. Although a brief discussion of the proposed project density
changes are provided in the introduction section, the MND needs to
more specifically discuss the environmental setting and potential
impacts with respect to Land Use in order for the decision-makers to
make a more informed decision regarding, the proposed changes
requested for the project related to the General Plan and Zoning
Ordinance. In addition, the MND needs to provide a more in-depth
discussion of Washington Elementary School, including its times of
operation, activities, number of students, and outdoor and other
programs. This discussion is critical in order for the decision makers
to make an informed decision regarding the land use compatibility
issues as they relate to the proposed General Plan Amendment and
Rezone. The proximity of the proposed structures to existing,
structures on the Washington Elementary School campus needs to be-
discussed, including proposed setbacks between struchures and
parking areas in order to adequately assess potential land use conflicts.

In previous written correspondence, the school District has stated that
under the proposed rezone, the side and rear setbacks from District
property will only be six feet {three feet for parking). The District
further stated that this raises the potential for future conflicts to arise
between project residents and the school in relation to noise, lighting,
and traffic associated with the normal functioning of a school. Also,
tuture school additions mav further impact neighbors. The District
stated that the nearby sports fields are used during recess, P.E., and
after school hours by recreation programs and for practice for various
children’s sports teams (e.g., YMCA, City, and other soccer, baseball,
and football leagues). Further, the District requested that there be a
requirement for record title to contain an acknowledgment that future
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residents” quiet enjovment may be adversely impacted. However,
none of the District’s concerns were even discussed in the MIND,

There absolutely needs to be a Land Use Section in the Initial
Study/MND for this project, particularly given the substantial increase
i density requested and sensitive use next door. The proposed project
is requesting more than twice the permitted density, with onlv 20% for
atfordable housing. Housing needs of the City notwithstanding, the
City 1s not doing its constituents any favors by blatantly ignoring the
most basic disclosure requirements of CEQA, circumventing the public
review process, and ignoring the heart and spirit of CEQA.

Consequently, the Land Use Section needs to detail all potential land
use conflicts with the school, and provide a more in-depth discussion
of the fact that there are generally single-family residences that
surround elementary schools, and not high-density units as proposed.

The Land Use section also needs to discuss what the buffer between
uses will be (i.e., between the existing school and proposed structures),
and whether the buffer can and should be increased, even if it requires
a decrease in requested density. 1f a Land Use Section meeting these
minimum requirements is not provided, the MND will violate the
letter and intent of CEQA and as such, can be legally challenged.

Mitigation Monitoring and Report Program (MMRP). The Draft
MMEP is included in the back of the Draft MIND. The Citv should be
commended for including the Draft MMRP in the Draft MND, as this
is not required by CEQA, but aids in the environmental
review/mitigation process. However, the MMRP provides a
paragraph listing those persons that should be included in the Pre-
Construction Briefing, It is critical that this list be revised to include
the appropriate representative from Washington Elementary School,
This would likely either be the Principal or the President of the PTO, or
other appropriate person. Because that person is vet to be assigned
this task, the paragraph should be revised to include “The Washington
Elementary School Principal or her designee”. This is critical in order
to ensure that construction activities are appropriately coordinated
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with school activities and to help minimize construction effects on the
voung student population.

Thank you for your thorough consideration of my comments. If you need to
contact me, I can be reached at (805) 698-0656, or PacRimEnv@cox net.

Sincerely,

Cﬂ&& 5 LQJI %Gwckt

)
uia Wity Bauck&u

Principal

cc:  Dr . Brian Sarvis, Superintendent, Santa Barbara School Districts

David Hetyonk, Director of Facilities and Operations, Santa Barbara
School Districts

Patricia Santiago, Washington E]emuntary School, Interim Principal
President, Washington 5chool Parent Teacher Organization
Cameron Bensen, Environmental Defense Council
Citizens Planning Association
Paul Casey, City of Santa Barbara
Chair, City Planning Commission
City Attorney, City of Santa Barbara
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Trish Allen

Community Developmeant
630 Garden Sireet

Santa Barbara, CA 82108

RE: 210 Meigs Road Dratt ND

Desr Ms. Allen:

I'm sorry that | was unable to attend the scheduled hearing on the Draft Negative Declaration. The hearing was
hetd on our last weekday of summer vacation and many Washington School families were escaping for one last trip
before the beginning of the schoot year, that following Monday. | and all but one of the other parents from

Washingion School, who have been invelved in following the project at 210 Meigs, were out of town the day of the
hearing.

The comments in this lstter are not meant to represent the Washington School Foundation or any other parent
group. These comments address only my persenal opinions and concerns as a Washington School parent and, in

part, based on my professional experience reviewing development projects within Santa Barbara County since
1987,

Environmental Setting and Land Use Compatibility: The subject parcel is somewhat constrained for development,
however, this is nat evident from the text of the environmental setting. The environmental setting section shouid be
expanded to better describe both the parcel and the surrounding area. The site is a triangular shaped, somewhat
narrow, tree filed, "wedge” parcel, which is sgueezed in between the Washington School campus and Meigs Road.
Meigs Road runs along the entire length of the longest side of the triangle. Because of this setting, especially the
relatively narrow depth of the parce!, the design, size and layout of the condominiums result in very little setback
ares available to provide an effective buffer between the historic/existing school uses and future residential uses.

This setting information ts important in order to have a broader understanding of the site and its surrounding area,
as well as in understanding the potential for air quality impacts on the school pepulation, nuisance noise impacts on
the school and future residential population, as well as other long-term land use compatibility issues (e.g., potential
for future night-lighting in the playground area or planned new library structure).

The areas of the school closest to the proposed development are playground area, single story permanent and
portable classrooms, and the portable which is used for the school's after school hours child-care program. The
closest school structures are the long-term portable units. These units have little insulation, increasing the short and
long-term effects of the residential development for students and teachers in these ciassrooms. 1 am not aware of

any plan or funding for the replacement of these portable units with permanent classrcoms in the near future, if
ever,

Al of the structures at the Washington School campus are single story. While there are many other residential
parcels that abut Washington School, all of these other parcels contain single family dwellings. In addition, it is their
backyard areas that abut the school property, providing a considerable setback and buffer between the actual
homes and the school property. In addition, these other residentiat parcels are located primarily in the outlying
playground areas of the school campus, a considerable distance from any classrooms or other schoo! structures,
which again creates a buffer for the differing land uses and potential land use conflicts. The fairly new
condominiums to the north of the Washington Schoot parking lot are the only multi-family dwelling units on the west
side of Meigs Road and south of Cliff Drive. It is interesting to note that these units {located across Lighthouse
Road from the school structures) have praviously complained about nuisance noise from both the school's belis
and from noise and aclivity in the school parking lot.

The proposed project design locates the largest structure at the closest point to the school structures, providing
only a six feet setback from the property line. This structure is multi-storied, includes significant window ares facing
the school classrooms as well as a second flcor deck looking toward both the adjacent school classrooms and
outdocr play field area.

Noise: The students at Washington Schoot should be clearly defined as the closest sensitive receptors that would
be affected by the project. both during the short-term construction phase and potentially during the long-term




operational phase. The standard noise mitigation of limiting grading and construction activities to the precise times
when the students would be present (including the standard school day and after schooi kid-care hours) should be
revised to exclude grading and loud construction activifies during the reguilar school calendar and hours.

Alr Quaiity: Because children are more sensitive than healthy adults to dust as well as toxic fumes (e ¢.. from paint,
wood sealers, glues, roofing tars, etc. ), the grading and consiruction fimitations identified above (i e, outside of
scheol and kid-care hours) should be expanded to address activities that could result in exposure of school children
io air quality related health impacts. There is a significant increase in childhood asthma waorid-wide. While an
average chiid is already more sensitive to toxic exposures and dust than would be healthy aduits, there are many
additional children who are even more highly sensitive and adversely affected by such exposures. | believe that
Rebecca Gaffney, who has considerable expertise in the air quality field, has written a separate letter that
addresses this issue in more detail.

Potential for Future Conflicts limiting school site uses: We have several portable classrooms in close proximity to
the new units and these partabies are actually fairly permanent, given available classroom space. One of the
portables, adjacent to the new project, hauses our after school recreation program. The nearby sports fields are
used during recess, p.e., and after school hours by our recreation program and for practice for various children's
sports teams (e.g., YMCA, City, and other soccer, baseball, and football leagues). The units should include a
‘buyer beware” type statement similar to projects devsioped near existing agricultural properties, that states that
the buyer is aware and understands that they are buying properiy adjacent to a pubiic schoo! with asscciated
activities and noises both during and after school hours. Washington has been here for over 50 years and shouid
not have o alter their existing and reascnably foreseeable and expected activities as a result of new development
nextdoor. The adjacent lot has a number of constraints and depending upon how it is developed, an extensive
setback buffer couid be provided to minimize any land use conflicts between the differing school and residential
uses. The current plans cail for approval of an up-zone for the property that greatly increases the density to a total
of 10 residential units on-site. A buyer beware condition is especially important given that accommodating the
additional units on-site reduces the area available for an optimum buffer along the common property line. My
understanding is that the school's experience with other recent condo project on Lighthouse Road is that they call
and complain about school bells and the parking ot on a regular basis, Another example is the Timm residential
development in the City of Carpinteria, built adjacent to a park used for children's sports activities. Once occupied,
the residents complained about balls, noise and other nuisances associated with these activities. There shouid be a
very clear understanding, somehow written into the deeds, that these units should expect noise and activities levels
typical of a public school site.

Summary: Currently the site could be developed with one single family zoning, given the General Plan designation
of Major Public/institutionai/Park and the zoning of E-3. Although the General Pian is normally considered the
“Constitution” regarding planning, the General Pian designation could be amended o be consistent with the zoning
designation. However, even this more minor amendment to the General Plan {(allowing 3 or 4 units) would require
approval by both the City Council and the Coastal Commission. Ali General Plan amendments are subject to
Government Code §65358, which requires that decision-makers deem that the amendment would be in the public
interest. Washington School has been located and operated at its current location for over 50 years. Maintaining
and enhancing this school is certainly in the public interest, at least to the approximately 500 children and their
families that attend the school now, not to mention the many future families that will benefit from the schooi's
excelience, Conversely it is hard to understand how adversely impacting this school couid be deemed in the public
interest, While | am not opposed to a specific number of residential units on the project site, the project design
dictates that there would be inadequate room for an effective setback between the schoo! and the new residences
to buffer these differing land uses. 1 am concerned that this will create land use conflicts in the future, significant
hassles for school operations, potential problems with pursuing our long-term plans for school improvements, and
ultimately reduced flexibility and use of the school grounds. in response, | think that the ND should provide maore
detailed information on land use compatibility.

Thank you for your consideration,

Natasha Heifetz Campbeti
1130 Del Sol Avenue
Santa Barbara, CA 93109
£805-962-9312
shecampbells@cox.net
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September 2, 2005 oo

Ms. Trish Allen

Assaociate Planner

City of Santa Barbara Planning Division
P. 0. Box 1990

Santa Barbara, California 93102-1990

NOTICE OF COMPLETION OF DRAFT MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION/INITIAL STUDY FOR 210 MEIGS ROAD PROJECT {MST2002-00710)
SCH NQO. 2005081041

Dear Ms. Allen:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has received your Notice of
Completion of a draft Mitigated Negative Declaration/initial Study (MND/IS) for the
project mentioned above.

Based on the review of the document, DTSC comments are as follows:

1. The MND/IS states that the Project site is currently vacant. The MNDV/IS,
therefore, needs to identify and determine whether historic uses at the Project
site have resulied in any release of hazardous wastes/substances.

2. The MND/IS needs to identify any known or potentially contaminated area within
the Project site. For all identified areas, the MND/IS need to evaluate whether
conditions at the site pose a threat to human health or the envirenment.

3. Al environmental investigation and/or remediation should be conducted under a
Workplan which is approved by a regulatory agency who has jurisdiction to
oversee hazardous waste cleanups. Proper investigation and remedial actions
should be conducted at the Site prior to its development.

4. If during construction of the project, soil contamination is suspected, construction
in the area should stop, and appropriate health and safety procedures should be
implemented. If it is determined that contaminated soils exists, the MND/S
shiould identify how any required investigation and/or remediation will be
conducted, and which government agency will provide regulatory oversight.

Printed on Recycled Paper
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DTSC provides guidance for Preliminary Endangerment Assessment preparation and
cleanup oversight through the Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP). For additional
information on the VCP please visit DTSC’s web site at www dtsc.ca.gov. If you would
fike to meet and discuss this matter further, please contact Mr. Alberto Vaimidiano,
Project Manager, at (818) 551-2870 or me at (818) 551-2973.

Sincerely,

\“4 A ji - {*)/{"“rt{_,o

‘JefnniferVJon /g

JJnit Chief

Southern California Cleanup Operations Branch — Glendale Office

cc:  Governor's Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, California 95812-3044

Mr. Guenther W. Moskat, Chief

Planning and Environmental Analysis Section
CEQA Tracking Center

Department of Toxic Substances Control
P.0O. Box 806

Sacramento, California 95812-0806



Alien, Trish

From: Carol Kallman [ckallman@cox.net]

Sent: Wednesday, September 07, 2005 1109 AM

To: Allen, Trish, thubbeil@santabarbarca.gov

Cc: Greg Jchnson, Don Bartheimeass

Subject: 210 Meigs Road

T

My b d ﬂﬁn Ba rthflmcS‘ and I live at 222 Melgs Road and to made
above ithwﬁ located at 210 Meiogs R4, Firpst of ;o Iowoul

Melgs Hoad almost all of my 1ife.

are existing General Plan designation from Majer Public and

i put would not a problem with : project if they were
L buj\d i)u gingie family unita. We are also 7ﬂry concerned with the removal of the 57
exlsting trees and the very dangerous entry/exit off of Meigs Road.

i

We under:
to allow

and the need for more housing in the community and should fhe zoning be changed
12 units we would like to see the folliowing mitigation measures

ilk on Meigs Reoad all arcund the development - to join existing
ldewalks 2. Remove the wire fericing around the proposed project and the Washington
Scheol parking lot and replace 1t with a nice wall similar te the wall arcund the condos

1. Extend the side
:.

5

located st Melgs 3. Remove existing utility polls and underground the utilities
gerving the project (Lighthouse Road] and Weshington School 4. Provide a safe entry and

exit to the property 5. Assist Washington School in landscaping their parking area

Tnank you very much for allowing input.
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Recessed at 2:20 p.m., and reconvened at 3:20 p.m.

V. ENVIRONMENTAL HEARING:

APPROXIMATE TIME: 3:20 P.M,

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY AND INTENT TO ADOPI DRAFT MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION - MST2002-007310

A Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared for the following project. 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.

PROJECT LOCATION: 210 MEIGS ROAD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The project consists of a one lot subdivision with ten condominium units,
§ of which are market and 2 affordable at middle income. The units are composed of two and three
bedrooms and range in size from 1,080 to 2,409 square feet. Each unit would have a two-car garage
and three guest parking spaces would be provided on site. The project proposes 3,830 cubic yards
of cut and 10 cubic yards of fill outside the main building footprint, Grading under the main
building footprints would be balanced on site involving 1,082 cubic yards.

The project mcludes the removal of approximately 57 existing 4 to 42 inch trees, composed
primarily of Eucalyptus and other non-natives and the installation of 63 new trees, 43 of which
would be 247 box trees.

A zone change from E-3/5-)-3 to R-2/S-D-3 is requested. A change in the existing General Plan
designation from Major Public and Institutional to Residential, 12 units per acre, and removal of a
Proposed Park designation would also be necessary. as well as a Local Coastal Plan (LCP)
Amendment because the General Plan Amendment would affect a parcel in the Coastal Zone.

To avoid the appearance of a conflict of interest, Vice-Chair Jostes stepped down from hearing this
l{em.

Ms. Allen briefly reviewed the steps of the draft mitigated negative declaration and CEQA process,
and gave a brief overview of the project.

Amy Graham, Tynan Group, gave a brief presentation of the project.

Pete Ehlen. Architect. addressed the Planning Commission; described the various reviews with the
Architectural Board of Review, and gave a presentation of the project.

The public hearing was opened at 3:45 p.m., and the following people expressed concerns regarding
the project:

David Hetyonk, Santa Barbara School District’s Director of Facilities and Operations, expressed
concerns about construction activities and suggested limiting grading activities to non-school hours.

EXHIBITH
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Concern was expressed over the safety and privacy of students. In regard to long term use concern.
suggested a deed restriction to each condo that clearly states that there is an existing school adjacent
and typical school activities take place, as well as the school district’s future construction projects,
such as library plans for its site.

Commissioners had the following comments and questions:

1. Asked Mr. Hetyonk if this school has operations all year round.

2. Asked Mr. Hetyonl if it would be acceptable if grading tock place during the summer
break.

3. Asked Mr. Hetyonk about the policy of the school regarding neighborhood visitation.

Mr. Hetyonk responded to the commissioner’s questions, and also said that dogs are not allowed on
campus.

Laurel Perez, Washington School parent, commented that, in the air quality section the schocl
should be included as a sensitive receptor, but also the adjacent Washington School.  Suggested
Project Environmental Coordinator, or someone from contractor’s team, coordinate with school
regarding construction activities with assemblies, testing, and special school activities to avoid noise
impacts. Advocated for use of occasional night work to schedule noise conflicting construction
activities. Requested long term compatibility of land use issue be addressed as part of staff report.

With no one else wishing to speak, the public hearing was closed at 3:57 p.m.
Commissioners had the following comments and questions:

1. Asked if there was ever any consideration to two entrances, one off of Meigs and one off of
Lighthouse,

2. Asked if median is intended to prevent a left hand tums onto Meigs.

3. Asked if there is any consideration to having a sidewalk extension 1o the south east where it
terminates at the school property frontage.

4. Asked for confirmation on total of three guest parking spaces for the whole project.

5. Asked for clarification in DND that currently reads raptor breeding season is Feb 1 and Aug
15 and asked for correction if it is meant to be period in between. Pointed out that
scheduling would need to consider raptor breeding and school calendar when grading is
scheduled to take place.

6. Asked if school has a one month break at Christmas time.

7. Asked what rules apply to schools for developing at school sites, such as setbacks and
permit procedures.

8. Asked that the boundaries of the school property be outlined.

9. Asked about the future location of the school’s library being proposed and to please point
out area.

10. Stated it would be good to have school plan in the environmental document.

I'l. Asked 1f the portable classrooms have solid walls facing proposed project site. Suggested
pictures of the modular classrooms be included in the document.
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12,
13.
4.
15,
6.
17.

18.

Asked if height of wall, that is 8 feet applicant side/4 feet school side is at established
maximum or could schoof side be higher and thus higher on applicant side.

Asked 1if section on safety could include discussion on whether 4 feet is adequate to protect
children.

Asgked about fire access to modular classrooms.

Asked if easement is considered on project site to provide access to school site.

Asked if gate going into bottom of school yard at lower slope could be used for egress to
modular unites.

Asked if there is anything in writing for using project site for access if school buildings
catch on fire.

Asked if possible for trees to be cleared in January and grading to occur in sumimertime to
consider raptor nesting schedule.

Mr. Tully Clifford, Supervising Transportation Engineer, addressed the Planning Commission
regarding the design of a median.

Mr. Hetyonk also clanfied thatl at best Christmas break would be three weeks. Will check on set

backs.

Ms. Hubbell stated normally we do not have junisdiction over schools, however, since Washington

Schoaol

is Jocated in the Coastal Zone, a City Coastal Development Permit is required to do any new

construction on the school site; (adequate setbacks would be encouraged.).

During the discussion, the Commissioners either individually or collectively made the following
comments with respect to the Environmental Document.:

1.

]

)

6.

Consider and evaluate further extending the sidewalk to the south (fronting the Washington
School playfield) because of the amount of pedestrian activity in this area.

tixplore tiexible construction days and hours to minimize noise duration, considering the
limited residential activity nearby.

Vertfy that the left hand turn from the project site is safe.

Design the right hand turn from the project site with adequate space for a safe transition with
the bike lane.

Consider a pedestrian connection from the project site to Lighthouse road, if feasible.
Requested more informed detail on sidewalk infill program criteria with respect to
proximity to schools and this project. Possibly 4-3 criteria involved and provision of
sidewalk propesed could possibly receive higher priority in the system.

Feels that extending sidewalk does not resolve pedestrian access between Mesa Park and
Shoreline. Current situation across street parallels discussed situation with regard to
pedestrian sidewalk access. Notes that a big Eucalyptus tree blocks out a sidewalk and
prevents pedestrian traftic from being able to easily access Mesa Park from Shoreline. This
situation impacts proposed project pedestrian walkway,

Ms. Graham addressed the issue of the sidewalk.
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Ms. Hubbell stated that by the project extending the sidewalk from the northern end of property to
condos reduces the gap and moves the remaining piece up the priority list for the sidewalk infill
program because less would need to be done and the sidewalk would be used more,

Ms. Hubbell informed the Planning Commission via a telephone call that the Transportation

infill program.

Vi. ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA

Al Committee and Liaison Reports.

Commissioner Mahan reported on 101 Bridee and Design Review, and Airport Design Review
Commitiee.

Commissioner Myers reported on the bi-monthly Enhanced Transit Ad Hoe Sub Committee.

Chair Maguire stated he would have to step down from the Enhanced Transit Ad Hoc Sub
Committee, due to not being able to attend meetings, and someone else will have to be appointed.

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

None.

VII. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 4:37 p.m.

Submitted by,

Deana Rae McMillion, Admin/Clerical Supervisor for Liz N, Ruiz, Planning Commission Secretary
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Recessed from 2:11 p.m. to 3:52

1o avoeid the appearance of a conflict of interest, Commissioner Ehlen stepped down prior

to the next item being heard.

ACTUAL TIME: 3:52 P.M.

B.

APPLICATION OF THERESA ZUNIGA, AGENT FOR MICHAEL STEVENS,

PROPERTY OWNER, 210 MEIGS ROAD, APN 045-110-011, E-3, SINGLE
FAMILY, SD-3 COASTAL OVERLAY ZONES, GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION:
MAJOR PUBLIC & INSTITUTIONAL (MST2002-00714)

The applhicant is requesting that the City initiate 2 Zone Change of a vacant parcel located at
210 Meigs Road (APN 045-110-011) from E-3/SD-3, Single Family Residential
Zone/Coastal Ovetlay Zone, to R-2/SD-3, Two Family Residential Zone/Coastal Overlay
Zone. Hf the zone change is initiated, a change in the existing General Plan designation from
Major Public & Institutional to Residential, 12 units per acre would be necessary, as well as
a Local Coastal Plan (LCP) Amendment, because the General Plan Amendment would
atfect a parcel in the Coastal Zone. A Proposed Park designation is also proposed to be
removed. At this time, the discretionary applications required for this project are an
Initiation of a Zone Change, an Initiation of a General Plan Amendment, and an Initiation of
a Local Coastal Plan Amendment. If the initiation request goes forward, the proposed
project will ultimately also require a Tentative Subdivision Map for a condominium
development and a Coastal Development Permit. If rezoning is not initiated, it would still
be necessary to proceed with a General Plan and Local Coastal Plan amendment in order to
proceed with a subdivision for two or more single-family residences.

The Planning Commission will not review the specific development project at this time;
however, Staff is requesting a Concept Review from the Planming Commission for
discussion on the potential development and density that could be built out on the subject
site. The Planning Commission will conceptually review the proposed project, and consider
the request for the Initiation of the Zone Change, General Plan Amendment, and Local
Coastal Plan Amendment. No action on the project will be taken at this time, nor will any
determination be made regarding envirorumental review of the proposed project.

Jessica Grant, Assistant Planner, gave a brief presentation of the project.

Rob Dayton, Supervising Transportation Planner, briefly reviewed public access issues.

Commissioners’ guestions and comments;

1.

2

3.

Asked for Staff comments on the absence of sidewalks on north side of Meigs Rd.
Asked for clarification of the large setback for future road widening.

Asked if net lot area had been calculated based on the wide right-of-way, and if the net
tot area will increase if the right-of-way size decreases.

Asked for clarification of Applicant’s request.

EXHIBIT F
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Mr. Dayton stated that this portion on the north side of Meigs Road is currently on the Sidewalk
Infill Program, and that if the project is approved, sidewalks will be required as part of the
praject. The extent of new sidewalk, however, is yet 1o be determined. He also clarified that
Transportation has not yet considered narrowing the right-of-way and he was speaking more
about the physical street, and that Transportation Engineering would need to be consulted.

Ms. Hubbell clarified that the property line extends to the centerline of Meigs Road, with an
casement held by the City across the front portion of the property for the existing part of Meigs
Road. She stated that narrowing Meigs Road had not been previously mentioned, but if this were
to cecur. the net area of the lot would increase and options for lot use would be expanded.
Theresa Zuniga, Agent, gave a presentation of the project details.

The public comment was opened at 4:16 p.m., and with no one wishing to speak. it was closed.

During the discussion, the Commissioners either individually or collectively:

1. Asked why the small parcel to the north has been left out of the discussion.

2 Asked 1f the ratio of affordable units to market rate units is fixed or if it can be adjusted.
3. Did not support Staff’s position on affordability requirements.

4 Did not feel that this particular neighborhood adjacent to the ocean is a place where

affordable houses must go. Felt that a continuation of the R-2 zone seemed logical and
would support a zone change to R-2 without a mandate of affordable units.

5. Believed the road is integral, but recognized that the curve is dangerous. Stated that with
the school and park in such close proximity to each other, they need to be connected.

6. Asked if some of the units could be conditioned as dual income workforce housing.

7. Asked for clarification of the different categories of affordability.

8. Asked if federal financing or other assistance ts available to this dual income category.

9. Asked if resale restrictions would apply on units in the upper middle income categories.

10.  Asked if affordable units could be satisfied in the category of middle income.

11 Disagreed with Staff’s position on the appropriateness of density and thought this an
ideal location for increased density because of the close proximity to shopping, transit,
recreation, Washington School, and Santa Barbara City College.

12. Might support the rezone with assurance that there will be significant public benefit such
as sidewalks, improvements to the right-of-way, and affordability.

13. Did not believe sidewalks are a big benefit because they are required anyway.

14. I density is increased, thus the marketability of the site, then there needs to be a public

benefit of affordability and a mix of housing. Stated that this is the approach being used
on the project at Cliff Drive and Oliver Road.
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15. Cited the Housing Element Update and stated that it may not be economically viable for

the developer if six of the 10 units must be affordable.

16. Felt that rezoning to R-2 is a benefit to our community, given the housing shortage.

17. If rezone is approved to R-2, Staff is directed to work with the Applicant.

18. Would expect to see some number of affordable units back for review by the Planning
Commission in the future.

19, Could support a rezone to R-2, but without affordability requirements, as these are
extremely desirable as market rate units.

240, Could not support the 6:4 ratio, however, some form of affordability is desired.

21 Called attention to Item 4 in Recommendations and Findings which states a contingency

that increased density be used for affordable units,

Ms. Hubbell stated that the parcel o the north, which is owned by Washington School and is
zoned P-R_ should be included in a rezone to either E-3 or R-2. However, Staff does not support
an R-2 zone amendment without affordable housing, and the Applicant understands this. She
emphasized that a project around the corner from this property, at Cliff Drive at Oliver Road, has
included additional units that will be affordable. She stated that it is at the Planning
Commission’s discretion o set and approve the ratio of affordable units to market rate units,
however, Staff will continue to recommend that any units proposed over what is currently
allowed under the existing zoning must be affordable. While the maximum number of units
would be 10, the Applicant could choose to build fewer units. She gave a brief history of how
the current zoning came about, and stated that the City does not feel that this is an ideal location
for increased density of any kind, affordable or otherwise, because of the site’s proximity to the
curve, the slope of the site, the odd shape of the parcel. and the grove of eucalyptus trees which
provide a visual and minor biological resource amenity. She went on to say that the only reason
the City will consider more density is if 1f is affordable. and that the Applicant will most likely
have a hard time building just four units as a standard subdivision, given the site constraints. She
suggested that the Planning Commission initiate the General Plan and Local Coastal Plan
amendments so that the findings can be made for the Tentative Subdivision Map and the Coastal
Development Permit to do a standard subdivision. She stated that this project would come back
before the Planning Commission before any further action could oceur.

steven Faulstich, Housing Programs Supervisor, is supportive of including atfordable units in
any proposed rezone project, and stated that the affordable component of the development at
Chit’ Drive and Oliver Road is restricted to middle income residents, priced at $220.000-
$240.000. He clarified “dual income” (upper middle), and the other varying categories of
income. He stated that no federal financing or other assistance or subsidy is available for middle
to upper middle-income residents. He concluded that the proposed affordable units could be
satisfied 1 the category of units to middle income residents, but not upper-middle.
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Ms. Zuniga clarified that if the site warrants an R-2 rezone. then the Applicant would like it
without the affordability restriction. The Applicant can then go back and work with Staff on

something that works for everyone in the community.

Mr. Wiley stated that this is just the first step in the development process for this project.

MOTION: Barnwell/Maguire Assigned Resolution Mo, 004-03
‘To mitiate the rezone and the Local Coastal Plan Amendment and the General Plan Amendment to
change the Land Use Designation from Major Public and Institutional to Residential, 12 units per

acre.
This motion carried by the following vote:

Ayes: 3 Noes: 1 (Lowenthal) Abstain: 0 Absent: 2 (House, White)

Commissioner Lowenthal could not support the rezone because she felt that the affordable
component should have been required.

V ; ey o W A W A Tk R AT U BT T L

A FIVLEINESD IANSWE R VRS EINg

AN Commitiee and Liaison Reports.

Commissieger Maguire reported that, at the last Planning Commission megi#fg. it was
reported that ¥ Citv Council letter to Caltrans regarding the 101 Improvempeht Project had
omitted a certaimN, fem about inclusion of a signage plan, when, in fa #lhe letter had not
omitted this item.

Chair Mahan reported tha the Park and Recreation a discussed proposed
changes to 800-1200 Shoreftwg Drive.  This itemAvill come before the Planning
Commission on February 6, 2003,

B. Review of the decisions of thn 1 aftication Hearing Officer in accordance with

SBMC §28.92.026.
None were requested.
C. Action on r« and consideration of the fo¥owing Planning Commission
Resolutions afd Minutes:

a. M tnutes of January 9, 2003

b, 7 Resolution No. 001-03
' 2016 Mission Ridge Road

c. Resolution No. 002-03
110 5. Hope Avenue




