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. SUBJECT

The subject property is a 53,484 square foot vacant lot located in the East Mesa Area adjacent to
Washington School at the terminus of Lighthouse Road and across the street from La Mesa Park. The
project consists of a one-lot subdivision with ten condominium units (8 market and 2 affordable),
ranging in size from 1,080 square feet to 2,409 square feet. Each unit would have two covered parking
spaces and three guest parking spaces would be provided on site. 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 be necessary, as well as a Local Coastal Plan (LCP) Amendment
because the General Plan Amendment would affect a parcel in the Coastal Zone. A zone change from
E-3/S-D-3 (Single Family Residential/Coastal Overlay Zone) to R-2/S-D-3 (Two Family
Residential/Coastal Overlay Zone) is also requested. (Exhibits B & C —Project Plans and Applicant
Letter)

The discretionary applications required for this project are:

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

1. General Plan Map Amendment to amend the General Plan Land Use Map for the subject parcel
from Major Public & Institutional to 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/SD-3, Single Family Residential Zone/Coastal
Overlay Zone, to R-2/SD-3, Two Family Residential Zone/Coastal Overlay Zone (SBMC
§28.92.015).
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Actions by the Planning Commission contingent upon above actions by the City Council and Coastal

Commission:

1. Modification to allow a wall to exceed the maximum allowable height of eight feet (SBMC§28.87.170);
2. Coastal Development Permit for a one lot subdivision to construct residential condominiums in

the non-appealable jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone (SBMC §28.45.009), and

. Tentative Subdivision Map for a one-lot subdivision to construct residential condominiums

(SBMC Chapter 27.07).

SITE DESCRIPTION

Applicant:

Architect

Property Owner:
Project Address:
Parcel Number:
Existing General Plan:

Proposed General Plan:

Existing Zoning:
Proposed Zoning:

Environmental
Assessment:

Existing Use:
Proposed Use:
Topography:
Access:

Adjacent Land Uses:
North:
South:
East:
West:

SITE STATISTICS
LOT AREA:

LOT COVERAGE:
-Building:

-Paving/Driveway:

-Landscaping:

Steve Fort, Tynan Group

Pete Ehlen, East Beach Ventures
Michael Stevens

210 Meigs Road

045-110-011

Major Public & Institutional, with “Proposed Park” symbol
Residential, 12 units per acre

E-3/SD-3, Single Family Residential Zone/Coastal Overlay Zone
R-2/SD-3, Two Family Residential Zone/Coastal Overlay Zone

Mitigated Negative Declaration

Vacant

Residential

Eight percent average slope to the south towards Meigs Road
Meigs Road

Washington Elementary School
Across Meigs Road, La Mesa Park and the U.S. Coast Guard facility
Washington Elementary School
Across Meigs Road, La Mesa Park and the U.S. Coast Guard facility

53,484 gross square feet (38,553 net square feet)

14,164 square feet (38%)
14,329 square feet (37%)
10,060 square feet (26%)

Total:

38,553 square feet (100%)
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UNIT TYPE
Type Affordability Bedrooms | Sq. Ft. Parking
Unit1 Attached Market Rate 2 1,393 2-car garage
Unit 2 Attached Market Rate 2 1,339 2-car garage
Unit 3 Attached Market Rate 2 1,342 2-car garage
Unit 4 Attached Market Rate 2 1,474 2-car garage
Unit 5 Attached Market Rate 2 1,411 2-car garage
Unit 6 Attached Market Rate 3 1,827 2-car garage
Unit 7 Attached Market Rate 3 2,234 2-car garage
Unit 8 Attached Market Rate 3 2,409 2-car garage
Unit 9 Detached Middle-Income 2 1,351 2-car garage
Unit 10 | Detached Middle-Income 2 1,080 2-car garage
OPEN YARDS:
-Required: 1,250 square feet
-Provided: ~2,356 square feet
PRIVATE YARDS:
-Required: 140 square foot minimum for 2-bedroom units and 160 square
foot minimum for 3-bedroom units
-Provided: All units are at or exceed minimum requirement
PARKING:
-Required: 1 covered and 1 uncovered parking space per unit or 20 total
spaces
-Provided: 20 covered spaces assigned to residents and 3 guest parking
spaces
BUILDING HEIGHT:
-Required: Cannot exceed 30 feet in height
-Proposed: Structures range from 23 to 28.5 feet in height

1IV. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Environmental review of the proposed project has been conducted pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and related Guidelines. An Initial Study and Mitigated Negative
Declaration were prepared to evaluate the project’s potential impacts on the physical environment.
The analysis identified potentially significant but mitigable environmental effects in the following
issue areas: aesthetics, biological resources, geophysical conditions, noise (short term), public services
(solid waste), transportation and circulation, and water environment. Also evaluated in the document
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as less than significant impacts are air quality, cultural resources, hazards, noise, population and
housing, and recreation. The analysis concludes that no significant environmental impacts would
result from the project as mitigated. Below is a brief summary of the Final Mitigated Negative
Declaration evaluation.

A. AESTHETICS

The project site is not located along an existing or proposed scenic highway. Although the site
is located across Meigs Road from La Mesa Park, the primary views from the park are directed
toward the ocean. Views from the park to the north are obscured by the existing vegetation
along the project site frontage. Public views to the north and the project site are considered
somewhat degraded due to the urban setting. The project would include landscaping and
architecture that would be consistent with the design guidelines and standards that the
Architectural Board of Review uses to assure scenic view compatibility.

The site is currently dominated by a mature stand of eucalyptus trees, which are proposed to be
removed. The project would result in a visual change from the street and La Mesa Park due to
the removal of the trees. About 57 existing 4 to 42 inch trees, mostly Eucalyptus and other
non-natives, would be removed. The project landscape plan includes 63 new trees, 43 of which
would be 24-inch box trees, and about 15 feet tall when planted.

The Architectural Board of Review (ABR) has reviewed the project and has made generally
positive comments (see Exhibit D). Mitigation Measures have been incorporated that will
reduce impacts to less than significant levels.

B. AIR QUALITY

This project will not result in long-term air quality impacts. The primary concerns related to air
quality impacts are pollutant emissions from vehicle exhaust or other stationary sources,
particulates and nuisance dust associated with grading and construction. Long-term emissions
are much less than the Santa Barbara county Air Pollution Control District threshold of impact
significance for air quality impacts; therefore long term project air quality impacts are less than
significant. Children are considered sensitive receptors for air quality concerns. Because the
project is adjacent to Washington School, a location with a concentration of children, the MND
has incorporated recommended mitigation measures to further minimize construction dust
emissions. Also, recommendations are included under the Noise section to extend standard
construction hours to shorten the overall length of construction time.

C. BioLoGICAL RESOURCES

The project would not result in significant impacts to biological resources and habitat. 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 24”
box trees. According to the biologist, Rachel Tierney, the removal of the eucalyptus 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 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 copse. Raptors are protected by laws and regulations administered
by the US Department of Fish and Wildlife Service and the Department of Fish and Game. To
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ensure that the raptors and other migratory birds are not harmed, mitigation measures have
been included that limit construction and tree removal timing unless a survey to locate active
raptor nests is conducted and either no nests are found or the nesting areas are avoided until
fledglings leave. The one oak tree found on the site will be protected during construction and
long- term protection has also been incorporated into the project. Although the tree is expected
to survive, a mitigation measure to plant five additional coast live oak trees on the project site
has been included.

D. CULTURAL RESOURCES

The project site is not located within any of the cultural sensitivity zones, based on the City
Master Environmental Assessment (MEA) Cultural Resources Sensitivity Map. The project
impacts to archaeological resources are less than significant. The site is vacant and no known
historic resources or ethnic or religious resources are known to exist on the site. The project
would have no impact related to historic, ethnic or religious resources.

E. GEOPHYSICAL CONDITIONS

Project impacts related to ground shaking, liquefaction, and subsidence/expansive soils would
be minimized to less than significant levels with incorporation of grading and recompaction
recommendations included in the Preliminary Foundation Investigation prepared by Pacific
materials laboratory for the project.

F. HAZARDS

The project site is not on any lists for known contaminated soils, groundwater, or hazardous
materials use; project impact relative to hazardous material exposure is less than significant.
The project would be subject to standard conditions to address the possibility of encountering
hazardous materials during construction.

G. NoOISE

The proposed project is not anticipated to have significant long-term noise impacts. 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. These impacts would be further reduced by extending standard construction hours to
shorten the overall length of construction time and increase the opportunity to conduct
construction outside school hours. Also, mitigation measures have been included to reduce
noise impacts by the provision of a noise control plan that would incorporate noise shields and
blankets. The project applicant would coordinate with Washington School to limit construction
during school wide testing.

H. POPULATION AND HOUSING

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

I PUBLIC SERVICES
Public services in the project vicinity are in place. There would be no project impacts related to
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fire and police protection, schools, roads, and utilities. Short-term project related potential
impacts to solid waste disposal would be minimized with a mitigation measure to reduce, reuse,
and recycle construction waste to the extent feasible.

J. RECREATION

The project may result in an increase in the demand for recreational facilities, but is considered
an incremental increase in the number of potential users for existing facilities. There are
various recreational facilities in the project area including La Mesa Park, Shoreline Park, and
the beach. Project impacts related to recreational demand would be less than significant.

K. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

The 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. The Level of Service of the intersections
would remain at A or B operating levels after development of this project; project impacts
related to long term project traffic impacts would be less than significant.

Short term construction traffic would not result in a significant impact to the traffic network
because of the temporary nature of the trips generated and the size of the project. Standard
mitigations include restrictions on the hours permitted for construction trips and approval of
routes for construction traffic. Also, during early construction work until access directly off of
Meigs Road can be constructed, trips would be scheduled to avoid conflict with Washington
School.

The project applicant submitted a sight visibility analysis to demonstrate that safe access could
be provided off of Meigs Road to the project site. To ensure safe access and proper visibility,
the project would incorporate the following improvements: an 8-10 foot wide center median, a
curb extension, sidewalk, and parkway. Also, parking along the property frontage would be
prohibited. With incorporation of these public improvements, project impacts relative to access
and circulation would be mitigated to less than significant.

L. WATER ENVIRONMENT

The existing onsite 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 street into an existing drop
inlet located approximately 176 feet from the south easterly property corner. Drainage from
the inlet is conveyed in a 24-inch reinforced concrete pipe and eventually outlets at the beach
on the south side of Meigs Road. The proposed onsite 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 basins and transported to Meigs Road via curb outlet drains. All proposed
runoff would be filtered by pollution interceptor devices installed in the public right-of-way
prior to entering the storm drain system.

Proposed grading for the project would consist of 3,830 cubic yards of cut and 10 cubic yards
of fill outside the building footprints. 1,082 cubic yards of the cut and 1,082 cubic yards of fill
is proposed under the building footprints. Standard erosion and dust control measures have
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been included in the project conditions to minimize potential short term adverse impacts to
water and air quality.

A Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) was prepared and released for public review. During
the public review period from August 8, 2005, to September 7, 2005, public comment on the draft
MND was taken. An Environmental Hearing by the Planning Commission was held on August 25,
2005 for the project (draft minutes are attached to Final ND). Environmental concerns related to air
quality, noise, and circulation were raised. These issues are outlined in the Staff response to public
comments incorporated into the revised Mitigated Negative Declaration (Exhibit F).

The Final Mitigated Negative Declaration has identified no significant and unavoidable impacts related
to the proposed project. Pursuant to CEQA and prior to approving the project, the Planning
Commission must consider the Mitigated Negative Declaration. For each mitigation measure adopted
as part of a Mitigated Negative Declaration, the decision makers are required to make the mitigation
measures conditions of project approval and adopt a program for monitoring and reporting on the
mitigation measures to ensure their compliance during project implementation [PRC Sec.21081.6].
The mitigation measures described in the proposed Final Mitigated Negative Declaration have been
incorporated into the recommended conditions of Planning Commission Staff Report project approval for
this project. In addition, a mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) is included in the
project’s Final Mitigated Negative Declaration.

V. DESIGN REVIEW

The Architectural Board of Review (ABR) conceptually reviewed the project in February, July
and October of 2004 (Exhibit E — ABR Minutes). At the last concept review hearing, the ABR
forwarded the project to the Planning Commission stating the overall site-plan is successful
because it incorporates good pedestrian circulation, internalizes the parking area to hide it from
public view and responds well to the adjacent elementary school. The Board found the overall
mass, bulk and scale to be moving in the right direction, but wanted to see more significant
vertical break-ups on the first floor along Meigs Road and wanted Units 3 through 6 to have better
grounding and distinguishing architectural elements that Units 7 and 8 have. The Board
appreciates the stepping of the buildings into the natural terrain and the introduction of more
landscaping in the courtyard areas. The Board also appreciates the introduction of skyline trees to
break up the building masses and the extension of the parkway and the narrowing of the road to
provide more landscaping to the project site. If the project is approved by the Planning
Commission, the project will require preliminary and final review and approval from the ABR.

V. ISSUES

A. ZONE CHANGE AND ZONING ORDINANCE CONSISTENCY

A change of zone is a legislative process and the City procedures require that the
Planning Commission or City Council initiate the rezoning before the applicant can
submit a formal application for rezoning. In this case, the property owner requested the
zone change from E-3 to R-2, and the Planning Commission initiated the rezone for the
subject parcel on January 23, 2003 (Exhibit F — PC minutes, 1/23/03).
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Figure 1: Vicinity zoning map for 210 Meigs Road

There are a number of zones surrounding the subject site. Washington Elementary
School immediately surrounds the site to the north and east. The school is zoned E-
3/SD-2, Single Family Residential Zone/Coastal Overlay Zone. The school also owns a
vacant parcel to the north of the site that is zoned P-R/SD-3, Park &
Recreational/Coastal Overlay Zone. Further north of the site, there is an existing 22
unit condominium complex that is zoned R-2/SD-3, Two Family Residential/Coastal
Overlay Zone. To the south, across Meigs Road, there is La Mesa Park and the U.S.
Coast Guard facility, which are zoned P-R/SD-3, Park & Recreational/Coastal Overlay
Zone, and an affordable multi-family development, which is zoned R-2/SD-3, Two
Family Residential/Coastal Overlay Zone.

The current E-3 zoning designation allows for the development of only one single
family residence. It appears the original intent of the E-3 zoning for this property was
to match the other E-3 zoned properties that are common in the East Mesa
neighborhood. The property, however, could possibly be developed with up to four
market rate dwelling units via a four lot subdivision and General Plan and Local Coastal
Amendments to Five Dwelling Units per Acre. Although the Zoning Ordinance would
allow up to five dwelling units, the proposed General Plan designation of Five Dwelling
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Units per Acre would only allow up to four units, based on the square footage of the
property.

The proposed R-2 zoning allows for duplex and single family development with a
minimum of 3,500 square feet of lot area required for each unit. The lot area is based
on net lot area versus gross lot area since the net lot area excludes the public right of
way that cannot be developed with housing. A zone change to R-2 would allow a total
build out of eleven units on the 38,553 square foot site. Although the Zoning Ordinance
would allow up to eleven dwelling units, the proposed General Plan designation of 12
Dwelling Units per Acre would only allow up to ten units.

The following chart represents the zoning standards that apply to the existing E-3 and
proposed R-2 zoning categories.

E-3 R-2
Maximum Height 30 feet 30 feet
Minimum Lot Size for New Lots 7,500 square feet 7,000 square feet

Units Allowed Based On Lot Area | One SFR only or four lot | Lots >7,000 s.f., 3,500 s.f. per unit

subdivision with GP & | (In this case, 11 units per Zoning/10

LCP Amendments per General Plan)
Front Yard Setbacks 20 feet 1-story = 15 feet,
20 feet for second story portions
20 feet for garages facing the street
Interior/Rear Yard Setbacks 6 feet 6 feet, 3 feet for parking

Open Yard

1,250 square feet all in
one area

1,250 square feet, can be split into
three different locations

Distance Between Buildings

20 feet

1-story = 10 feet

2-story = 15 feet

The applicant is proposing eight (8) market rate residential condominiums and two (2)
affordable residential condominiums. The affordable residential condominiums would
be sold as middle-income units (130% of the AMI). Because the construction of
affordable housing is very important, Staff supports upzoning the project size from E-1
to R-2 on this site. The upzone has also received the support of the Planning
Commission and Architectural Board of Review throughout the various concept
reviews. Although there is no one set calculation for determining the number of
affordable units for rezones under the City’s density bonus policies and guidelines, Staff
advises the Planning Commission to determine a reasonable affordability component for
this project that would meet the intent of the City’s density bonus policies and
guidelines and the needs of the community. Staff’s recommendation to the Planning
Commission is that the ratio of affordable middle income units to market units in
no event drop below fifty percent (i.e. 5 market rate units and 5 affordable units).
This percentage would be the same as for the rezoned condominium development on




Planning Commission Staff Report
210 Meigs Road (MST2002-00710)
October 20, 2005

Page 10

424-448 Santa Fe Lane (14 units, 50% affordable) and a little less than the rezone
recently approved at 2109 Cliff Drive (5 units, 60% affordable).

The proposed project would meet all of the requirements of the proposed R-2 Zone,
including building height, distance between buildings, solar access and parking (See
Section 111 for Site Statistics).

GENERAL PLAN MAP AMENDMENT AND GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY

Under the City’s Charter Section 1507, no amendment to the City's General Plan shall be
effective unless approved by five affirmative votes of the City Council.

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 E-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 in 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 Cliff and Meigs where the Mesa Shopping
Center is located.

The current General Plan Designation is Major Public and Institutional. It appears the
original intent of this designation of Major Public and Institutional was because the
subject site is located in between La Mesa Park and Washington Elementary School. It
was anticipated that the site would be used for either park or school purposes. The
property immediately to the north of the subject property was owned by the City as part
of La Mesa Park until 1991. After approval by City voters, this parcel was sold to Santa
Barbara Elementary School District. The rezone and General Plan amendment would
extend the current R-2 zoning and twelve dwelling units per acre General Plan
designation south of the Mesa Shopping Center area.

The project would result in a build out of 11.3 dwelling units per acre which could be
found consistent with the Residential-12 dwelling units per acre proposed General Plan
designation. Based on the existing development pattern in this area, staff believes that a
General Plan land use designation of twelve units per acre would be appropriate for this
parcel.

1. Housing Element

The proposed project would be providing two condominium units to middle-
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. This project is not
subject to the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, so the provision of these middle-
income affordable units is not mandated by the City. However, the City has
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historically viewed all additional units made possible through a rezone as
density bonus units. This is the approach that Staff recommends in this case,
resulting in five market rate units and five affordable units.

WALL HEIGHT MODIFICATION

The Planning Commission expressed concern about safety relative to the adequacy of
the proposed project perimeter wall. The project side of the wall would be eight feet
high and the school side of the wall would be four feet high. Due to the significant drop
onto the project side of the wall and the landscaping that would be planting, Staff is of
the opinion that the proposed wall height is adequate for safety purposes. A 42” high
wall or fence would be considered adequate per the Building Code. If the Planning
Commission believes that the wall should be higher, Staff would support an increase of
the eight foot maximum wall height located in the interior yard setback.

COASTAL PLAN MAP AMENDMENT / COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

The project must be found consistent with the City’s Local Coastal Plan (LCP) 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
CIliff Drive and Meigs Road.

Based on compatibility with the existing development pattern in this area and, because
City policy has established the construction of affordable housing as a very important goal,
staff believes that extending the 12 units per acre density to this parcel is appropriate for
the site and is consistent with the Coastal Plan. The major coastal issues that are
applicable to this project are housing, neighborhood compatibility and preserving views.

1. Neighborhood Compatibility

In accordance with LCP Policy 5.3, the proposal would be compatible in terms
of design, scale and size with the character of the established neighborhood.
Washington Elementary School immediately surrounds the site to the north and
east. Further north of the site there is an existing 22 unit condominium complex
and further east there are single family residences. To the south, across Meigs
Road, there is La Mesa Park and the U.S. Coast Guard facility, and an affordable
multi-family development. The project has received positive comments from
the Architectural Board of Review and would return for preliminary and final
approval contingent on Planning Commission approval (see Section V of report
for more details). Additionally, the project would provide all of the required
parking on site plus three additional guest parking spaces, and therefore would
not overburden public circulation or the neighborhood’s on-street parking
resources.
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Visual Resources

Vegetation within this disturbed site consists 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, thistle). 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 will 24” box. The LCP
includes discussion of existing plans and policies that have been adopted for
preservation and enhancement of the City’s coastal resources and its visual
qualities. In particular, the following Conservation Element Goals, Policies and
Implementation Strategies address tree protection.

Visual Resource Trees enhance the general appearance of the City's
Policy 4 - landscape and should be preserved and protected.

IS4.1 Mature trees should be integrated into project design
rather than removed. The Tree Ordinance should be
reviewed to ensure adequate provision for review of
protection measures proposed for the preservation of trees
in the project design.

IS 4.2 All feasible options should be exhausted prior to the
removal of trees.

IS4.3 Major trees removed as a result of development or other
property improvement shall be replaced by specimen trees
on a minimum one-for-one basis.

From a visual standpoint, the proposed project would result in a visual change
from the public street and neighboring La Mesa Park with the loss of skyline
trees. The extent and scenic quality of this view as experienced from public
viewpoints, however, would only be short term because 43 skyline trees have
been incorporated in the project’s landscape design. The proposed landscaping
design has received positive comments from the Architectural Board of Review
and would result in a positive aesthetic effect to the site and with the
surrounding. The existing oak tree (diameter breast height of 14 inches) located
at the northern edge of the site, is proposed to remain. The biologist’s tree
protection mitigations have been included in the Planning Commission
Conditions of Approval.

VI. RECOMMENDATION/FINDINGS

City Staff is supportive of the proposed ten unit residential condominium project. The project
would be consistent with the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, with the rezone from E-3,
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Single Family Residential, to R-2, Two Family Residential, and accompanying LCP
Amendment. The density of the proposed development would be compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood. The project is expected to be an attractive development and would
provide for a net gain of both market rate and affordable residential units in the City’s housing
stock. Given that the City is generally built out, and the opportunity for increased residential
developments is minimal, this is a good opportunity to provide additional housing units in the
City. Therefore, Staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt the Final Mitigated
Negative Declaration, make the following findings outlined below, and approve the project
with five market rate and five affordable units, subject to the Conditions of Approval contained

in Exhibit A.
A. MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FINDINGS
1. The Planning Commission has considered the proposed Final Mitigated

Negative Declaration, dated October 20, 2004 for the 210 Meigs Road project
(MST2002-00710), and comments received during the public review process.
The proposed Final Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared in
compliance with California Environmental Quality Act requirements, and
constitutes adequate environmental analysis of the 210 Meigs Road project
(MST2002-00710).

2. Mitigation measures identified in the Mitigated Negative Declaration have been
agreed-to by the applicant and incorporated into the 210 Meigs Road project,
which would avoid or reduce all potentially significant impacts to less than
significant levels.  Additional mitigation measures would be applied as
conditions of approval to minimize adverse but less than significant
environmental effects. In the Planning Commission’s independent judgment
and analysis based on the whole record, there is no substantial evidence that the
210 Meigs Road project (MST2002-00710) will have a significant effect on the
environment. The Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, dated October 20,
2005, is hereby adopted.

3. A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program prepared in compliance with
the requirements of Public Resources Code § 21081.6, is included in the Final
Mitigated Negative Declaration for the 210 Meigs Road project (MST2002-
00710) and is hereby adopted.

4. The location and custodian of documents associated with the environmental
review process and decision for the 210 Meigs Road project (MST2002-00710)
is the City of Santa Barbara Community Development Department, 630 Garden
Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93101.

5. The California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) is a Trustee Agency with
oversight over fish and wildlife resources of the State. The DFG collects a fee
from project proponents of all projects potentially affecting fish and wildlife, to
defray the cost of managing and protecting resources. The project has the
potential to affect fish and wildlife resources. The Initial Study/ Mitigated
Negative Declaration for the project identified potential impacts as mitigable to
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less than significant levels. The project is subject to the DFG fee ($1250 for a
Negative Declaration). A condition of approval has been included which
requires the applicant to pay the fee within five days of project approval.

WALL HEIGHT MODIFICATION (SBMC §28.87.170)

In order for the Planning Commission to approve the requested modification to allow the
perimeter wall to exceed a maximum height of eight feet, it must find that the modification
is consistent with the purposes and intent of the Zoning Ordinance and that it is necessary
to secure an appropriate improvement on a lot, prevent unreasonable hardship, or promote
uniformity of improvement.

An increase in the wall height would meet the intent of the Zoning Ordinance. The
height of the wall from the school side of the project would continue to be less than the
maximum of eight feet. The wall from the project side would be screened with
landscaping without compromising safety or aesthetics.

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (SBMC §28.45.009)

The proposed project conforms to the City’s Zoning and Building Ordinances and
policies of the Local Coastal Plan as amended. In addition, the size and massing of the
project would be consistent with the surrounding neighborhood. Therefore, Staff
recommends that the Planning Commission approve the project, making the findings
outlined below, and subject to the conditions of approval in Exhibit A.

1. The project is consistent with the policies of the California Coastal Act.

2. The project is consistent with all applicable policies of the City's Coastal Plan,
all applicable implementing guidelines, and all applicable provisions of the
Code.

3. The project is consistent with the Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200)
Policies of the Coastal Act regarding public access and public recreation.

TENTATIVE MAP (SBMC §27.07.100)

With the Rezone and General Plan and LCP Amendments, the tentative subdivision
map and design of the development would be consistent with the General Plan and the
Zoning Ordinance of the City of Santa Barbara. The site is physically suitable for the
proposed development. The design of the project would not cause substantial
environmental damage, and associated improvements would not cause serious public
health problems or conflict with easements, acquired by the public at large, for access
through or use of property within the proposed development.

CONDOMINIUMS (SBMC §27.13.080)
1. The project complies with the provisions of the City’s Condominium Ordinance.

The project complies with the proposed R-2 zone’s density requirements, and each
unit includes adequate covered parking areas, with storage, laundry facilities,
separate utility metering, adequate unit size and required outdoor living space.
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F.

Exhibits:

The proposed development is consistent with the General Plan of the City of
Santa Barbara.

With the proposed General Plan amendment, the project is consistent with policies
of the City’s General Plan including the Land Use Element, Housing Element,
Conservation Element, Circulation Element, and Noise Element subject to the City
Council granting the requested Land Use Designation Change.

The proposed development is consistent with the principles of sound community
planning and will not have an adverse impact upon the neighborhood’s
aesthetics, parks, streets, traffic, parking and other community facilities and
resources.

The project is an infill residential project proposed in an area where residential
is a permitted use. The project is adequately served by public streets, would
provide adequate parking to meet the demands of the project and would not
result in traffic impacts. Adequate park facilities exist nearby, and the project
would not adversely impact other community resources, such as water, sewer,
police, fire, and schools.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO CITY COUNCIL

1.

General Plan and Local Coastal Plan Amendments

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend to the City
Council a redesignation of the subject property from Public and Institutional and
Proposed Park to Residential, 12 units per acre. This designation recognizes the
fact that the property is in private ownership and both the City of Santa Barbara
and the Santa Barbara School Districts have declined to purchase the subject
property for either school or park purposes. Designation of the property as
Residential, 12 units per acre, will allow for development of both market-rate
and affordable housing in an infill location close to services, recreation and
transit opportunities. This designation would also be consistent with nearby
development and land uses.

Rezone

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend to the City
Council a rezone of the subject property from E-3/SD-3, Single Family
Residential Zone/Coastal Overlay Zone, to R-2/SD-3, Two Family Residential
Zone/Coastal Overlay Zone. This zone would be consistent with the proposed
General Plan and Local Coastal Plan designation and would be consistent with
the Local Coastal Plan text discussion of development in this area of the Mesa
Neighborhood.

A. Conditions of Approval
B. Project plans (available at 630 Garden Street at Planning Counter)
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C. Applicant letter dated October 6, 2005

D ABR Minutes

E. Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, October 20, 2005
F Planning Commission Minutes, January 23, 2003
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PLANNING COMMISSION CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
216 MEIGs Boab

(GENERAL PLAN MAP AMENDMENT, COASTAL PLAN MAP AMENDMENT, ZONING MAP AMENDMENT,

TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MaP, COASTAL DDEVELOPMENT PERMIT
QCTGRER 20, 2005

Approval contingent upon General and Local Coastal Plan and Zoning Amendments.
Approval of the subject Tentative Subdivision Map, related Modifications and Coastal
Development Permit is contingent upon City Council and California Ceastal Commission
approval of the General and Local Coastal Plan and Zoning Map amendments,

Recorded Agreement. Prior to the issuance of any Public Works permit or building permit for
the project on the Real Property, the following conditions shall be imposed on the use, possession
and enjoyment of the Real Property and shall be recorded by the Owner with the Final Map on an
"Agreement Relating to Subdivision Map Conditions Imposed on Real Property” which shall be
reviewed as to form and content by the City Attorney, Community Development Director and/or
Public Works Director:

L.

Uninterrupted Water Flow. The Owner shall provide for the uninterrupted flow of water
through the Real Property including, but not limited to, swales, nataral water courses,
conduits and any access road, as appropriate. The Owner is responsible for the adequacy
of any project related drainage facilities and for the continued maintenance thereof in a
manner that will preclude any hazard to life, health or damage to the Real Property or any
adjoining property.

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

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

Approved Development. The development of the Real Property approved by the
Planning Commission on , 1s limited to ten (10) residential condominiums and the
improvements shown on the Tentative Subdivision Map signed by the chairman of the
Planning Commission on said date and on file at the City of Santa Barbara.

Middle-Income Unit Sale Restrictions,

Five (3) of the two-bedroom dwelling units on the Real Property shall be sold at prices
affordable to middle-income houscholds in accordance with the City of Santa Barbara
AHP&P dated July 2004. The target income for the sale price calculations shall be 130%
of AMI for the two-bedroom units, These affordability requirements shall be set forth in
more detail in an affordability document executed by Owner and recorded in the chain of
title for the Real Property.

Required Private Covenants. The Owners shall record in the official records of Santa
Barbara County an agreement/declaration, or a similar agreement which, among other
things, shall provide for all of the following:

a. Disclosures for Adjacent Uses, Future owners of each condominjum unit shail be
made aware of the fact that Washington Elementary School is on the adjacent

EXHIBIT A
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property and that various indoor and outdoor activities occur on said property,
including, but not limited to outdoor play, organized games, and special events.

b. Common Area Maintenance. An express method for the appropriate and regular
maintenance of the common areas, COMMOnN access ways, common utilities and
other similar shared or common facilities or improvements of the development,
which methodology shall also provide for an appropriate cost-sharing of such
regular maintenance among the various owners of the condominium parcels.

c. Garages Available for Parking. A covenant that includes a requirement that all
garages be kept open and available for the parking of vehicles owned by the
residents of the property in the manner for which the garages were designed and
permitted.

d. Landscape Maintenance. A covenant that provides that the landscaping shown on
the approved Landscaping Plan shall be maintained and preserved at all times in
accordance with the Plan.

e. Covenant Enforcement. A covenant that permits each owner to contractually
enforce the terms of the private covenants, reciprocal easement agreement, or
similar agreement required by this condition and which also provides that such
covenants may be enforced by the owners’ association in accordance with the
requirements of the state Subdivision Sales Law.

Entry Gates. There shall be no vehicular front entry gates on any primary entrance to the
property.

Storm Water Pollution Control Systems Maintenance. The Owner(s) shall maintain
drainage system, storm drain water interceptor and other storm water pollution control
devices in accordance with the Operations and Maintenance Procedure Plan approved by
the City Land Development Engineer.

C. Design Review. The following is subject to the review and approval of the Architectural Board of
Review (ABR}):

i

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 lighting. The ABR shall give
attention to privacy and an adequate landscape buffer along east property line. (AES-1)

Lighting. Exterior lighting design shall 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. (AES-2)

Trash Enclosure Provision. Trash storage areas with an area for recycling containers
shall be provided on the Real Property for each unit and shall be screened from view from
surrounding properties and the street. Any such storage structure shall be located at least
five (5) feet from any building unless protected with fire sprinklers.
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4.

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

Oak Tree Protection Measures, The following provisions shall apply to the oak tree on
site and be incorporated into the final landscape plan:

d,

Protective Fencing Prior 1o any ground disturbances, a temporary fence shall be
installed, a minimum of 8§ feet from the oak tree trunk. 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. If removal of fencing i1s required at consiricted areas
adjacent to approved work, fencing shall be reinstalled immediately, and left in place
until construction is completed. (BIO-2)

Material Sterage and Parking Construction equipment and vehicles shali 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.
(BIO-3)

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 root area will be backfilled (east of the wall), then the cut root shall be kept
wrapped in moist burlap until backfilled. Soil area next to treated (cut) roots shall
be irrigated to encourage regrowth. (B10-4)

Post-Construction Protection Measures The oak tree 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 oak
tree shall receive deep feeding after grading activities are completed. A certified
arborist or tree maintenance firmn experienced in deep feeding of oak trees shall
perform the deep feeding. (B1O-5)

Mitigation Planting The oak tree is expected 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. (B10-6)

D. Final Map Submittal. The Owner shall submit to the Public Works Department, a Final Map
prepared by a licensed land surveyor or registered Civil Engineer. The Parcel Map shall conform
to the requirements of the current Subdivision Map Act and City Survey Control Ordinance.

E. Public Works Submittal Prior to Final Map Recordation. The Owner shall submit the
following or evidence of completion of the following to the Public Works Department prior to the
recordation of the Final Map for the project:

1.

Water Rights Assignment, Prior to the 1ssuance of any Public Works permit or Building
permit for the project on the Real Property, the Owner shall assign to the City of Santa
Barbara the exclusive right to extract ground water from under the Real Property.  This
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assignment of rights shail not include a right of surface entry on or from the Real Property.
Said assignment and any related agreements are subject to the review and approval of the
City Attorney and the City Public Works Director. Said agreement shall be recorded in the
Office of the County Recorder.

Common Area Maintesance. The Owner shall record in the official records of Santa
Barbara County either private covenants, a reciprocal easement agreement, or a similar
agreement providing an express method for the appropriate and regular maintenance of the
COMMON areas, commeon access wavs, common utilifies, common drainage facilities, and
other similar shared or common facilities or improvements of the development, which
methodology shall also provide for an appropriate cost-sharing of such regular
maintenance among the various owners of the condominium parcels. Prior to recording,
the agreement shall be reviewed as to form by the City Attomey and as to content by the
Community Development Director and the Public Works Director.

Meigs Road Improvements. The Owner shall submit C-1 public improvement plans for
construction of improvements along the subject property road fromage and the frontage of
the school parking lot to the north of the subject property on Meigs Road. As determined
by the Public Works Department, the improvements shall include a six foot wide City
standard sidewalk, a four foot parkway, an 8-10 wide median along the length of the
project frontage on Meigs Road designed in a manner to allow all turn access to and from
the project driveway, a driveway apron modified to meet Title 24 requirements, curbs,
gutters, crack seal to the centerline of the street, road striping, underground utilities,
connection to City/ water and sewer mains, drainage system including A470 curb drain
outlets, slot/trench drain at back of driveway approach, drop inlets, detention where
feasible & erosion protection, supply and install City standard street lights every 100 feet
and pedestal meter servicing those lights, if three or more lights are required, final style
and placement of street lights subject to approval by ABR & Public Works Facilities
Construction, preserve and/or reset contractor stamps and survey monuments, provide
directional/regulatory traffic control signs, storm drain stenciling, pollution prevention
interceptor devices on-site to be approved by City Water Conservation Division, drought-
tolerant parkway landscaping, six (6) new street trees as determined by the City Arborist,
and provide adequate positive drainage from site. Where tree roots are the cause of the
damage, the roots are to be pruned under the direction of the City Arborist. The building
plans shail be prepared by a registered civil engineer or licensed architect and reviewed
and signed by the City Engineer.

Land Development Improvements Agreement. The Owner shall submit an executed
Agreement for Land Development Improvements, an approved Engineer's Estimate,
signed and stamped by a registered civil enginecr. and securities for construction of
improvements as provided in Chapter 27.11 of the Santa Barbara Municipal Code.

Storm Drain Operation and Maintenance Plan Required. The Owner shall provide an

‘Operations and Maintenance Procedure Plan (describing replacement schedules for

pollution absorbing filters, etc.) for the operation and use of the storm drain surface
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potlutant interceptor, The Plan shall be reviewed and approved by the Land Development
Engineer.

Hydrolegy Calculations. Submit to the Land Development Engineer revised final
hydrology calculations justifying that the proposed and existing drainage conveyance
system adequately conveys a 25-year storm event, as directed by the Land Development
Engineer.

Dedicated Easements. The Owner shall covenant or offer to make a dedication for
easement for water, sewer and other utility purposes as shown on the approved tentative
subdivision map a minimum of ten (10} feet wide, subject to approval as to form by the
City Attorney and content by the Public Works Director and the Community Development
Director:

Storm Water Quality Control. The Owner shall apply storm water quality control
guidelines to the project per the Public Works Department Construction Project Best
Management Practices. All new residential development projects shall address water
quality through the use of best management practices (BMPs) as determined by the City.
BMPs shall be applied in the following order of priority: site design, source control, and
treatment control. Furthermore, projects shall seek to reduce post-development runoff
volumes from pre-development volumes through such measures as infiltration, evapo-
transpiration, and storage/reuse.

F. Recorded Affordability Document. Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Owner shall
-obtain from Housing and Redevelopment Staff an affordability document requiring that five of the
two bedroom units be affordable to middle income households at 130% of AMI. Said document

- shall be executed by the applicant and recorded prior to recording of the final map for the project.

G. Required Prior to Permit Issuance. Issuance of all permits shall be in compliance with
“Construction Site Regulations” as outlined in condition H. The following shall also be
finalized and specified in written form and submitted prior to or with any public works and site
building permit applications:

i

Mitigation Monitoring and Reperting Requirement. The Owners shall submit to the
City’s Environmental Analyst a monitoring program for the project's mitigation measures,
as stated in the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the project, applicable to each building
and public works permit for this project. A Project Environmental Coordinator (PEC) and
Mitigation monitors responsible for permit compliance monitoring must be hired and paid
for by the applicant. The mitigation monitoring program shall include, but not be limited
to:
A list of the project's mitigation measures.

b. An indication of the frequency of the monitoring of these mitigation
measures.

A schedule of the monitoring of the mitigation measures.

d. A list of reporting procedures.
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e. A list of the mitigation monitors to be hired.
9. Preject Environmental Coordinator Required. A qualified representative for the

10.

1.

12

i

Owners, approved by the Ciiy Planning Division, shall be designated as the Project
Environmental Coordinator (PEC). The PEC shall be responsible for assuring full
compliance with the provisions of the mitigation monitoring and reporting program 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.

Constraction Notification to Neighbors. At least twenty (20) days prior to
commencement of construction, the contractor shall provide written notification 1o
property owners and residents within 450 feet of the project area, to surrounding area
homeowners associations, and posted at the access to construction site. The notice shall
provide a construction schedule, required noise conditions applied to the project, and the
name and telephone number of the Project Manager who can address questions and
problems that may arise during construction. (N-2)

Pre-Construction Conference. Prior to commencement of construction, a construction
conference shall be scheduled by the General Contractor. The conference shall include
representatives from the Public Works Department Engineering and Transportation
Divisions, Building Division, Planning Division, the Property Owners, Architect, Project
Engineer, Project Environmental Coordinator, Mitigation Monitors, Contractor and
Subcontractor(s).

Contractor and Subcontractor Notification. All contractors and subcontractors shall be
notified in writing of site rules, restrictions and Conditions of Approval.

H. Phasing of Permits. Issuance of a site clearance and rough grading permit shall be allowed prior
to issuance of other public works and site building permits with incorporation of proper storm
water control, drainage, and erosion control measures, all items outlined in Section (G above, and
all items outlined in grading and erosion conditions and Section I, as approved by City Staff.

L Building Permit Plan Requirements. The following requirements shall be incorporated into the
construction plans submitted to the Building & Safety Division with applications for building
permits. All of these construction requirements shall be carried out in the ficld and completed
prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy:

1.

Q]

Design Review Requirements Included on Plans. Plans submitted for building permits
shall show all design elements, as approved by Architectural Board of Review, outlined in
Section C above.

Raptor Seasonal Restriction. If construction, grading. and/or tree removal is to occur
during the raptor breeding season (February 1¥ through August 15™), a survey by a
biologist to locate active raptor nests shall be conducted. [f active nests are found,
construction, grading and tree removal may be conducted, but shall not occur within a
circle around any active nest with a radius of 200 feet measured horizontally on the ground
with a point directly below the active nest as the center, until fledglings leave. If no active
nests are found, the construction, tree removal, or grading restrictions specified in this
section shall not apply. (BIO-1)
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10.

11.

12.

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 Pacific Materials Laboratory, dated
April 5, 2004, regarding site preparation, grading, paving, foundation design, and
construction plans, and any additional information required by Buiiding Division Staff, and
as approved by the City Building Division. (G-1)

Construction Techniques. Applicant shall prepare and submit a noise analysis that
identifies construction technigues to ensure that the project complies with the normally
acceptable maximum exterior ambient noise level of 60 dB(A) and maximum 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. (N-1)

Drainage and Grading Plan Required. Each Owner shall submit a drainage and grading
pian for the parcel(s) of Real Property owned by such Owner and shall carry out the
requirements of such plans in the field.

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 ¢fs increase in flow anticipated or a study
prepared by a lcensed civil engineer shall demonstrate that sufficient capacity in
downstream drainage capacity exists to accommodate the 25-year statistical storm. (W-1)

Storm Drain Markings. Stenciled information shall be printed on all curb storm drains
warning of the direct connection to the ocean.

* Site Runoff. All project runoff waters from areas such as the access roads, roofs,

driveways shall be captured on-site and conducted, via the proposed drainage system, to
prevent increased site runoff.

Smoke Detectors. Smoke detectors shall be provided inside and outside of the sleeping
area(s) pursuant to City requirements.

Utilities. Provide individual water. electricity, gas meter, and building sewer for each
residential unit, Service lines for each unit shall be separate until a point five (5) feet
outside the building. Utilities from one unit may not pass through another unit pursuant t©
Santa Barbara Municipal Code Section 27.13.060.

Water-Conserving Fixtures. All plumbing fixtures shall be water-conserving devices in
new construction, pursuant to Santa Barbara Municipal Code Section 14.20.020, Water
Saving Devices, subject to the approval of the Water Resources Management Staff.

Unanticipated Archaeclogical Resources. Prior to the removal of any vegetation or
paving, or any demolition, trenching or grading, contractors and construction personnel
shall be alerted to the possibility of uncovering unanticipated subsurface archaeological
features or artifacts associated with past human occupation of the parcel. If such
archaeological resources are encountered or suspected, work shall be halted immediately,
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13.

14.

the City Environmental Analyst shall be notified and an archaeologist from the most
current City Qualified Archacologists List shall be retained by Owner. The latter shall be
emploved 1o assess the nature. extent and significance of any discoveries and to develop
appropriate management recommendations for archaeological resource treatment, which
may include, but are not limited to, redirection of grading and/or excavation activities,
consultation and/or monitoring with a Barbarefio Chumash representative from the most
carrent  City qualified Barbarefio Chumash Site Monitors List, preparation and
implementation of a Phase I Archaeclogical Resources Report in accordance with the
City Master Environmental Assessment Guidelines for Assessment of Archaeological
Resources and Historic Structures and Sites, etc.

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

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

Erosion Control Plan. An Erosion Control Plan shall be developed for construction
activities to maintain all sediment on site and out of the drainage system. The plan shall
include Best Management Practices approved by the City and Regional Water Quality
Control Board, and shall include, at a minimum, the following:

a. Minimize the area of bare soil exposed at one time (phased grading).

b. Install silt fencing (installed with a 6 inch by 6 inch right-angled, buried lip) and/or
closely aligned hay bales on the edge of all development envelopes.

c. Bare soils shall be protected from erosion by applying heavy seeding, within five
days of clearing or inactivity in construction. Any area outside of the development
envelopes shall be seeded to promote immediate erosion control and long-term
cover. Utilize the seed mix and hydroseeding procedures for grassland restoration
of disturbed slopes adjacent to the development envelopes per the Rachel Tierney’s
Biological Resources Assessment Report.

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

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

Solid Waste Management Plan. A solid waste management plan identifying measures
for reuse, source reduction, and recycling shall be developed for construction of the
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15.

proposed project, and submitted to the City’s Environmental Analyst and the City’s Solid
Waste Specialist for review and approval prior to building permit issuance.

Pre-Construction Conference. Prior to commencement of construction, a construction
conference shall be scheduled by the General Contractor. The conference shall include
representatives from the Public Works Department Engineering and Transportation
Divisions, Building Division, Planning Division, the Property Owner, Architect,
Contractor and Subcontractor(s).

I Construction Site Regulations. All construction onsite will adhere to the following reguiations.
These regulations shall be reproduced on all plans issued:

1.

Construction Hours. Construction activities (which may include preparation for
construction work), such as activities using heavy equipment, framing, sheathing, and
roofing, shall be permitted weekdays between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.,
excluding holidays observed by the City as legal holidays: New Year's Day (January 1st);
Martin Luther King Jr.'s Birthday (3rd Monday in January); President’s Day (3rd Monday
in February); Memorial Day (Last Monday in May); Independence Day (July 4th); Labor
Day (1st Monday in September); Thanksgiving Day (4th Thursday in November); Day
Following Thanksgiving Day (Friday following Thanksgiving); Christmas Day (December
25th). *When a holiday falls on a Saturday or Sunday, the preceding Friday or following
Monday respectively shall be observed as a legal holiday.

‘No noise-generating activities, including but not limited to, activities using heavy

equipment, framing, sheathing. and roofing shall occur during any school-wide testing at
Washington School. To the degree feasible, noisy construction activities shall be
coordinated with Washington School.

Occasional night work may be approved for the hours between 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. on
weekdays by the Chief Building Official (per Section 9.13.015 of the Municipal Code). In
the event of such night work approval, the applicant shall provide written notice to all
property owners and residents within 430 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. (N-3)

Construction Equipment Mufflers and Shields.  All construction equipment, including
trucks, shall be professionally maintained and fitted with standard manufacturers’ muffler
and silencing devices. Sound control devices and techniques, such as notse shields and
blankets. shail be empioyed as needed to reduce the level of noise to surrounding uses. A
noise control plan shall be submitted prior to any building permit issuance that shows how
construction noise will be reduced for surrounding uses, with particular attention to
Washington School. The plan shall include, but not be limited to, the use of sound control
devices and techniques, such as noise shields and blankets. (N-4)

Construction Dust Control - Watering, During site grading and transportation of fill
materials, regular water sprinkling shall occur using reclaimed water whenever the Public
Works Director determines that it is reasonably available. During clearing, grading, earth
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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 shail be sufficiently
moistened to create a crust.

Throughout construction, water trucks or sprinkler systems shall also be used to keep all
arcas of vehicle movement damp enough to prevent dust raised from leaving the site. Ata
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.

Construction Dust Control — Tarping. Trucks transporting fill material to and from the
site shall be covered from the point of origin. AQ-2

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

Ceonstruction Dust Control — Disturbed Area Treatment. Afler clearing, grading, earth
moving or excavation is completed, the entire area of disturbed soil shall be treated to
prevent wind pickup of soil. This may be accomplished by: AQ-4

f. Seeding and watering until grass cover is grown;
g. Spreading soil binders;

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

L. Other methods approved in advance by the Air Pollution Control District.
Construction Dust Control — Paving. All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc., shall be

paved as soon as possible. Additionally, building pads shall be laid as soon as possible
after grading unless seeding or soil binders are used. AQ-5

Dust Control Monitor. The contractor or builder shall designate a person or persons to
monitor the dust control program and to order increased watering, as necessary, to prevent

transport of dust offsite. Their duties shall include holiday and weekend periods when

work may not be in progress. The name and telephone number of such persons shall be
provided to the Air Pollution Control District prior to land use clearance for map
recordation and land use clearance for finish grading for the structure. AQ-6

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

j. Heavy-duty diesel-powered construction equipment manufactured after 1996 (with
federally mandated "clean” diesel engines) shall be utilized wherever feasible.
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k. Clean diesel fuel (Ultra-Low Sulfur Diesel) fuel shall be used.

L. The engine size of construction equipment shall be the minimum practical size.

1, The number of construction equipment operating simuitaneously shall be

10.

11

12.

13.

14.

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

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

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

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

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

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

8 Construction worker trips should be minimized by requiring carpooling and by

providing for lunch on-site. (AQ-7)

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

Demolition/Construction Materials Recycling. Recycling and/or reuse of
demolition/construction materials shall be carried out and containers shall be provided on

site for that purpose in order to minimize construction-generated waste conveyed to the
landfill. PS-1

Construction Traffic. The haul routes for al} construction-related trucks, three tons or more,
entering or exiting the site, shall be approved by the Transportation Engineer.
Construction-related truck trips shall not be scheduled during peak hours (7:00 a.m. to 9:00
a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. and consider school peak hours as well as surrounding
area) to help reduce truck traffic and noise on adjacent streets and roadways. The route of
construction-related traffic shall be established to minimize trips through surrounding
residential neighborhoods.

Truck Haul Routes. The haul route(s) for all construction-related trucks, three tons or
more, entering or exiting the site, shall be approved by the Transportation Operations
Manager. The route of construction-related traffic shall also be established to minimize
{rips through surrounding residential neighborhoods.

Construction Parking/Storage. Construction parking and storage shall be provided as
follows:
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15.

16.

17.

18.

a. During construction, free parking spaces for construction workers and storage for
construction materials shall be provided on-site.

b. Storage of construction materials within the public right-of-way is prohibited.

Construction Staging Areas, Appropriate construction equipment staging areas shall be
identified, such that the short-term construction impacts to neighboring residences/schools
would be minimized.

Delivery and Storage of Materials and Equipment. All deliveries of material and
equipment will occur on-site within the construction barricades and only during the hours
specified by the City on weekdays. The queuing of construction vehicles outside the site
specified hours will be strictly prohibited. Vehicles delivering materials and equipment to
the site shall be operated in strict conformance with regulations established by the United
States Department of Transportation and all State and Local requirements. The vehicles
shall ail utilize mufflers and other devices to mimimize noise levels. All materials and
equipment will be stored on-site and within the confines of the construction barricades.

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 a three or four sided
enclosure which is lined with a sound absorbing material, Locate portable equipment
where the noise shielding 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 industry on location.

Construction Contact Sign. Immediately after building permit issuance, signage shall be
posted at the points of entry to the site that list the contractor(s) name, contractor(s)
telephone number, work hours and site rules to assist Building Inspectors and Police
Officers in the enforcement of the conditions of approval.
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19. Conditions on Plans/Signatures. All Planning Commission Conditions of Approval shall
be provided on a full size drawing sheet as part of the drawing sets. A statement shall also
be placed on the above sheet as follows: The undersigned have read and understand the
above conditions, and agree to abide by any and ali conditions which is their usual and
customary responsibility to perform, and which are within their authority to perform.

Signed:
Property Owner Date
Contractor Date License No.
Architect Date License No.
Engineer Date License No.
K. Prior to Certificate of Occupancy. Prior to issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy, the Owner

of the Real Property shall complete the following:

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

2. Complete Public Improvements. Public improvements as shown in the C-1 plans
approved by the Pubiic Works Department.

3. Cross Connection Inspection. The owner shall request a cross connection inspection by
the Public Works Water Reclamation/Cross Connection Specialist,

4. Affordability Provisions Approval. Obtain from the Community Development Director,
for all dwelling units subject to affordability conditions, written approval of the following:
(a) the resident selection process; (b) the initial sales prices and terms (including
financing); (¢) the eligibility of the initial residents; and (d) the recorded implementing
documents which assure continued compliance with the affordability conditions.

5. New Construction Photographs. Photographs of the new construction, taken from the

same locations as those taken of the story poles prior to project approval, shall be taken,
attached to 8 V2 x 11” board and submitted to the Planning Division.
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L.

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

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

NOTICE OF COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT TIME LIMITS:

The Planning Commission's action approving the Coastal Development Permit shall expire two (2)
years from the date of approval, per SBMC 28.45.009.q, unless:

L. Otherwise explicitly modified by conditions of approval of the development permit, or
unless construction or use of the development has commenced.

2. A building permit for the work authorized by the coastal development permit is issued
prior to the expiration date of the approval.

3. A one (1) year time extension may be granted by the Planning Commission if the
construction authorized by the permit is being diligently pursued to completion and
issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy. Not more than three (3) extensions may be
granted.

NOTICE OF TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP (INCLUDING NEW CONDOMINIUMS
AND CONDOMINIUM CONVERSIONS) TIME LIMITS:

The Planning Commission's action approving the Tentative Map shall expire two (2) years from
the date of approval, per SBMC Section 28.07.110.a & .b, unless the subdivider requests an
extension of time, not to exceed two (2} years beyond the expiration of the original two (2) years
expiration date or per the allowances provided in the Subdivision Map Act.

JAUSERS\PLANY C\Conditions\20¢5 PC Conditions\2005-10-20_Jtem 210 _Meigs_Rd_Conditions.doc
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Real Estate Development Services

October 6, 2005

City 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/SD-3, Single
Family Residential Zone/ Coastal Overlay Zone, to R-2/SD-3, Two Family Residential
Zone/Coastal Overlay Zone, a change 1n 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 20C2.
This Commission conceptually reviewed the project and approved the Inriation 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 Categorical Exemption from environmental review was
erroneously applied to the project. The project was removed from the April 14, 2005, Planning
Commussion agenda, and Staff was directed to prepare a 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 Ciry Hall.

The proposed project is identical to the one previously scheduled.

EXHIBITC

TynanGroup, inc. - 2927 De w vina atreet, danta Barbara, California 93109 - Office: 805-898-0567 - Fax: 805-898-9897 - wwew. TynanGroup.com
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Property Details

The subject property is located in the East Mesa Area of the City of Santa Barbara on Meigs
Road adjacent to Washington School. The property has a current zomng designation of E-
3/SD-3, Single Family Residential/ Coastal Overlay Zone, and is located in the non-appealable
junisdiction 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 omamental shrubs (Pyracutha,

Myoporumy and trees (A cada, Califomia Pepper, Euwhpus). Ground cover consists of nornr-native
grasses (Bromas, Awu) and common weeds (mustard, radish, thistle).

Neighborhood Specifics

Washington Elementary School immediately surrounds the site to the North and East. The
School 1s zoned E-3/SD-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 15 zoned R-2/SD-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 1s
zone P-R/SD-3, Park & Recreational/ Coastal Overlay Zone. Across Meigs Rd to the North of

the project site, is 2 16-unit Public Housing complex zoned R-2/5D-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
condomintum unit would have a two-car garage (20 parking spaces) and three (3) guest parking
spaces would be provided on-site. Site access 1s 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” to 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 ume of planting. The necessary grading under the
butlding footprint will be balanced on-site, with approximately 1,082 cubic yards of cut and fill.

Outside the building footprint, the project will require 3,38C cubic yards of cut and 10 cubic
yards of fill.

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

e Installation 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 lot).

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

Condornmium Units

- The eight market rate condominiums would be comprised of five (5) two-bedroom uanits, 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 condominiurms 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 to be configured into
four (4) duplex structures. The two (2) affordable 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 PC.4) 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 internalized on the northeast portion of the parcel 1o
ensure a pedestrian friendly street frontage. Each garage would provide a 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 immediately 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

Stte access 1s proposed via an introduced Cu.l’b cut and 18-foot driveway (designed to City
Standards and constructed to Public Works Standard detail 1-002, “dustpan”) off of Meigs Road
approximately 3C-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 western
boundary of the project site. The project driveway is located on the nside of the curve. The
speed limit posted on Meigs Road adjacent to the site is 35 MPH. During 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
pedestnan 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 antached 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 minimum 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 to the south, as proposed the project would

provide 2 burnped-out curb and no parking zone along the property frontage (see Site Plan
PC2).

Pedestrian Safetv & Mobiliy

Given the location of the project along the curve of Meigs Road and in close proximity to
Washington School, La Mesa Park, transit and the commercial hub of the Mesa, an optimal
design that enhances pedestrian mobility and safety 1 desirous. As proposed the project would
create an unimterrupted 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 mstalled along the property frontage and the froruage 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 termmnus of the existing sidewalk and create a safe and conunuous 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 o deter

pedestrian crossing and would be maintained at a height of less than 3.5 feet as not to negatively
impact sight visibility of motonists.

Tree Removal & Landscape Plan

The proposed project would remove 57 existing 4” to 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. As noted on the Preliminary Landscape
Plan, the proposed planting plan would be consistent with SBMC §22.80.020, the City’s Water
Conservation Landscape Design Standards. The one (1) mature Coast Live Oak on-site would
be retamned, with standard oak tree protective measures implemented during construction. In
addition, five (5} live oak trees would be inchuded 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 Tiemey Consulting and
documented in letters dated June 3, 2005, September 13, 2004, July 27, 2001 and July 25, 2001,
As no sensitive, 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
likelihood 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 a
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. Outside the building footprnnt, the project will requare 3,380
cubic vards of cut and 10 cubic yards of fill. The grading will not substantally alter 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 Prelimmary Foundation Study prepared by Pacific

Laboratory on April 8, 2004, anucipated the over-excavation and recompaction at an average
depth of 4-6”.

As detailed 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
exssting curb and gutter southeasterly down the street into an existing drop inlet located
approximately 176 feet from the southeasterly property comner. Dramage from the mlet is

conveved in a 24” reinforced concrete pipe and eventually outlets at the beach on the south side
of 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 PC5), the on-site drainage
would continue to flow in a southeasterly direction and would be collected by twenty-two (22)
orrsite catch basins and one (1) off-site catch basin and discharged onto Meigs Road via curb
outlet drams, The project would result in an increase of 0.2 cfs of flow, a minor ncrease m run-

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

Accessibility

No common space amenities {i.e. pool, Jacuzzi, tot lot, laundry facility, etc.) ate 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 desxgned to be universally accessible. Given that
parking is private and contamned within each unit’s designated two-car garage, California Building
Code 1118A does not apply 1o this project.

Eight (8) of the ten (10} condominiums units are configured in a duplex townhouse style, with
two (2) attached units per building with access provided via a ground floor entrance. The
rermaining two (2) units are single floor second story units with a stairway entrance. The
accessibility requirements 1102A of Section 101.17.9 and Chapter 1A of the 2001 Galifornia
Building Code, requiring that all “ground floor” units be adaptable is not applicable to chis
project as it only applies to condomintum buldings (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 PC2) and Unit Layout
Plan (PC.3), each unit conforms 1o the required setback (front, rear, and mterior), 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
Zoning 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 Ciry’s physical design standards for new condominiurms as detatled in SBMC §27.13.060. The
project was conceptually reviewed in February, July and October of 2004, by the Architecrural
Board of Review (ABR) and received overall positive comments i terms of mass, bulk, and
scale and neighborhood compatibility.

Affordability

There 15 no one set caiculation for determining the number 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,

Staft 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 unus. At that time Staff recommended to the Commussion that if the proposed rezone was to
be mitiated 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 suppotted the inftiation of
zone change but did not support Staff’s recommendation of an affordability requirement of four
(4) market rate and six (6) affordable (see attached January 23, 2003, Planning Commission

rinutes).

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% affordability component 1o the project. The proposed project would provide two (2)
mncome restricted affordable condominium units and eight (8) market rate condominium units
that are more “affordable by design” (ie. attached, smaller, higher density) than the standard
single family development possible under the parcel’s current £-3 zoning designation.

We have met with Staff in an attempt 1o develop a murually 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 a 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 zoning designation of E-3/5D-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
Coastal Plan Amendment.
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Requested Actions
- Given the proposed scope of work we respectfully request Planning Commission approval of

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

1. Temauve 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. Modification 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 Commussion:

1. Zoning Map Amendment to change the zoning designation of the subject property from
E-3/5D-3, Smgle Family Residential/ Coastal Overlay Zone, to R-2/5D-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 underlymng residential zoning designation and the institutional General Plan designation,
T understand that the institutional General Plan designation may have been a mapping error at
the time the Geperal 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 clhients interest 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/SD-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 n 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 sfori@tynangroup.com. I may also be reached by phone at (805) 898-0567
extension 161.

Respectfuﬂy,

Vel B
=p
Steven M. I*oré

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

210 MEIGS RD MST2062-00710
R-10 CONDOS Page: |

Project Description:

The project consists of & 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)

(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 to the Planning Commission with the following comments.

1) The Board appreciates the applicant’s response to the massing at 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 to 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.

35) The Board appreciates the introduction of more landscaping in the courtyard 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 Primed:  (ciober 13, 2005
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210 MEIGS RD MST2002-060716
R-10 CONDOS Page: 2

Project 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 lot. A zone change from E-3/5-D-3 to R-2/5-D-3 1s
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 betier 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 exiension 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: Piervon/Bartlett, 8/0/0.

/1772004 ABR-Resubmitial Received

Resubmitral has been received. Dave Sullivan,

771972004 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
the units, particularly in response to the natural terrain, by internal stepping of the units and
manipulation of roof lines 1o create a cascading effect down the slope. 7) Study introducing more
one-siory elements, particularly as the architecture approaches the south. 8) Reduce the amount of two

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




ZI0 MEIGS RD MST2002-00710
R-10 CONDOS Page: 3

Project 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 lot. A zone change from E-3/5-D-3 to R-2/58-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 aiso 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 veduce 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) Iniroduce larger
trees to 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 fo 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 at the most internalized
portion of the motor court and the adjacent unit number ten. 19) Create a more pedestrian friendly entry
on unit ten.

Action: Pierron/Bartlett, 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. )
Provide significant landscaping to 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 existing trees. 7) Provide opportunities for trees that can be saved. 8) Provide mitigation
plans for ihe loss of the significant trees that will be removed,

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

(MST ABR Summary.rpt) Date Printed:  October 13, 2003







CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION - MST2002-06710 ;

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
primarily 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:

Rased 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.

[© /{ %/3905—

Envirommental Analyst Dat

FAUSERS\PLAN Environ. Review\Neg Decs\210 Meigs Road - DND Cover 10-13-05.dac
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CITY OF SAaNTA BARBARA
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT, PLANNING DIVISION

INITIAL STUDY/ ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST MST2002-00710
PROJECT: 210 MEIGS ROAD
October 24, 2805

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

A Diraft Mitioated Negative Declaration (DMNIY was circulated for public comment from August § through Septenther 7

2005, and a public comment hearine was held by the Planning Commission on August 25, 2005, Five letters of public

cominent were received. as well as hearing comments_(comment letters and hearing minutes are attached). Comments

were reeetved from the Tollowing narnes:

Witz Baucke, Julia, September 7, 2003

FHeiferz Campbell, Natasha, September 7. 2005

Jones, fennifer. September 2. 2005, Calitornia Department of Toxic Substances Control

Kealman., Carol, September 7. 2005

Hetyonlk. David, September 6, 2005, Santa Barbara School Districts,

Hetvonk, David. August 62009, Santa Barbara School Districts.

Ciafney, Rebecea, August 24 2003

The leiters received included the iollowing suhstantive enviconmental comments;

]

[nsufficient existing setiing information is_provided. More information regarding the site and the swrrounding
area s needed, '

Frvironmenial impacts are not adequatelv diselosed.

The public notice was madequate because it did not include a reference to pll documents referred €

The air guality snpacts of construcrion on the adjacent school. a sensitive receptor, are not adegiitlely addressed
and construction ab quality mitication is inadequate, Grading should be [united during school ours. Copstruction
teatfic should be lmited through the school naking iot during school hours. Washington Scheo! should be
advised of dust crearing construction activities. Construction should be prohibited during schoel special events.

MNotse i ol are nol_adequately addressed,  The noise level in adjacent temporary school
classrooms s»hma!(, be estimated.

The inftial study does not c_on’smmilv eatimate the leneth of the construction period,

Construction sccess routes are not identified and may include | g:iﬂ'i' vouse road and the ac
this access route could cause traffic safety issues Tor schoot atrendees

s casement. Use of

The MND does nor nclude a land use section, Future residents of the progect should be notified that they would
be focated adiacent 1o the school which coudd capse a land use conflict wirh the future project restdents,

Wy

shington School representatives should be included in the MMRP pre-construction brie{ing.

The MND muyst indicaie if historic use of the site resulted in release of hazardous substances on the site.  Any
known or potentdally congaminated arcas on the site need fo_be identfied. Al investigation of hazardous
mazerials on the site should be conducred under an approved work plan. Any contaminated spoils encountered
during consiruciion should cause copsiruction 1o ceass and appropriate procedures implemenied.

[nitial Study - Page 1



a  Pesticides should not be ysed o the site during construction,

 APPLICANT/ PROPERTY OWNER

Applicant: Owner

Steve Fort, Tynan Group, Inc. Michael Stevens

2927 De la Vina Swreet 13337 Sowth Street, #361
Santa Barbara, CA 93103 Cerritos, CA 90703

Applicant Representative:

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
adjacent 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 Plar)

Project Compoenents:

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.
Fach unit would have a two-car earage 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 trees, 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 proposal inciudes retention of an existing mature oak tree and protection measures.

A zone change from E-3/8-D-3 to R-2/S-D-3 is required. 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) Amendmient because the parcel is focated 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:

1. General Plan Map Amendment to amend the General Plan Land Use Map for the subject parce! from
Major Public & Institutiona! to 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/SD-3, Single Family Residential Zone/Coastal Overlay Zone,
to R-2/SD-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)

7. Tentative Subdivision Map for a one lot subdivision to construct residential condominiums (SBMC
Chapter 27.07),

Initial Study - Page 2




Existing Site Characteristics
‘npography:
The site has an average of an 8 percent slope, 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 “Tow damage level to
one to three story structures.” The site is not located in an area of known or mapped faults, but would be subject o
ground shaking due to earthquakes on nearby faulits. :

Flooding/Vire 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
outlets at the beach on the south side of Meigs Road.

Biclogical Resources:

The project site is located in an urban setting surrounded by Washington Elementary School and a neighborhood of single,
multipte family residences, and commercial development. Existing vegetation of the site consists of common ornamental
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.

loise:

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.

Initial Study - Page 3



PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

Assessor's Parcel Number:  (45-110-011 Existing General Plan Major Public & Institutional,
Designation: with “Proposed Park”
symboi

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

Proposed Zoning: R-2/813-3, Two Family Residential Parcel Size: 53.484 gross square feet
Zone/Coastal Overlay Zone (38,533 net square feet)

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:

MNorth: Washington Elementary Schoel
South: Across Meigs Rd. — La Mesa Park and U.5. Coast Guard Facility
East: Washington Elementary School
West: Across Meigs Rd. — La Mesa Park and U.S. Coast Guard Facility

PLANS AND POLICY DISCUSSION

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 E-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 Cliff 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 Cliff Drive and Meigs Road
where the Mesa Shopping Center is located.

The property is currently zoned E-3. Single-Family Residential. This zoning designation allows for the development of
ordy-one single family residence on_minimum Jot sizes of 7.500 square feet. The subject property is 38.533 net sguare
feet and could potentially be subdivided into four lots. under the current zoning. It appears the original intent of the E-3
zoning for this property was to match the other E-3 zoned properties that are common in the East Mesa neighborhood,
although many of the lois in the immediate neiehborbood are nonconforming 1o lot sizes. resulung in a relatively dense
residential neighborhood, Washi School, immediately adjacent to the project site. 15 also zoned E-3. Residential use
for ke subject site would be a consistent and compatible use with the surrounding neighborhood ~ the school, the park,
and the commereial/retail center.  The project site is the only privately held property in the area and is surrounded by
Public Institutional uses. The area north of the school is zoned R-2. The project would require a General Plan
Amendment from Major Public/Institutional/Proposed Park to Residential, 12 units/acre.

Both the B-2 and F-3 residential zones require that one and rwo storv structures observe a six fool inferior vard setback |
The eastern property line is shared with Washington School and proposed Units 7 and 8, The preliminary landscape plan,
includes the instmllation of several trees that will help screen the development from the school. The window on the east
elevation of Unit & has been reconfigured to address privacy. improvements at the school are subject o review by the
Citv of Santa Barbara becanse the school is jocated in the Coastal Zone.  New construction requires a Coastal
Development Permit with the provision of required sethacks, The school intends to construet a library and replace the
nortable classrooms when funding becomes available,

The schoo! has stated concerns regarding compatibility with the school and fiture residential units; sometimes adjacent
residents have compiained about the noise and activity thal normallv occur on a school site. As a project condition of
approval. the private CC&Rs will include disclosure of school activities, after school activities. and future school
EXDANSION Nrojects,

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

jousing Element:

The proposed project would provide two condominium units to middle-mcome 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 s reflected in the City’s recently adopted Housing Element and Inclusienary Housing Ordinance.
Pelicy 4.1 of the Housing Element states that, all opportunities to construct new housing units tiwat are atfordable to low-
and moderate-income owners and renters shall be pursued. One of the implemeniation strategies to meet this goal is to
continue to assist in development of vacant infill parcels for new low or moderate income households.

Tocal Coastal Plan

The project must be found consistent with the City’s Local Coastal Plan (LCP) 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 13 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 Chff 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 traffic impact standards, and applying land vse and planning strategies that support the City's mobility goals.

The project proposes access off of Meigs Road south of the northerly property boundary. In order to access the property
from Meigs Road, the project would be conditioned to include roadway improvements along Meigs Road to ensure proper
sight visibitity from the project site. Please refer o 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
“lan and Zoning Ordinance, with Planning Commission recommendations to the City Council to support the CGeneral
Plan, Local Coastal Pian, 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 following checklist contains questions concerning potential changes to the environment that may result if this project
is implemented. If no impact would oceur, 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,

Potentialiv Sienificant: Unknown. potentially significant impacts that need further review to determine significance level
and whether mitigable. '

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

Less Than Significant: impacts that are not substantial or significant.
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1. AESTHETICS NO YES

Could the project: Level of Significance

&) Affect a public scenic vista or designated scenic highway or Potentially Significant, Mitigable
highwayv/roadway eligible for designation as a scenic
highwav?

b} Have a demonstrable negative aesthetic effect in that it is Potentially Significant, Mitigable
inconsistent with Architectural Board of Review or Historic
Landmarks Guidelines or guidelines/criteria adopted as part
of the Local Coastal Program?

¢) Create light or glara? Potentially Significant, Mitigable

Visual Aesthefics - Discussion

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

Impact Evaluation Guidelines: Aesthetic quality, whether a project is visually pleasing or unpleasing, may be perceived
and valued differently from one person to the next, and depends in part on the context of the environment it which a
project is proposed. The significance of visual changes is assessed qualitatively based on consideration of the preposed
physical change and project design within the context of the surrounding visual setting, First. the existing visual semng 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 coastiine, 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 qua]ntatwely to
determine whether the project would result in substantial effects assoctated with important public scenic views, on-site
visual aesthetics, and lighting.

Significant visual aesthetics impacts may potentially result from:

e  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 substantiai loss of impoertant 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.a.) Scenic Views

The project site is not located along a scenic highway or roadway eligible for designation as a scenic highway. The site is
Jocated 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 inciude landscaping
and architecture that would be designed to be consistent with design guidelines and standards of the Architecturat Board
of Review (ABR) that take into consideration scenic view compatibility. For these reasons, project impacts reiated 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
Eiementary Schoo] and a condominium development. The project proposes to remove the existing mature vegetation to
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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 tees. 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

‘ighborhood. The existing oak tree (diameter breast height of 14 inches) located at the northern edge of the site, is
_roposed to remain. with application of standard tree protection measures. The project received three concept reviews at
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 fot lighting, but does have standard exterior lighting 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
project’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 - Mitigation

AES-1 Design Review. Prior 1o 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
lighting,_ The ABR shall give attention to privacy and an adequate landscape buffer along the eas{ property line.

AES-2 Lighting. Exterior lighting design shall 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 - Besidual Impacts

Less than significant.

2. AIR QUALITY NO YES
Could the project; Level of Significance
a) Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or Less than Significant
proiected air quality violation?
b) Expose sensitive receptors 1o 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 Cuality - Discussion

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

~.mog. or ozone, is formed in the atmosphere through a series of photochemical reactions involving interaction of oxides

of nitrogen [NO,] 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 (PMyg include demolition, grading, road dust, and vehicle exhaust, as well as agricultural tilling and mineral
quairies.
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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 national standards. for six pollutants:  photochemical ozone.
carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide. nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter, and lead. The Santa Barbara County Air Poliution
Coentrol 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 nop-attainment with the CAAQS for ozone (O;) and
particulate matter (PMg). An area is in nonattainment for a pollutant 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 miilion for carbon monexide (CO) during peak traffic hours.

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

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

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

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

e Emit (from alf project sources, both stationary and mobile} fess than 2440 pounds per day for ROC and NO,  and
80 pounds per day for PMy,,

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

e Mot 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.

Short-Term (Construction) Impacts Guidelines: Frojects involving grading, paving, construction, and landscaping
activities may cause localized nuisance dust impacts and increased particulate matter (PMq). Substantial dust-related
impacts may be potentially 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
signiticant effects.

Exhaust from construction equipment also contributes to air poliution. As a guideline, SBCAPCD Rule 202.F.3 identifies
a substantial effect associated with projects having combined emissions from all construction equipment that exceed 235
tons of any poiiutant except carbon monoxide) within a 1 2-month period.

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

Alr Ouality — Existing Conditions and Project Impacis

2.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,q (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 fmpact significance for air quality
impacts; therefore. the project impact related to long-term air poilutant emissions is consideved less than significani.
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Short-Term {Censtruction) Emissions:

Exhaust from construction equipment also contributes 1o air pollution. The estimated length of construction is one year.
As a guideline. SBCAPCD Rule 202.F.3 identifies a substantial effect associated with projects having combined
missions from all construction equipment that exceed 25 tons of any pollutant except carbon monoxide, within a 12-
month pericd.  Construction emissions for the proposed project are estimated to be less than the I5 ton per year
maxunum. Thus, construction emissions associated with the project would be less than the Santa Barbara County Air
Poltution Control District threshold of significance for air quality impacts and therefore the project impact related to short
term air pollutant emissions is considered less than significant.  Although the project would not have a significant afr
quality impact, mitigation to minimize emissions are recommended.

Miutigation measures AU-1 throueh AQ-4 address consiruction dust emissions. The recommended mitigation measure, N-
3 in Seciton 7. Noise. specifies allowed construction hours, In order 1o reduce the lengih of exposure f¢ noise and air

quality concerns, the construction hours have been extended to allow weekend and holiday work,

Sensitive Receptors: Sensitive receptors are defined as chiidren, elderly, or iil people that can be more adversely affected
by air quality problems. Land uses typically associated with sensitive receptors inciude schools, parks, playgrounds,
childcare centers, retirement homes, convalescent homes. hospitals, and clinics.  Stationary sources are of particular
concern to sensitive receptors, as is construction dust and particulate matter. The project would not include stationary
sources, but sensitive receptors at Washington School, adiacent to the project sife and at La Mesa Park the-park could be
affected by dust and particulates during project site grading and construction. Nuisance dust and particulates would be
minimized through application of dust control mitigation measures. The insignificant amounts of these pollutants would
result in less than significant temporary exposure of sensitive receptors to pollutants.

2.¢) 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 to 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
AP emissions growth assumptions, because the project site is less than one acre in size. Because the increase in
residential units 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 fill materials, regular water
sprinkling shall occur using reclaimed water whenever the Public Works Director determines that it 15 reasonably
available. During clearing, grading, carth moving or excavation, sufficient quantities of water, through use of
either water trucks or sprinkler systems, shall be applied to 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 Control — 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 to public roads.

AQ-4 Construction Dust Control — Disturbed Area Treatment. After clearing, grading, earth moving or excavation
is completed, the entire area of disturbed soil shall be treated to prevent wind pickup of soil. This may be

accomplished by:

A. Seeding and watering until grass cover s grown;

B. Spreading soil binders;

C. Sufficiently wetting the area down to form a crust on the surface with repeated soakings as necessary to

maintain the crust and prevent dust pickup by the wind:
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AQ-5

AQ-6

AQ-T

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

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

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

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) fuet shall be used.

0

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.

. 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.

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 significant. mitigable
(including but not limited to plants, fish, insects, animals, and
birds)?

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

¢) Natural comrmunities (e.g. oak woodland, coastal habitat, Potentially significant. mitigable
efe. ).

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

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

Biciegical Resources - Discussion

Issues: Biological resources 1ssues mvolve the potential for a project to substantially affect biologically-important natural
vegetation and wildlife, particulariy 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 4 project site are qualitatively assessed to
identify whether they constitute important biological resources, based on the types, amounts, and quality of the resources
within the contexi of the larger ecological community. If important biological resources exist, project effects to the

sources are qualitatively evaluated 1o determine whether the project would substantially affect these important
viological resources, Significant biological resource impacts may potentially result from substantial disturbance to
important wildlife and vegetation in the following wayvs:

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

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

s Substantial loss or damage to important native specimen trees or designated landmark or historic trees.
Biological Resources - Existing Conditions and Project Impacts

J.a.e.d.e) Native Wildlife and Habitat

The existing site conditions and impact analysis relative to biological resources were evaluated in a letters prepared by
Rachel Tierney Consulting, dated June 3, 2005, September 13, 2004, and July 25, 2001 (see Exhibit E) and have been
incorporated into this IS by reference. The site is surrounded by both residential and commercial development.
Vegetation within this disturbed site consists of common ornamental shrubs (Pyracantha, Myoporwm, and trees (Acacia,
California Pepper, and Eucalyptus) and a Coast Live Oak tree. Ground cover consists of non-native grasses (Bromus and
Avena) and common weeds (mustard, radish, and thistie), 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 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. According
“~ the biologist, the removal of the eucalyptus grove would not result in a significant impact because no sensitive,

ndangered, rare or threatened species are known to use or be established at the subject site. The quality of the eucalyptus
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 {ocation is
extremely Himited 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 raptor
nests should be conducted. If found, construction and tree removal could begin, but extend no closer than 200 feet from
the nest, until 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 comer 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 oak be retained on-site. with standard oak tree protective measures as
mitigation to reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels. 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 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
ozk frees to the fandscape plan is required to further ensure that the project results in no significant impacts to oak trees.
Project impacts refated to native wildlife and habilat are considered porentially significant, mitigable with implementation
of the mitigation measures below.

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

Biological Resources - Mitisation

BIO -1 Rapior Seasonal Restriction  Construction. grading, and/or tree removal shall begin before or after the raptor
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survey by a biologist to locate active raptor nests shall be conducted. If sctive nests are found. construction, grading and

tree removal may be conducted.eouid-begin, but shall not occur within a circle around any acrive nest with a radius of 200
feet measured horizontzlly on the eround with a point directly below the active nest as the center extend-no-closerthan
20i-feet++ the-nest: until fledelings leave, If no active nests are found, the construgiion. tree removal, or arading

restrictions specified in this section shall not apply there-wenld-be-fo-construetiororaiadira-resteichons.

Tt ke

BI(O -2 Protective Fencing Prior to any ground disturbances, a temporary fence shall be installed, a minimum of 8
feet from the oak free trunk. Fencing shall be supported by posts on minimum eight-foot centers and shall remain in place
during all grading and construction activities. Protective fencing shail be shown on all grading and building plans. If
removal of fencing is required at constricted areas adjacent to approved work, fencing shall be reinstalied immediately. and
left in place umtit construction is completed.

BIO-3 Material Storage and Parking Construction equipment and vehicles 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 shail be
proitibited.

BIO-4 Trenching Excavation within the dripline of the oak 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 until backfilled. Soil area next to weated (cut) roots shall be irrigated to encourage
regrowth.

BIO-5 Post-Construction Protection Measures The oak free Al-treestocated-nearproposed-buildines—shail 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 oak 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
feeding,

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

Biological Resources - Residual Impacts

L.ess than significant.

4. CULTURAL RESOURCES NO ' YES

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

designation as a National, State or City landmark?

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

Cultural Resources - Discussion

Issues:  Archaeological resources are subsurface deposits dating from Prehistoric or Historical time periods. Native

American cuiture appeared along the channel coast over 10.000 years ago, and numerous viliages of the Barbarefio

Chumash flourished in coastal piains now encompassed by the City. Spanish explorers and eventual seitlements in Santa

Barbara occurred in the 1500%s through 1700’s. In the mid-1800’s, the City began its transition from Mexican village to

American city, and in the late 1800°s through early 1900°s experienced intensive urbanization. Historic rescurces are

above-ground structures and sites from historical time periods with historic, architectural, or other culwral importance.

The City's built envitonment has a rich cultural heritage with a variety of architectural styles, including the Spanish .
Colonial Revival style emphasized in the rebuilding of Santa Barbara’s downtown following a destructive 1923

earthquake.
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Impact Evaluation Guidelines: Archaeological and historical impacts are evaluated qualitatively by archeologists and

historians. First, existing conditions on a site are assessed to identify whether important or unigue archaeological or

historical resources exist, based on criteria specified in the State CEQA Guidelines and City Mastor Environmental
ssessment Guidelines for Archacological Resources and Historical Structures and Sites, summarized as follows:

s Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and there exists a demonstrable
pubiic interest 1o that information.

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

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

Cultural Resources — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts

4.a) Archaeological Resources

The City Master Environmental Assessment (MEA) Cultural Resources Sensitivity Map identifies that the project site is
not located within any of the cultural sensitivity zones. Project impacts to archaeological resources are therefore, less
than significant. Notification, further study, and recovery would be required in the event that archaeclogical resources are
uncovered (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 s anticipated.

4.¢} Ethnic/Religious Resources

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

ultural Resoureces — 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 archaeological features or artifacts.

[f 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 limited 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 archaeologist and Native American representative shall monitor all further subsurface disturbances in the area of the
£1

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 archaeological 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 Irapacts:

~ss than significant.
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5 GEOPHYSICAL CONDITIONS NO YES
Could the proiect result in or expose people to: Level of Significance
a) Seismicity: fault rupture? v
b) Seismicity: ground shaking or liquefaction? Potentially significant, mitigable
¢) Seismicity: seiche or tsunami? Less than Significant
d) Landstides or mudslides? Less than Significant
¢) Subsidence of the 1and? Potentially significant, mitigable
1y Expansive soils? Less than Significant
) Excessive grading or permanent changes in the topography? Less than Significant

(zeophysical Conditions - Discussion

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

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

» Exposure ta or creation of unstable earth conditions due to seismic conditions, such as earthquake fauiting,
groundshaking, liquefaction, or seismic waves.

o 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.

e Extensive grading on slopes exceeding 20%, substantial topographic change, destruction of unigue physical
features: substantial erosion of soils, overburden. or sedimentation of a water course,

Geophvsical Conditions — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts

5.a-¢) Seismic Hazards
Fault Rupture:

The site is located in an arca 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
¢aults 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 Liguefaction:

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 L iquefaction Potential.” A
Prefiminary Foundation Investigation prepared by Pacific Materials Laboratory, dated April 8, 2004 and incorporated into
this 1S by reference indicates that the potential for liquefaction to be considered very low. T herefore, project impacts
would be potentially significant, mitigable (see Mitigation G-1 below).

Seiche or Tsunari:

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

5.d-5 Geologic or Soil Instability
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_andslides:

The project site is relatively flat. with an average slope of 8% toward the southwest. Due (o the gentle slope and soil
~nnditions, the site preparation and construction of the project would not be expected to result in the potential for a
wdslide: therefore the project impacts related to landslides are less than significant.

Subsidence/Expansive Soils:

The Preliminary Foundation Investigation prepared by Pacific Materials Laboratory analyzed borings taken from the site
that found the soil to be foose 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 1o subsidence and expansive soils would be potentially significant, mitigable (see Mitigation G-1 below).
5.g) Topography; Grading/ Erosien

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 aftered to construct the project. Therefore project impacts related to topography are less than
stgnificant.

Grading/ Eresion

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 cutside the
main building footprint. The grading cut would allow the structures to sit lower on the site in order to reduce the averall
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 shail be
incorporated into the project design in addition to compliance with standard California Building Code requirements (see
mitigation measure G-1). With incorporation of the items described above, project impacts related to grading and erosion
are considered less than significant,

teaphysical Conditions - Mitigation

G-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
Pacific Materials Laboratory, dated April 3, 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.

Geophvysical Conditions — Residual Impacts

[ess than significant.

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

substances (including, but not limited te: vil, pesticides,
chericals 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
irees?

Hazards - Discussion

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

Initial Study - Page 15




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

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

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

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

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

Hazards — Existing Conditions and Project Empacts
6.4.b,¢) 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 Oil and Gas map located at the Building Division of the City indicates that there are no known oil wells on
the project site. Because there are no hazardous materials known on the project site, the project impact relative to
hazardeus materials exposure would be less than significant.

The proiect site is not on a list for known contaminated sites. No known historic use of the site resulted in any release of
hazardous wasies/subsiances: however, standard conditions of approval would be in place o address hazardous substances
encountered durine construction activitics. No new mitigation measures are necessary.

s, reatilations

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 sienificant

G.d) Fire Hazard

The project site is not jocated in a designated high fire hazard area of the City. The nearest City F ire Station 15 located at
1802 Cliff Drive, less than a % 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-aH-three access-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 significant.

Hazards — Residual Impacis

Less than Significant.

7. NOISE NGO YES
Could the project result Level of Significance
a) Increases in existing noise levels? Less than Sigaificant
b} Exposure of people to severe noise levels? Potentially significant, mitigable

Noise - Discussion

Tssues: 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 notse.

The primary source of ambient noise in the City is vehicle traffic noise. The City Master Environmental Assessment
(MEA) Noise Conour Map identifies average ambient noise levels within the City.
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Ambient noise levels are determined as averaged 24-hour weighted levels. using the Day-Night Noise Level (Lg) or
Community Noise Equivalence Level (CNEL} measurement scales. The Ly, averages the varying sound levels occurnng
over the 24-hour day and gives a 10 decibel penalty to noises occurring between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. to
‘ke into account the greater annovance of intrugive noise levels during nighttime hours. Since Ly, 15 a 24-hour average
woise level, an area could have sporadic loud noise levels above 60 dB(A)} which average out over the 24-hour period.
CNEL is similar to Ly, but includes a separate 5 dB(A) penalty for noise occumring between the hours of 7:00 p.m. and
10:00 p.m. CNEL and Ly, values usually agree with one another within | dB{A). The Equivalent Noise Level (L) isa
single noise level, which, if held constant during the measurement time pericd, would represent the same fotal energy as a
fluctuating noise. L, values are commonly expressed for pericds of one hour, but longer or shorter time periods may be
specified. In general, a change in notse level of less than three decibels is not audible. A doubling of the distance from a
noise source will generally equate to a change in decibel level of six decibels.

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

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

The Neise 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
defming nuisance noise in general,

“mpact Evaluation Guidelines: A significant noise impact may result from:

o Siting of a project such that persons wouid 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 fevel of 45 dB(A).

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

Moise — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts

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

Lone-Term 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 oceur at an elementary school. Therefore, construction techniques are recommended in order to mmimize
potential nuisance noise for the residents of the development. The project impacts related to nocise exposure are
consdered potentially significant, mitigable.

Temporarv 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 shori-term adverse
construction impacts to sensitive receptors in the area, including the school. The level of the adverse effect could be
urther 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 potenrially significant. mitigable.

Fach comment letter received and comments made by the Planmine Commission at the Avgust 25, 2085 hearing, rased
concerns regarding the potential by temporary construction noise and air quality impacts on the children, sensitive

-+
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1 il m

receplors, present at Washington School. which is adjacent to the project site. Further clarification of construction timing.

Hieation measures below, would address both air quality and noise potential impacts to the sensitive receptors in

Noise -

the area,

Mitication

N-1

N-3:

Construction Technigues. 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 ¢B(A) and
maximurm 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.

Counstruetion Notice. At least 20 days prior to commencement of construction, the contractor shall provide
written notice to ail property owners and residents within 430 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
siie.

Construction Hours, Met , = ¢Construction activities (which may include preparation for construction
work), such as activities usmL heavy equipment. framing. sheathing, and roofing, shall be permitted weekdays
between the hours of 7:00 am. and-5:807:00 p.m., excluding hoildays observed by the City as legal hohdays
New Years Day (January 1% Martin Luther King It Birthday (3" Monday in Ianuaw) President’s Day (3"

Monday in February); Memorial Day (Lasz Monday in May); Independence Day (July 4™ Labor Day (1™ Monday
in September); Thanksgiving Day (4" Thursday in Novemiber); Day Following Thanksgiving Day (Friday
foltowing Thanksgiving); Christmag 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._ No nosse-generating
activities. inciuding bul not limited 1o, activities using heavy equipment. framing. sheathing, and roofing shall
oceur during any school-wide testine at Washingion School. To the degree feasible, noisy construgtion activities
shali be coordinated with Washington Schoel,

Construction aciivities. other than use of heavy equipment. framing, sheathing, and roofing, may ocgur on

N-4;

N-5;

holidavs and weekends between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 3:60 p.m..

Occasional night work may be approved for the hours between 57:00 p.m. and 87:00 a.m. on weekdays by the
Chief of Building and Zoning per Section 9.13.015 of the Municipal Cade), betweenthehours-ot5-jrm—and-§
fom—weekdays-In the event of such night work approval, the applicant shall provide written niotice 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 Mufilers and Shields. Al construction equipment, including trucks. shall be
professionally maintained and fitied with standard manufacturers’ muffler and sifencing 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 shall be submitted prior to any building permit ssuance thad
shows h(m construction noise will be reduced for surrounding uses. with particular attention fo Washington
Sehool  The plan shall include, but not be [imited to, the use of sound conirol deviees and fechnigues. such as
noise shields and blankets.

Portable Equipment. Where portable power generation or air compressors are required on the site, locate these
noise sources as far away from the property iine as possible. Where required because of proximity to residential
areas, utilize a three or four sided enclosure which is lined with a sound absorbing material. Locate portable
equipmmni where the noise shielding 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 industry on location.

Moise — Residual Impact

Less than Significant
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8. POPULATION AND HOUSING NO YES

Coulid the project: Level of Significance

) 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) Displace existing housing, especially affordable housing? v

Population and Housing - Discassion

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

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

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

Population and Housing — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts

8.a) Growth-Inducing impacts

City utilities are already extended along the road frontage adjacent to the project site. The project would not involve 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 wouid not involve substantial empioyment growth that would increase population and
housing demand. Growth-inducing impacts would be less than significant.

8.b) Housing Displacement

3 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 - Mitication

No mitigation is required.

Population and Housing — Residual Impact

Less than significant.
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9. PUBLIC SERVICES NO YE&

Could the project have an effect upon, or result in & need for Level of Significance

new or altered services in any of the following areas:
a) Fire pratection? l.ess than Significant
b) Police protection? Less than Significant
) Schools? Less than Significant
d) Maintenance of public facilities, including roads? Less than Significant
e) Other governmental services? Less than Significant
£y Electrical power or natural gas? Less than Significant
g} Water treatment or distribution facilities? Less than Significant
h) Sewer or septic tanks? Less than Significant
1) Water distribution/demand? Less than Significant
1 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,

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

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

Public Services — FExisting Condifions 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 af
1802 CLHY Drive, less than a half mile from the project site. with estimated emergency response time to the site of Jess
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 fess than sionificant,

9.¢) Schools

The project site is served by the Santa Barbara Elementary and High School District for elementary and high school. The
praject would provide a net increase of 10 residential units, which could generate additional students. None of the school
districts in the South Coast have been designated "overcrowded” as defined by California State law. School impact fees
would be applied to the project in accordance with State law. Project impacts to schools would be less than significant.

9.d.e, ) 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 to roads and electrical service. The project
would result in less than significant impacts to public facilities.
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9.g,h.i) Water and Sewer

1e City of Santa Barbara’s water supply comes from the following sources, with the actual share of each determined by
availabilify and level of customer demand: Cachuma Reservoir and Tecolote Tunnel, Gibraltar Reservoir and Mission
Tunnel, 300 Acre Feet per Year (AFY) of contractual transfer from Montecito Water district, groundwater, State Water
Project entitlernent, desalination, and recycled water. Conservation and efficiency improvements are projected to
contribute 1o the supply by displacing demand that would otherwise have to be supplied by additional sources. In 1994,
based on the comprehensive review of the City’s water supply in the Long Term Water Supply Alternatives Analysis
{LTWSAA), the City Council approved the Long Term Water Supply Program (LTWSP). The LTWSP outlines a
strategy to use the above sources to meet the projected demand of 17,900 AFY (inciuding 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, aithough facilities are available adjacent to the site. The proposed project is
estimated to 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.

Sewer

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 feet/year. The maximum capacity of the El

Estero Treatment Plant 13 11 million gallons per day and there is adequate capacity at the El Estero Treatment Plant for
lanned future growth. Increased sewage treatment associated by the project can be accommodated by the existing City
swer system and sewage treatment plant. and would represent a less than significant impact.

9.j) 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 landfills, has developed impact significance thresholds related fo 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) in solid waste generation over the | S-year period. :

The County’s threshold for project specific impacts 1o the solid waste system is 196 tons per vear (this figure represents
5% of the expected average annual increase in solid waste generation {4000 tons/year]). Source reduction, recycling, and
composting can reduce a project’s waste stream by as much as 50%. If a proposed project generates 196 or more tons per
vear after reduction and recycling efforts, impacts would be considered significant and unavoidable.

Proposed projects with a project specific impact as identified above (196 tons/year or more) would also be considered
cumuliatively significant, as the project specific threshold of significance is based on a cumulative growth scenario.
However, as landfill space is already extremely limited, any increase in solid waste of 1% or more of the expected average
annual increase in solid waste generation [4000 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 condominium units, the proiect site is estimated to generate 25.175 TPY of solid waste (2.65
people/10 units x .95 tons/vear), a less than significant impact.

Short-Term (Demelition and Construction). The project proposes 3.830 cubic vards of cut and 10 cubic yards of fill
nutside the main building footprint. Grading under the main building footprints would be balanced on-site involving

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 fransported 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 potentially 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 - Mitization

PS-1  Demolition/Construction Materials Recycling. Recycling and/or reuse of demolition/construction materials shall
be carried out and comtainers shall be provided on-site for that purpose in order to minimize construction-generated waste
conveyad to the landhill

Public Services —~ Residua] Fmpacts

Less than significant.

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

other recreational facilities?

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

Recreation - Discussion

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

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

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

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

Recreation — Fxisting Conditions and Project Impacts

10.a} Recreational Demand

The project may increase the demand for recreational facilities. The project involves 10 new residential units which s
considered an incremental increase in the number of potential users for existing recreational facilities. The minor increase
in demand relative to recreational facilities would result in a less rhan 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 facilities including La Mesa Park, Washington Elementary School, and
Shoreline Park. Other nearby recreational areas include the Waterfront, the beaches and parks, Los Bafics pool, ete.
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 Impacts

Less than significant.

Tnitial Stmidv -« Page 22




11, 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 (e.g. sharp curves, Potentially significant, mitigable

inadequate sigint distance or dangerous intersections)?

¢) Inadequate emergency access or access {0 nearby uses? Potentially significant, mitigable
&) 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 tssues include traffic. access, circulation, safety, and parking. Vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian, and
transit modes of transportation ate all considered, as well as emergency vebicle access, The City General Plan Circulation
Element contains policies addressing circulation, traffic, and parking in the City,

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

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

e Cause insufficiency in transit system.

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

Circulation and Traffic Safety

¢ Create potential hazards due 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.

¢ Diminish or reduce safe pedestrian and/or bicycie circulation.
s Result in inadequate emergency access on-site or to nearby uses,
Parking
e Result in insufficient parking capacity for the projected amount of autornobiles and bicycles.

Traffic Thresholds of Significance: The City uses Levels of Service (LOS) “A” through “F” to describe operating
conditions at signalized mtersections 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 1o 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 s .77 V/C or greater.

Project-Specific Significant Impact: A project-specific significant impact results when:

{a)y Project peak-hour traffic would cause a signalized intersection ic exceed 0.77 V/C, or

by 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 traffic.

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

Significant Cumulative Contribution: A project would result in a significant coniribution to cumulative tratfic 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,
Transportation — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts

1i.a) Traffic

Long-Term Traffic

According to City Transportation Planning Staff. all area intersections are operating at Levels of Service B, According o
Ciry Transportation Planning Stadi, based on the Institute of Traffic. Enuincers (ITEY frip  generation rale for
condominiums, fFhe project is expected to generate approximately 4 additionai 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_distributing trips on the street network, Transportation Planning Staft follows the
distribution until there are fewer than five rips through an intersection. Because there are only five peak hour frips,
maximum, distribution of wips stops at the CHEF Drive Meigs Roud intersection.  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 refative o long term tratfic impacts would be less than significant

Short-Term Construction Traffic

The overall project construction process is estimated to last approximately 12 months. This would inciude grading for
site preparation for approximately one month, and estimated construction duration of 11 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 7a.m. —3 p.m. weekdays, excluding holidays.
Staging, equipment, materials storage, and temporary construction worker parking would occur on-sife.

The project would generate construction-related traffic 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 bui
nrot 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 frips and approval of
routes for construction traffic.

il.b, ¢, 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 Staff 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
wouid 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 slight curb extension
along the project frontage to accommodate a City standard sidewalk and parkway.

Early 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 to install plantings in the median and parkway that would maintain a beight to maximize
visibility while discouraging pedestrians from crossing at unmarked or unsafe locations. An optimal circulation design is
very important in this location; considering the close proximity of the project to Washington Elementary School, L.a Mesa
Park. and to the commercial hub of the Mesa. The project inciudes the appropriate public improvements to ensure proper
sight visibility and speeds with access directly off of Meigs Road, resulting in a petentially significant, mitigable impact
relative to access and safety,
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sed revarding construction waffic effecrs on Washington Elementary School adjacent to the
project site, According to the comments, access from Lighthouse Road via an easement raises safetv issues for the school
“ryd mav affect the school’s exasting iraffic circulation. Driveway access 1o the prodect site has been proposed directhy off

Metps Road, m order to address the Disirict’s concerns. The issue of constuction tratfic through the easement was
also rased, During the early stages of stie preparation and until a temporary driveway ageess s nstalled from Meigs
Road, the appheant would use the existing easement on Lighthouse Road for a period of approximaiely two weeks,
Muizanon measure T-5 recommends resiriction on timing for this lemporary use to miminize nofeniial impacts 1o the
Washington School traffic circulation and safety issues.

ACUlSE CONCerng were

The Dustrict also reguested that the orolect provide no sccess between 210 Mejes Road and Washineton School
However, the Planning Connmission stated that the project should mnmclude g connection from Meios 1o Lighthouse,
feasible, The school states that the convenience of a shorter distance of school children entering the school at the terminus
of Lishthouse ar Meios would not offset the problems the schoeol would tace with unauthorized access during the school
dav_and non school hours, However, unauthorized access during school and non school hours can occur regardless of the
provision of additional access points fo the school  The nroject design includes pedestrian gccess 1o the termings of
Lishthouse Road. Washington School would be responsible o maintain o fence around the parking lot o prevent access
from the public right of way along Meigs o school property.

The Planuing Commission stated concern about safery relative to the adeguacy of the proposed project perimeter wall
height and the adsacent school. The fintshed grade of the project site will be four feet lower than the school property at
the hichest point {ic address ABR comments to lower the overall hetght of the buildings.y The project side of the wall
would be eight feet high and the school side of the wall would be four feet hich. The Commission requested that this
configuration be further analyvzed in reference to student saferv. The project includes substantial landscapmg on the
project side of the wall that would serve as a deterrent for children tempted 10 scale the wall. Stafl would support an
additional oot added to the heiaht of the wall. requiring a zoning moditication that limits wall height s the sethack 1o
cight feet,

The Planning Commission asked for clarification regarding the City's sidewalk infill program and stated their desire for
stallation of a sidewalk along the Washington Schoo] plavield property frontage. south of the project site (o connect 1o
& existing sidewall,. Public Works staff has confirmed that the sidewalk in this location is considered a high priority and

has a sumilar score ¢ sidewalks that are proposed to be constructed in 2006, Itis hkely that this sidewalk would receive

City funding i the next five vears. The sidewalk installation alone Washington School frontase would receive an even

hicher priority once the development improvements are installed because the most difficult nortion of the sidewalk 1o

construct 1 along the project trontage,

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 Parkine Demand

The proposed 10 condominium require two parking spaces each and the development requires three guest parking spaces.
The project provides ali the required parking on-site with 10 two car garages and three open parking spaces for guests.
The project impacts related to parking supply and demand are considered less than significant. Parking for construction
warkers 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, fandscape planfings to discourage pedestriang from crossing in
Jocations deemed unsafe, instaliation of sidewalk along the project site frontage and north of the site along the
Washington School parking lot frontage, parkway, and curb extensions.

Y Construction Traffic. The haul routes for all construction-related trucks, three tons or more, entering or exiting
the site, shall be approved by the Transportation Engineer. Construction-related truck trips shall not be scheduled
during peak hours (7:00 am. to 900 a.m, and 4:00 p.n. to 6:00 p.m. and consider peak schoul raffic hours as
well as surrounding area} to help reduce truck traffic and noise on adjacent streets and reoadwayvs. The route of
construction-related traffic 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

follows:

A. During construction, free parking spaces for construction workers and storage for construction materials
shall be provided on-site, er-eff-site-in-o-location—sublect-to-the—approvaloithe—Transportationuid
?"Efi’i-ﬂ:"j Kan ageT

B. On-site-or-ofsite-storage-shati-be-provided-for-sonstrucion-materiels—equipment-and-velneles—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 facititation in
accordance with American Disabiiities Act requirements.

Heeommended Mittoation

T3 Temporary construction access via Lishihouse Road shall oceur during non-peak drop-off and pick-up school
hours,

Transportation — Residual Empact

Less than significant.

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

ground waters?

€) Increased storm water drainage? Potentially significant, mitigable

Water ~ Discussion

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

Impact Evaluation Guidelines: A significant impact would resuit from:

Water Resources and Drainage

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

e Substantially changing the drainage pattern or creating a substantiaily increased amount or rate of surface water
runoff that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned drainage and storm water systems.

Flooding

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

Water Ouality

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

Water Rescurces — Existing Conditions and Proiect Impacts

12.a.4d.e) Drainage

The existing on-site drainage sheet flows southeasterly across the property, down an embankment. over an existing curh
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 inlet 15 conveyed in a 24-inch reinforced concrete pipe and eventually cutlets at the beach on the south side of Meigs
Road.

Je 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 caich basins and transported to Meigs Road via curb outiet drains.
Construction of the project would result in an increase of 0.2 ¢fs 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 shall be employed to ensure that no signiticant
consfruction-related or long-term effects from increased runoff, erosion and sedimentation, urban water quality poliutants,
or groundwater pollutants would result from the project. Therefore, long-term project impacts refated to drainage are
considered to be potertially significant. mitigable with incorporation of mitigation measure W-1, described below.

12.b)y Flooding

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

12.¢c, d}y Water Quality
The project site is currently vacant; surface drainage is not treated.
All project runoff would be filtered by pollution 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 drainags/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
~roperly designed and sited detention basins.

«~ater Resources - Mitigation

W-1 Prainage 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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MANDATORY FINDINGS GF SIGNIFICANCE. YES NO

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially v
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildfire population to drop
below self-sustaining levels. threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?

b} Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term, v
environmental goals?

¢) Daoes the project have potential impacts that are individually limited, but cumuiatively v
considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental etfects 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)?

@) Does the project have potential environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse v
effects on human beings, either directly ot 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: &jmw |
[‘/Zté,/—« - o/ (’:3[ 05~

Environmental Analyst  Date |

ExHiBITS:
A, Vicinity Map

B. Project Plans

C. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

D. ABR Minutes, February 9, July 19, and October 4, 2004

E. Biclogical Resources Evaluation letters prepared by Rachel Tierney Consulting, dated June 3, 20058,
September 13, 2004, and July 25, 2001

F. Sight Visibility Technical Analysis, prepared by Associated Transportation Engineers, dated December 10,
2004

G. Public Comment letters

H. Planning Commission minutes, August 25, 2005 (draft)

LIST OF SOURCES USED IN PREPARATION OF THIS INITIAL STUDY

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

Drainage Fvaluation, prepared by Flowers & Associates, dated March 25, 2004
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General Plan Circulation Element
{reneral Plan Congervation Element
495 Housing Element
General Plan Land Use Element
General Plan Noise Element w/appendices
General Plan Map
Creneral Plan Seismic Safety/Safety Element
Geology Assessment for the City of Santa Barbara
Institute of Traffic Engineers Parking Generation Manual
Institute of Traffic Engineers Trip Generation Manual
Local Coastal Plan (Main or Airport) '
Master Environmental Assessment
Parking Design Standards
Santa Barbara Municipal Code & City Charter
Special District Map
Uniform Building Code as adépted by City
Zoning Ordinance & Zoning Map

SUSERSPLAN Environ, Reviewlnitial Studies\216 Meigs Road Fingl MND 10-20-03 docd A S ERS P LAN Erviren—-ReviewHlnitici-Strios 2-0-Meizs Road Draft
AN LSS o
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210 MEIGS ROAD PROJECT (MST2002-00719)
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

PURPOSE

The purpose of the 210 Meigs Read Project Mitization Monitoring and Reporting Program
(MMRP} 15 to ensure compliance with all mitigation measures identified in the Inittal Study to
mitigate or avoid potentially significant adverse environmental impacts resulting from the
proposed project. The implementation of this MMRP shali be accomplished by City statf and
the project developer's consultants and representatives. The program shall apply to the following
phases of the project:

. Plan and specification preparation

» Pre-construction conference

. Construction of the site improvements
. Post Construction

L RESPONSIBILITIES AND DUTIES

A qualified representative of the developer, approved by the City Planning 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 te 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 mairix. Any problems or concems 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 to 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 construction activities.

A, PRE-CONSTRUCTION BRIEFING

The PEC shall prepare a pre-construction project briefing report. The report shall
include a hst of all mitigation measures and a plot plan delineating all sensitive
areas to be avoided. This report shall be provided fo 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 Planner., 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.
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210 Meigs Road Project (MST2002-00710)
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Gctober 20, 2005

Page 2 of 3

IL

It shall be emphasized at this briefing that the PEC and project consultants have
the authority to stop construction and redirect construction equipment m 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 potental effects,
and resolve conflicts.

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
second type relates to construction activities and the third to ongoing monitoring
activities during operation of the project.

Al

MONITORING PROCEDURES

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

REPORTING PROCEDURES
The following three (3) types of reports shall be prepared:
1. 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.

2. General Progress Reports

The PEC shall be responsible for preparing wriften 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 confrol and sound reduction construction.

3. Final Report

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

A brief summary of all monitoring acfivities,
b. The date(s) the monitoring occurred.

C. An identification of any violations and the manner in which they
were dealt with.




210 Meigs Road Project (MST2002-00710)
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
October 20, 2005

Page 3 of 3

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

The following MMRP 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 m 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

210 MEIGS RD MST2002-00710
R-10 CONDOS Page: |

Project 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 lot. A zone change from E-3/5-D-3 to R-2/5-D-3 is
requested. A change in the existing General Plan designation from Major Public and Institutional 1o
Residential, 12 units per acre, and removal of a proposed park symbol would also be necessary as well as a
[.ocal 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 3:38 p.m.

Ed Gamble, 320 Lighthouse Rd. siated concerns about the density 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 appreciaies the applicant's response to the massing at Meigs Road. 2) The Board
appreciates the stepping of the buildings into the natural terrain. 3) The two-foot wall separation and
the pedestrion pathways internal 1o the site is a positive relationship to the sireet. 4) The Board
appreciates the applicant’s response of the relationship of the site planning 1o the adjacent school.

5) The Board appreciaies 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)

INERT AT Siemrear et ) Date Printed:  Oxctober 13, 2005




210 MEIGS RD MST2Z002-00710
R-10 CONDOS Page: 2

Project 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 lot. A zone change from E-3/5-D-3 to R-2/5-D-3 18
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 ihrough 6
need better grounding of the architectural elements.  9) Study distinguishing architeciure elements, 10 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: Piervon/Bartlett, 8/0/0.

9/17/2004 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 Grani, Case Planner, reiterated that af the last DART review, it was
recommended that the applicant take access off of Lighthouse Road through an existing casement instead
of 1aking access off Meigs Road,

Motion:  Continued indefinitely with the following comments: 1) The Board appreciates the direction
that the application has taken in veducing 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 1o be landscaping and pedesirian. 5) The
skvline trees that come up through the units are favorable. 6) Further reduce the mass, bulk. and scale
the units, particularly in response to the natural terrain, 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 approuaches the south. 8) Reduce the amount of two

ST ABR Summrv.iotd Date Priveed: Qttober 13, 2005



210 MEIGS RD MST2002-60710
R-10 CONDOS Page: 3

Project Pescription:

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-3/5-1D-3 to R-2/8-D-3 15
requesied. 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
Zoxe.

Activities:

and a half story volume architecture and further reduce the architecture along Meigs Road. %) Further
stuchy 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 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 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 at the most internalized
portion of the motor court and the adjacent unit number ten. 19) Create a more pedestrian friendly entry
on unit ten.

Action: Pierron/Bartlett, §/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, efc. 3)
Provide significant landscaping 1o break down the massing of project on the east side, along ihe property
adjacent 1o 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 Summirv ot Date Printed:  Oc¢iober 15,2005
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June 3, 2005

Amy Graham
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 within the
proposed condo project. These comments are based on the most current site plans (East Beach
Ventures, March 30, 2005). Previous letters, dated September 13, 2004 and July 27, 2001
addressed potential 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 angd other birds when the trees are
removed. Protective measures are also given 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 is dependant upon tree density, understory development, and the presence or. absence of
adjacent native planis. The quatity 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 kestel (Falco sparverius), red-shouldered and
red-tailed hawks (Buteo linearus & B. jamaicensis), barn owl (Tvto alhd), and great-homed 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 focated at a busy intersection of Meigs and
CHff Drive. It is alse adjacent to Washington Elementary School. These birds prefer stands of
native tress. However in the urban setting tall trees with strong limbs that will support larger
birds are often exofic.

Removal of a cluster of non-native trees within an urbanized area 18 typically not considered a
potentially significant mopact under CEQA unless a listed, candidate or atherwise 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)
Post Office Bowx 1113
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To ensure that birds of prey and other migratory birds are not harmed, construction and/or tree
removal should beginning before or afier the breeding season (Febmary 1" and Auvgust 15%. 1f
tree removal or grading must be started during that time, a survey to locate active raptor nests
should be conducted. 1 found, construction and tree removal could begin, but extend no closer
than 200 feet from the nest until fledglings leave. This mitigation will reduce any 1mpact to
nesting raptors to less then significant levels.

Oak Tree Protection: The current site plan (March 30, 2005} reduces the potential impact 10
the singie oak tree (24 inch) located in the northeast comer 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 {s now curved 1nto the site and around the tree canopy,
rather then following the property line, which lies very close to the trunk. Construction of the
retaining 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.

OAX TREE PROTECTION PLAN

‘The following 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 instalied, a
minimum of 8 feet from the trunk 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 fencmg shall be shown on all grading and
building plans. If removal of fencing is required at constricted areas adjacent to
approved work, fencing shall be reinstalled immediately, and ieft in place until
construction is completed.

. Material Storage and Parkine. Construction equipment and vehicles shall not be
driven or parked within the fenced area. Storage of fill soil, rocks, or construction
materials within this area is also prohibiied.

fe

Prunine., Prior to grading, all mees 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 trees shall be performed oniy under the
direction of an arborist.

(S5

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

3
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root area shall be backfilled (east of the wall), then the cut root shall be kept
wrapped in moist burlap undl backfilled. Soil area next to treated (cut) roots shall
be irrigated to encourage regrowth.

5. Post-Construction Protection Measures.
' All trees located near proposed buildings shall be protected from stucco or pam.

No permanent irrigation shall occur within the dripline of the existing oak.

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

6. Mitigation Plantine. When viewed as a percentage of the canopy cover, only a small
portion of the oak root system would be dismrbed. 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 tree is expected to survive construction even under these circumstances, the
addifion of five coast live oak trees to the Landscape Plan (Black, 2005) will further
ensure that the project results in no significant impacts to oak trees.

Sincerely,
ﬂ (,Z/é / 2
Rachel Tiemey o

Ce; Peter Ehlen (Architect); David Black (Landscape Architect); Tﬁsh Allen (City of Santa’
Barbara) ‘

Wl







September 13, 2004

Term Green Shp

TynanGroup - Ciry QU 2@[;4
2927 de la Vina Street Py UF 54 M

Santa Barbara. CA 93105 NN 5*[ Barg, .

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 impacts of the proposed condo

project on biological resources, requested in the City of Santa Barbara 30-Day Development -
Application Review Team Comments (item [HA), 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 hirds when the trees are removed. Protective measures are also given 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
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 (Faleo sporverius), red-shouldered and red-tailed
hawks (Buteo linearus & B. jamaicensis), bam owl (Tvfe alba), and great-homed owl (Bubo
virginiamus), there use as a nesting site for most birds of prey would be extremely limited due fo
the location and size of the capse. The site is located at a busy intersection of Meigs and CIiff
Drive. I 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-nafive trees within an urbanmized area is typicallv not considered a
potentially sigmficant impact under CEQA unless a listed, candidate or otherwise sensitive
species 18 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.

Post Office Bex 1312
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To ensure that birds of prey and other migratory birds are not harmed, wnstruuion and/or tree
removal should beginning before or after the breeding season (February 19 and Auvgust 15 If
tree removal or grading must be started during that time, a survey o locate actrve raptor nests
should be conducted. If found. construction and tree removal could begin, but extend no closer
than 200 feet from the nest until fledglings leave. This mitipation will reduce any impact fo
nesting raptors to less then significant levels.

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

1. 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 dunng
all grading and construction activities. Protective fencing shall be shown on all
gradmg 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.

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

4. Footings for the fence established along this property boundary shouid be dug as far

as possible from the trunk on either side.

Sincerely,

t»»aaM/ '+

Rachel Tierney




CONSULTING

July 25, 2001

RECEIvER

Don Enckson

TynanGroup | May 27 2004

20927 de ja Vina Street | ' CIry o SANTA

Santa Barbara, CA-93105 P LANNWG O Bg%ﬁ!%/;
o]y

RE: Lighthouse Road parcel
Dear Don,

This letter summarizes my findings concerning the biological resources existing at'a parcel
located along Cliff Drive, adjacent to Washington School at the terminus of Lighthouse Road.
The site 1s situated in an area of Santa Barbara known as the Mesa. and is 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,
Eucalypiug). Ground cover consists of non-native grasses (Bmmus Avena} and common weeds
(mustaxd radish, thistle).

Potentially Sionificant Resources

1. Coast Live Ozak (Ouercus aprifolia)

Two coast live vaks were noted at the periphery of the subject property: a small sapting (DBH =
4 inchesy along the edge of Lighthouse Road within landscape material near the Washington
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 free should be retained. It 15 in excellent bealth and displays verv fine form.

Past Office Box 1113




Summary of Bivlogical Resources Lighthouse Parcel

2. Monarch Butterfiy Habitat

The subject property contains a number of mature eucalyptus trees. A recent study of monarch
butterfly overwintering use in Santa Barbara County (including the City of Santa Barbara)
identifies a “transitory site” at La Mesa Park, located 1o the west of the subject property
{Althouse and Meade, 1999). A “mansitory site” is one that is used during winter migration for
tess than one week. It may harbor butterfly clusters for one or several nights during movement
t¢ & more permanent “aggregation site” such as the one located in Honda Valley to the east, or w0
other sites located up the coast.

Removal of eucalyptus within the subject property would not constitute a significant impact 1o
migrating monarchs {Meade, personal communication). Bufterflies have not been seen 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 or 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 information

Sincerely

Le7e /w/

Rachel Tierney

References:

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

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

Meade. Daniel. 1999. Monarch Butterfly Overwintering Sites in Santa Barbara County,
California. Althouse and Meade, Inc. 1135 Stoney Creek Rd. Paso Robles. CA 93446, Prepared
for the County of Santa Barbara. November 1999.
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DEC 30 2004

CITY OF SANTA BARBAR:
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December 10, 2004 04150L07. WP

Pete Ehlen

Fast Beach Ventures

East Haley Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

SIGHT DISTANCE ANALYSIS AND ACCESS EVALUATION
FOR THE 270 MEIGS ROAD CONDOMINIUM PROJECT - CITY OF SANTA BARBARA

Associated Transportation Engineers (ATE) has completed the following sight distance anatysis
and access evaluation for the 210 Meigs Road Condominium 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 Flementary School. Access is proposed on Meigs
Road across from La Mesa Park. The location of the project driveway on Meigs Road is
illustrated in Figure 1 (see attached site plan).

Sight Distance Analysis

The driver of a vehicle departing from the driveway intersection should have an unchstructed
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, atc.) within the
sight triangies that would 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 western
boundary of the project site, and the project driveway is located on the inside of the curve.
The speed limit posted on Meigs Road adjacent to the site is 35 MPH. The project drivewav
would be located near the north end of the curve, Pursuant to Caltrane Design Manual section
405.1.{2}{c), the mirimum sight distance required at a private road connection is 250 feet for
a 35 MPH design speed (Caltrans criteria attached),

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

Sight distanices 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 to 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. 1t is noted that the
original site plan included the curb bump-out with a 16-foot travel lane for northbound traffic.
That plan was medified to provide the 20-foot travel lane since the City Fire Depariment
indicated that 20 feet will be their minimum requirement for this segment of Meigs Road.
Figure 2 shows the site layout with the northbound fane 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 well
over the Caltrans minimum requirement 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 feat,
the fevel of the driver's eye.

Figure T 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. 1t is recommended that the curb bump-out shown on
the site-pian be extended further southeast along the frontage to ensure that vehicles 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 looking 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 thar this would reduce the availability of
on-sireet 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
allow for left-turns from northbound Meigs Road inte the La Mesa Park parking
lot.

> The project driveway should be widened to better accommodate simultaneous
inbound and outbound movements. The width shown on the preliminary <iie
pian could result in queuing on Meigs Road.

> The turn pocket for feft turns into the project site should be minimum of 100
fest long to provide an adeguate area for vehicle deceleration and storage.

> The site design should provide a pedestrian connection between the project site
and the adjacent Washingion 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. Tnere is an existing sign on Meigs Road adjacent o
La Mesa Park directing pedestrians in this area to use the crosswalk at Elise
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
10 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 leoking 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 Projact. 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




HIGHAWAY DESIGN MANUAL

2061

CHAFTER 200
GEOMETRIC DESIGN AND
STRUCTURE STANDARDS

Topic 2017 - Sight Distance

Iindey 201.1 - General

Sight distance is the contnuous length of
nighway ahead visible to the dniver. Three types of
sight distance are considered here: passmc,
smupmg, and decision. Stopping sight distance 18
the minimum sight distance to be provided on mul-
tilane highways and on 2-lane roads when passmg
sight distance 15 noi acnnormcally obtainabie.
Stopping sight distance aiso is tc be provided for
all elements of interchanges and intersecuons at
orade, incinding private road connections (see
Tapxc; 504, Index 4051, & Figure 403.7).
Decision sight distance is used at major decision
points (see Indexes 201.7 and 504.2).

The following table shows the standards for
passing and stopping sight distance related to
d&sxgn spe:ﬂd These shall be the minimum values
used in design.

Tabie 201.1
Sight Distance Siandards
Des; (1) () o
esign Speed Stopping Pagsing
(mph) (ft) {ft)
200 e 125 oiieieeenn. 800
. U OR ORI 150 e, 950
30 e 200 1100
35 e 250 e 1300
40 .. W 300 1500
45 e, 360 1650
A0 e, 430 ... 1800
S TSN 500 1950
1 O 580 .. . 2100
63 e, 660 i 2300
TO e T50 . iceiennn.. 2500
L ST 840 2600
BO e 330 .. 2700

(13 See Topic 101 for selection of design speed.
(2 Increase by 20% eon sustzined downgrades »3% & 1
mile.

Febmary 13, 1995

Chapter I of "A Policy on Geometric Design
of Highways aod Strees,” AASHTS 1984 contams
a thorough discussion of the derivaton ol stopping
s1ght distance.

201.2 Passing Sight Distance

Passing sight distance is the minimum sight
distance required for the driver of one vebicie to
pass another vehicie safely and comfortably.
Pagsing must be accomplished without reducing the
speed of an oncoming vehicie traveling at the
design speed should it come into view affer the
overtaking maneuver is started. The sight distance
available for passing at any piace is the longest
distance at which a driver whose eves are 3.5 feet
above the pavement surface can sec the top of an
object 4.25 feet high on the road.

Passing sight distance is considered only on 2-
lane roads. At critical locadons, a stretch of 3- or
4-lane passing section with stopping sight distance
is sometimes more sconomical than two lanes with
passing sight distance (see Index 204.4).

Figure 201.2 shows graphically the relationship
among length of vertical curve, design speed. and
alpebraic difference in grades. Any one factor can
be determined when the other two are known.

Ses Chapter 6 of the Traffic Manual for criteria
relating to barrier striping of no-passing zones.

201.2 Stopping Sight Distance

The minimum stopping sight d1st¢mcc* 1s the
distance required by the driver of a vehicle,
maveling at a given speed, 1 brmg his vehicie 0 a
stop after an object on the road becomes visibie.
Stopping sight distance is measured from the
driver's eves, which are assumed to be 3.5 feet
above the pavement surface. to an object 0.5-foot
high on the road.

The stopping sicht distances in Table 2017
should be increased bv  20% op sustaiped
downerades steener thap 3% and longsr than b
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HIGHWAY DESIGN MANUAL

Febroary 13, 1993

and the type of community being served may limit
the use of the STAA templates. In those cases,
other appropriate templaies should be used.

The minimum oractical wroing radios is 50
feet. However, the 60-foot radins develops less
swept width and may have an advantage. Both the
30-foot radius and 60-foot radius shouid be tested,

(3} Caiifornia Truck. The California mmuck.
wrn template should be used in the design af
hiehways not op the Nauopal Network. The
minimurmn practical fuming radias s 50 feet.

f4; Bus At iniersections where truck volumes
are light or where the predominate truck traific
consists of mostly 3-axle and 4-axle units, the bus
mrning template may be wsed. Its whesl paths
sweep 2 greater width than 3-axle delivery trucks
and the smaller buses such as school buses, but 2
shightly iesser width than a 4-axle truck.

Topic 405 - Intersection Design
Standards

405.1 Sight Distance

(1) Stopping Sight Distance. See Index 201.1 for
minimurs stopping sight distance requirernents.

21 Corner Sight Distance.
g

{a) General-At unsigpalized intersections a
substantially clear line of sight shouid be
mainiained berween the driver of a vehicie
waiting at the crossroad and the driver of an
approaching vehicie. Adequate time must be
provided for the waiting vehicle to either cross
all lanes of through traffic, cross the near
lanes and turn ieft, or turn right, without
requiring through twaffic te radically alter
their speec.

The values given in Table 405.1A provide 7-
1/2 seconds for the driver on the crossroad o
compilere the necessary maneuver while the
approaching venicle travels at the assumed
design speed of the main highway. The 7-1/2
second criterion is normally applied 1w all
lanes of through waffic In order to cover all
possible maneuvers by the vehicle at the
crossroad.  However, by providing the
standard comer sighi distance to the lane
near=st io and farthest from the wailling
vehicie, adequate ume shouid be obrained two
make the necassary movement. On multifane
nighwavs a 7-1/2 second cmerion for the

outside lape, in both directions of travel,
normally will provide increased sight distancs
0 the inside lanes. Consideration should be
given o increasing these values on
downgrades sieeper than 3% and longer than
1 mile (ses index 201.3), where there are high
truck volumes on the crossroad, or where the
skew of the intersection substannally increases
the distance waveled 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
driver on the crossroad shall be & minimum
of 15 feei, measured from edge of the
traveied way. The i5 foot set back distance
assumes six feet from the sdge of travelled
way to the stop bar, one foot for the width of
the stop bar, and eight feet from the front
bumper to the driver. If the stop bar is more
than siy feer from the edge of waveled way,
addizional allowance shouid@ be considersd.
Comer sight distance 1$ to be measured from a
3.5 foot height at the location of the driver on
the minor road to a 4.25 foot object height in
the cemter of the approaching lane of the
major road.

In some cases the cost to obtain 7-1/2 seconds
of corner sight distances may be sxcessive.
High costs may be atributable to right of way
acquisition, buliding removal, extensive
excavation, or spvironmental costs (g.g., Tes
removal, avoidance of wetlands, hstoric or
archaeological sites). In such cases a lesser
value of corner sight distance. as described
under the foliowing headings, may be used.

{6y Public Road intersections--
At unsionatized public road intersections {see
Index 405.7% corner sichr distance values
orven in Table 405 14 shouid he provided.

At signalized intersections the values for
comer sight distances given in Tablie 405.1A
should aiso be applied whenever possibie.
Even though traffic flows are designed to
move af separate fimes, unanticipated vehicie
conflicts can occur due to vioiation of signal.
right turns on red, malfunction of the signai,
or use of flashing red/vellow mode.

Where resirictive conditions similar te those
listed ir Index 405.1(2)}z), the minimum
vaime for cormer sight distance at both
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signalized and upsignaiized intersections
sirai} be eguai o the stopping sight distapce

s given im Table 201L.1, measured as
nreviously described.

} Private Road Intersections--The minimum
cormer sight distance shall be eggal io the
siopping sight distances as given in Tabie
2011, measured as previeusly described,

{

f‘:

3

(d) Urban Driveways--Comer sight distance
requirements as described above are not
applied to urban driveways.

(3} Decision Sight Distance. At _intersections
where the State roUle  DUMS 0T orosses  another
State rouge. the decision sight distance values given
m Taple 40518 shonld be used. In computing
and measurme decision sight distance. the 3 5-foot
zve hejeht and the 0.5-Toot obiect heicht should
be used. the obnect being locared on the side of the

meersectinn nearest the aprnroaching driver

The appiication of the various sight distance
requirernents for the different types of intersec-
tions is summmarized in Table 405.1C.

4052 Leftturn Chanpelization

(1) General, The purpose of a left-turn iane is fo
expedite the movement of through trafiic, control
the movement of wrning iraffic, increase ihe
capacity of the miersection, and improve safety
charactensiics,

The District Traffic Branch normally es-

iablishes the need for left-turn lanes.  See

“Omidelines for Reconstruction of Intersections.”
August 1985, published by the California Division
of Transportation Operations.

{2} Design Elemenis.

{a) Lape Width - The lane width for both
singie and doubie iefi-iturn lames on Siate
highways shall be 12 feet. Under certain cir-
cumstances {listed beiow), lefi-turn lane widths
11 fest or as narrow as 10 feet may be nsed
on RRR or other projects on exisung State
highways and on roads or streets under other
jurisdictions when supported by an approved
design =xcepuon pursuant to Index 82.2.

o On high spesd rural highways or moderate
speed suburban highways where width i
restricied.  the muoimum width of singies or
dual lefi-turn lanes may be reduced i 1§ feer
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Tabie 40514
Corner Sight Distance
(7-1/2 Second Criteria)

Design Speed Corner Sight
{mphj Dnstance (£t

30 330

A0 440

50 350

GO e 6ol

TO e 770

40
ecision Signt Distance

Design Speed Decision Sight
{mph} Distance (ft)
o 450
A0 e 600
30 e 730
60 1000

“‘*’a%bﬁe 405.1C
Application of Sight Distance

Reguirenients
Sight MHgtancs
Intersection
Types Stonping Corner Decision

, . e
Pryvate Roads 4 x )
Public Strests X A
and Roads
Signalized X (2) i
Intersections
Siate Route b x A

Imrersections &
Route Directon
Changes, with or
without Signals

{1} Using swpping sight distance between an eve neight of 3.50 &, and
an nbaﬂct hetgit 6f 425 . See Index 403, 10234} for serhack

FROUITEMENLS. \

(2} Apply comer sight distaRes TeqUUETRIERLS AT signaiized imremecoons
whensver possible due 1o uranticipated viclattons of the signals or i
malfunctions of the signals. See index 405.1{23h, :
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Santa Barbara School Districts

FANTA BaRDARA STHUGOLE

Septembex 6 , 2005 ADMINISTRATION CENTER

City of Santa Barbara Plamung Commussion
Adin: Trish Allen, Associate Planner

Santa Barbara City Hall SEP @ 7 2005
735 Anacapa Street QARNTA RADEAD,

PLANRIME fngoae

Re: Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration for 210 Meigs Rd. (MST2002-00710) comments
and other comments concerming 210 Meigs Rd.

Dear Commissioners:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the ten
unit 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, portabies and a playing 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 appropriate 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 April 19, 2005 (attached). Access from Lighthouse Road via an easement 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 convenience of a few school children walking a shorter distance to school would not offset the
problems with unanthorized access and use not only duning the school day, but during non school hours.
Experience has shown that over time, property owners with direct 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 school and condes

Past experience has shown that homes immediately adjacent to school sites, particularty play areas, can
create compatibility issues. Once a project is built next to a school, the new owners tend to forget that the
schoo! 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, after~school and
non-school related activities. These activities will occur during the dayiime, evenings and weekends which
residents may find interfere with their quiet and enjovment of their home. The covenant should also
mention that additional schoo! facility construction, both currently planned and in the fiture, could be

carried out in 2 manner which might adversely impact residents, including in referencs to viewsheds.
720 Santa Barbara Street » Santa Barbara, CA 93101 « {805) 963-4331 » “ax {805) 963-956 1

Eaual opportumty empicvernonediserimination on the basis of reee. color, ancestry. national origin, mantal seus. sex. sexual orentarion.
religious creed, | : ’ ot e v " : 40} or poiiticsd affifation,
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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 [across Meigs Road] could be affected by dust and particulates during project site grading
and construction.” School children arc definitely considered “sensitive receptors” in terms of noise & air
quality but they arc 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 msignificance:

1. The Draft MND recommends that the site be watered during grading and other standard dust control
measures. While this is a partial mitigation, we don’t believe it is sufficient. We suggest limmiting
grading activities to non-school hours as mitigation. We recognize this presents a hardship to the
applicant but we sce 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 30 feet and construction in that area would be particularly 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 analvze what the
effects might be on the students adjacent to the site. Limiting construction hours, at a minimum for
the units along the common property line, would help to mitigate noise impacts. Another possibility
would be to limit noise producing construction activities to non-school hours.

3. Past experience has shown us that construction vehicle and materials storage can be an issue,
especially on a small, constrained 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 concem with the proximity of the castern units, particularly those with balconies that
overlook the school site. in terms of privacy & safety of the students. We are concerned about people using
their balconies for various activities while in full view of the students. There are site design changes that
would be effective in addressing this concern. including possibly moving the balconies so that they don’t
overlook the school and adding significant screen landscaping.

Pesticide Use

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 therr
use is allowed. This is 2 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 opportuntty {0 comment on these important issues,

Very truly yours,

David HetVonk
Director of Facilities and Operations
Santa Barbara School Districts

cc: Letter to Planning Commission on access issue, April 19, 2005
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April 19, 2005

City of Santa Barbara Planmng Commission

Santa Barbara City Hall é:;:f E;% ;
735 Anacapa Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 SEP 07 HiH
Re 210 Meigs Rd. (MST2002-00710) CITY OF
B SRR

Dear Comimissioners;

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 title 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, inchuding 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 lot to the comner 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 to 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 highly 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 adequaiely considered the impact of its recommendation upon
the existing utilization of the Washington School parking lot, including circulation for autos, bicyclists,
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 staff 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 is 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

Admimistration Offices: ® 720 Santa Barbara St. 8 Santa Barbara, CA 93101 & (805) 0634331 & FAX (805) 9635685
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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 is 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 in 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 recommendation fails to adequately address critical student
safety issues, 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 1ssues related to
the use of the easement.

ADDED REQUIREMENT FOR RESIDENTS TO ACKNOWLEDGE POTENTIAL INTERFERENCE
WITH OUIET 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 issues, 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 bv 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 truly yours,

(O Rl

David Hetyonk
Director of Facilities and Operations
Santa Barbara School Disiricts

Ce: Jan Hubbell
Jessica Grant

David Odell
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August 6, 2004

Mr. Dawnid Odell

Twnan Group

20727 De la Ving Street
Santz Barbara, CA ©3105

Be: Access issues reiating to Washington Sehool Master Plan and Tynan condominiumm project
Dear David:

Thank vou for meeting recently with Santa Barbara School District representatives Craig Price. Pat Saley and
myself to discuss access 1SSHEs relating to vour proposed condomimiam project and Washington School As vou
imow. the District has been discussing the construction of a new library/building and other accessibifity
improvements at Washington Elementary School as part of the 1-98 bond funded improvements for elementary
district. Our understanding is that Tvnan and its partner are proposing 10 condominium umnits on the triangular-
shaped parcel that is bounded on two sides by the school and the third by Meigs Road. :

Ag vou know, there 15 an existing access casement extending from the south end of Lighthouse Road, across the
two school parcels. to the comer of vour parcel at Meigs Road. Our collective understanding is that this
eagement dates back to the tme before the construction of Meigs Road. The casement would have served the
properties on the lower portion of Lighthouse Road south of La Mesa Park, as well as vour parcel. When
Meige was constructed some thirty vears ago, thereby providing access to the lower Lighthouse Road properties
and vour parcel, apparently the easement was not removed.

At this point, we understand that the Citv of Saniz Barbara has taken 2 position that a shared velcular access off
Meigs is preferable for both the school and the condos. Under this scepario. the school would retamn the
Lighthouse Road access as well. We understand that a concern expressed by City staff 1s that thev don't want
two access points on this portion of Meigs Road. You ve asked the District to officially comment on the
appropriateness and practicality of having access 1o the school 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 2 plan with access solelv off Lighthouse Road. We see several
serious problems with the concept of shared access for the school and the condos off Meigs Road. Our concerns
about two access points for the school include:

I Encrease in iraffic during school drop off and pick up times — bEvery schoo! has two peak hours when
parents are dropping off their children in the moming and picking them up in the afternoon. The
morning peak hour generally coincides with the peak hour on adjacent public streels in the 7:30 to 830
am time frame. At the same time that parents would be entering and sxiting the school site off Meigs,
manv residente of the condos would be leaving for work or appointments. The condo owners leaving
durng the morning drop off tme might have to wan quite 2 while to make the left out of the condo
project onto the shared access drive and then onto Meigs Road We are very concerned abous the
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Access for Washingion School and Tynan Condos
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Page 1

inerease in traffc in and around the school parkmng lot from the condos, especially i the moming. We
would imagine that you are also concerned about the inconvenience of having the condo residents wait
for the school traffic fo subside before leaving their property.
People taking short cuts across the schoel parking lot - Those condo residents thar work to the east
of the site, e.g., in the lower Downtown arza, would be tempied to ture right from their property and
cross the school parking lot to go to they destination. More serious. however. is the tendency for peopie
to take the shortest route from "4 1o ‘B For example, someone driving up Meigs Road mght be
tempted to turn night onto the condo/school shared driveway. cross the school parking lot ang exit the
school site on Lighthouse Road. then onto Ciff Drive. This would save them negotiating the Ciiff
Drive/Meigs Road intersection. The same could occur for those traveling west on Chiff Dnive who
might turn left onto Lighthouse Road. cross the school parking ot and exit onio Meigs ir: order to avold
the left turn from CIiff to Meigs. This potential ncrease in traffic through the parking lot is a major
concern for the Dastrict,
Enticements for students to cross Meigs at uncontrolied intersection — Pedestrians on the west sude
of Meigs are currently encouraged to cross at Elise Way, 2 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, even if it 1s fenced off
or controlled in some manner, would encourage students 1o CIoss Meigs at 2 location that is not as safe
as FElise Way.
4. Legslity of use of easement - The existing easement was established for one purpose that is now moot.
Given its intent and the specific language. we arc concerned about the legality of use of the casement by
the condo owners and others who might enter the school property off Megs.

b

LY

Finally, we undersiand the City 15 requesting a gate be added on the east property line between the condos and
school. We understand the desire to provide direct access berween the two properties for parents and smdents
immediatelv before and afier school, but we are concerned that the gate will cause more probiems than it would
ever solve. The gate would nesd to be locked at all other times. The district does not want the public to access
the site from this gate during schools hours as there is 1o one to monitor who is coming on campus. Currently
there are problems with the way the public is using the school grounds during non schoo! hours and the district
feols 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 wouid be anvone living in the
condo project who would waat to be responsible for those tasks. We appreciate the intent but we think. asa
practical matter, the gate s not 2 good 1dea.

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

Please let me know if vou need any addinonal informarion about the District’s position O acCess.

» L
David M y

Sincerely.

@

h\\//

e

Direcior of Facilitics and Operations

co

Peter Bhien. Condo Project Architest Craig Price, Dismct Counsel
Richard Fogg, Tynan Counsei Sat Saley, District Land Use Consubtant

Teri Green. Tvnan Group Dr ! Brian Sarvis. Supenmtendent
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September 7, 2005

City of Santa Barbara

Planning Divistion

Attne Trish Allen, Associate Planner -
.0, Box 1990 =
Santa Barbara, CA 93102-1990

SUBJECT: 210 Meigs Road Project (MST2002-00710)
Dear Ms. Allen,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Mitigated
Negative Declaration (MND) for the 210 Meigs Road Project. 1 am an
Environmental Planning Consultant and CEQA practitioner, with
experience spanning 25 yvears for the public sector and CEQA Planning
firms 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 school project MNDs for
varying school districts. ' ‘

Lwould like to note for the record that in my 25 vears working on
CEOA documents (and principally as a CEQA reviewer under contract
for jurisdictions), the proposed MND is extremely 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, | 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 badly needed housing
sometimes overrides the effort 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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I have 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 thev
are intended to mitigate. Also, note that, in spite of my serious concerns
regarding the lack of disclosure of impacts and the inappropriateness of the
proposed density increase given the surrounding setting, I am of the professional
opinion that an EIR is not required for the proposed project, providing the
potentially significant effects of the proposed project are adequately mutigated.
However, in order for the proposed project environmental impacts to be
adequately mitigated, they first need to be adequately disclosed. This is where
the MIND falls seriously short,

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

1. Noticing 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(£)(4) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the public notice for the ND
or MND shall specify the following...”(4) The address or addresses where
copies of the proposed negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration
including...all documents referenced in the proposed negative declaration
or mitigated negative declaration are available for review. This location or
locations shall be readilv 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 MND is available for review at the Planning Division.
The hearing notice, by law, is mandated to include the statement that the
Draft MND and all documents referenced in the proposed MND are available
for review at specitied locations. Although this may appear at first glance to
be 2 minor error, please note that it has serious legal consequences. Your City
Attorney should be contacted regarding this noticing error, and the Draft

-

to contact the City Attorney from other jurisdictions regarding the
seriousness of this matter, including those from the City of Santa Monica, the
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City of Hercules, and the County of Ventura. Note that I recently prepared
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
to seriously consider revising it's template for notices for MNDs and EIRs to
include this mandatory CEQA requirernent, which was added to the State
CEQA Guidelines during the 1998 revisions).

It is also highly recommended, from a public-review and CEQA practitioner’s
standpoint, that when the MND 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 properly 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, bul by statute (PRC) as well), a court would have to rule that the
notice was in violation of CEQA, 1urge yvou to consider this error at this
early junction in the process, as opposed to when the Notice of Determination
i5 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 playfields
(including required outdoor P.E. classes, recess, and lunch periods) will be
breathing in dust related particulate matter. The Air Quality section is
woetully 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 particularly grading, on hundreds of
smali children playing outdoors. The ONLY discussion regarding
construction activities in the MND is the following, “Substantial dust-related
impacts may be potentially significant, but are eenerally considered
mitigatble with the application of standard dust control mitigation measures”
and “.._.sensitive receptors at the park could be affected by dust and
particulates during project site grading and construction.” The reference
regarding the “parlk” is presumably the 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 to be revised.

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 playground 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 is not speculation, but has well-documented
scientific data supporting it. 1t is recommended that the APCD be consulted
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 o Mitigati(m Measure AQ-6,
Failure to adopt these feasible mitigation measures would make the MND
inadequate and out of compliance with the requirements of CEQA to adopt
feasible mitigation measures for potentially significant adverse impacts.
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AQ-6 Dust Control Monitor. After the phrase “The name and telephone
number of such persons shall be provided to the Air Pollution Control
District...” please also add, “and to the Washington Elementarv School

Principal

"

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 Washington

Elementary School, which is a sensitive receptor, a Construction and

Dust Suppression Plan shall be submitted to the APCD and the
Washineton School Principal which provides the provisions listed
below. Said Construction Plan shall be approved bv 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 commencerment of
any grading activities on 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 funch/recess period of Washington Elementarv School
students, so as to not generate dust when the students are on the
plavfields.

¢.  No construction traffic is to be allowed through the Washington
School parking lot/easement during school hours when school is
in session. :

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

e. Cessation of grading acfivities during the following special events
{school carnival and jogathon}, with specific dates to be provided
by the Washington School PTO {(Parent Teacher Oreanization)
President.

f. No grading activities during wind speeds exceeding 25 mph.
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g. Allowance of grading activities on weekends and holidays and
after 5:00 om, when the school is closed.

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
information 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 casy 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 dlassrooms
during school session. Failure of the MND to provide this information
in a revised Draft MND makes the environmental document relativelv
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 wav. As noted above, these are boiler
plate mitigations that have not been fashioned specifically for the
proposed project and its surrounding environment. This is
particularly evident in Mitigation Measure N-2, which allows
construction ONLY during school hours and generally, at no other
time. Perhaps it makes more sense to revise the measure and City's
standard boiler plate to fit the environmental setting, as required by
CEQA, and allow construction during those times when the school is
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not in session (e.g., Martin Luther King Ji'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.

[n addition, Measure N-2 should be revised to specitically 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). It is in the best interest of the entire community of Santa

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 study was provided in an appendix, 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
tratfic report may be reviewed by the public, who prepared the traffic
report, etc,

. Under the heading, “Short-Term Construction Traffic” there are

staterments which are internally inconsistent, in that one sentence states
construction is estimated to last approximately 12 months (first
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sentence) and one that states it is estimated that construction related
tratfic would occur for 16 months. Please explain.

This section (nor any section in the Draft MND) states where
construction traffic 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/easermnent. This is critical information which needs to be
disclosed. It is strongly recommended that absolutely no access be
allowed by construction vehicles through the Washington Elementary
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:

Inn order to minimize safetv-related impacts, construction-related traffic
shall not utilize the Washington Elementary School parking lot or
access road/easement during school hours on the days that school is
in session, as specified by the Washington Elementary School

Principal.

In addition, the afternoon peak hour restriction of 4-6 pm in Measure
T-2 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 parking
and/or vehicle/equipment/materials storage shall not be permitted
within the Washington Elementary School parking lot area.

Land Use. The MND fails to provide a Land Use Section, even though
this is provided in all standard Initial Study Checklists throughout
California. Although a briet 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 structures 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 ondy be six feet (three feet for parking). The District
further stated that this raises the potential for tuture 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. The District
stated that the nearbv sports tields are used during recess, P.E., and
after school hours by recreation programs and for practice for various
children’s sports teamns (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 MND.

There absolutely needs to be a Land Use Section in the Initial
Study/MND for this project, particularly given the substantial increase
in density requested and sensitive use next door. The proposed project
is requesting more than twice the permitted density, with only 20% for
affordable housing. Housing needs of the Citv notwithstanding, the
City is 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. If 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
MMRP is included in the back of the Dratt MND. The City should be
commended for including the Draft MMRP in the Draft MIND, 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
Flementary 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
young student population.

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

Sincerely,

&J’@“ Lo b %cww
%i-ﬁ Witz Baucke
Principal

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

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

Patricia Santiago, Washington Elementary School, Interim Principal
President, Washington School 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 Development
630 Garden Street

Santa Barbara, CA 83108

RE: 210 Meigs Road Draft ND

Dear Ms. Allen:

I'm sorry that  was unable {o attend the scheduled hearing on the Draft Negative Declaration. The hearing was
neld on our last weekday of summer vacation and many Washington School families were escaping for one last irip
pefore the beginning of the school year, that following Monday. | and all but one of the other parents from

Washington School, whe have been involved in following the project at 210 Meigs, were out of town the day of the
hearing.

The comments in this ietter are not meant to represent the Washington School Foundation or any other parent
group. These comments address only my personal 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 not evident from the text of the environmental setting. The environmental sefting section should be
expanded to better describe both the parcel and the surrounding area. The site is a triangular shaped, somewhat
narrow, tree filled, “wedge” parcel, which is squeezed in between the Washington School campus and Meigs Road.
Meigs Road runs along the entire length of the longest side of the triangie. Because of this setting, especially the
retatively narrow depth of the parcel, the design, size and layout of the condominiums result in very iittle sethack
area available to provide an effective buffer between the historic/existing school uses and future residential uses.

This setting information is 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 population, nuisance noise impacts on
the school and future residential population, as well as other iong-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 piayground area, single story permanent and
portable classrooms, and the portable which is used for the school's after schoeol hours child-care program. The
closest schoot structures are the long-term portable units. These units have little insulation, increasing the short and
long-term effects of the residentiai deveiopment for students and teachers in these classrooms. | am not aware of

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

All of the structures at the Washington Schoof 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 schooi property, providing a considerable setback and buffer between the actual
homes and the school property. In addition, these other residential parcels are located primarily in the outlying
playground areas of the school campus, a considerable distance from any classrooms or other schooi structures,
which again creates a buffer for the differing land uses and potential land use confiicts. The fairly new
condorminiums to the north of the Washington School parking ot are the only multi-family dwedling 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 previously complained about nuisance noise from both the school's bells
and from noise and activity in the school parking lot.

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

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






Department of Toxic Substances Control

Alan C. Lioyd, Ph.D. 1011 Morth Grandview Avenue P Arnold Schwarzenegger
Agency Secretary Glendale, California 91201 R R Governor
Cal/EPA

September 2, 2005

Ms. Trish Allen

Associate Planner

City of Santa Barbara Planning Division
P.O. Box 1880

Santa Barbara, California 93102-1890

NOTICE OF COMPLETION OF DRAFT MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION/INITIAL STUDY FOR 210 MEIGS ROAD PROJECT (MS&T2002-00710)
SCH NO. 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 MND/S,
therefore, needs to identify and determine whether historic uses at the Project
site have resulted 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 o evaluate whether
conditions at the site pose a threat to human health or the environment.

3. All 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. W 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/IS
should 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
like to meet and discuss this matter further, please contact Mr. Alberto Valmidiano,
Project Managet, at (818) 551-2870 or me at (818) 651-28973.

Sincerely,

AU
[ Y

fmnif@rﬁon Yy
ddnit 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.O. Box 806

Sacramento, California 85812-0806




Ailen, Trish

o Carol Kallman [ckaliman@cox. net]

nt: Wednesday, September 07, 2005 11,09 AM
1O Alien, Trish; jhubbell@santabarbarca.gov
Ce: Greg Johnson; Don Bartheimess
Subject: 210 Meigs Road

wish To
=211, I

have

to changing the existing General Plan designation from Majcr
: sidential, but would not have a problem with the project
family units. We are very concernsd with the remowea

e very dangerous entry/exit off of Meigs Road.

the need for more housing in the community and should the zoning be changed
units we would like to see the following mitigatlion measures:

1. Extend the sidewalk on Meigs Road all arcund the development - to join existing
dewalks 2. Remove the wire fencing around the propesed project and the Washington
Zohool parking lot and replace it with & nice wall similar to the wall arcund the condos
located at 222 Meigs 3. ERemove existing utility polls and underground the utilities
serving the project {Lighthouse Road) and Washington Schocl 4. Provide a safe entry and
exit to the property 5. Assist Washington School in landscaping their parking area

Thank 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 ADOPT DRAFT MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION - MST2002-00710

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 Locaton: 210 MEIGS ROAD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The project consists of a one Lot subdivision with {en 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 {ill 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 Bucalyptus and other non-natives and the instaliation of 63 new trees, 43 of which
would be 247 box trees.

A zone change from E-3/5-D-3 to R-2/8-1>-3 1s 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 (1.CP)
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
1tem.

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 concems regarding
the project:

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

ENHIBITH
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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 1s an existing school adjacent
and typical school activities take place, as well as the schootl 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. Hetyonk if it would be acceptable if grading took place during the summer
break.

3. Asked Mr. Hetyonk about the policy of the school regarding neighborhcod 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 school
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 conflicling 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,

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

Asked if there is any consideration to having a sidewalk extension to 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 1s
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.

11. Asked if the portable classrooms have solid walls facing proposed project site. Suggested
pictures of the modular classrooms be included in the document.

w1
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12. Asked if height of wall, that is 8 feet applicant side/4 feet school side is at established

18.

maximum or could school side be higher and thus higher on applicant side.

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

. Asked about fire access to modular classrooms.

. Asked if easement is considered on project site 1o provide access to school site,

. Askedf gate going mto bottom of school yard at lower slope could be used for egress to
modular unites.

. Asked if there is anvthing 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 summertime to

constder raptor nesting schedule.

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

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

backs.

Ms. Hubbell stated normally we do not have jurisdiction over schools, however, since Washington
School is located 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 coliectively made the following
comments with respect to the Environmental Document.:

1.

I

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.

Explore flexible construction days and hours to minimize noise duration, considering the
Iimited residential activity nearby.

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

Design the right hand fum 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 4-5 ¢riteria involved and provision of
sidewalk proposed could possibly receive higher priorty in the system.

Feels that extending sidewalk does not resolve pedestrian access between Mesa Park and
Shoreline. Current situation across street paratlels discussed situation with regard to
pedestan sidewalk access. Notes that a big Eucalyptus tree blocks out a sidewalk and
prevents pedestrian traffic from being able to casily 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 mfil]
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
Circulation Committee will be meeting tonight to give information on the criteria for the sidewaik

infill program.

V. ADMINISTRATIVE AGENDA

A. Committee and Liaison Reports.

Commissioner Mahan reported on 101 Bridge and Design Review, and Airport Design Review
Committee.

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

Chair Maguire stated he would have to step down from the Enhanced Transit Ad Hoc Sub
Committee. due 10 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.

Vil. 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 pum, to 3:52

To aveid 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 045-110-0i1, E-3, SINGLE
FAMILY, SD-3 COASTAL OVERLAY ZONES, GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION:
MAJOR PUBLIC & INSTITUTIONAL (MST2002-06710)

The applicant 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 Overlay Zone, to R-2/SD-3, Two Family Residential Zone/Coastal Overlay
Zone. If 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
affect 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 1o 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 Planning 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 environmental 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’ questions and comments:

i
2.

,,
2.

Asked for Staff comments on the absence of sidewalks on nerth 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
lot area wiil increase 1f the right-of~way size decreases.

Asked for clarification of Applicant’s request.

EXHIBITF
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Mr. Daytor stated that this portion on the north side of Meigs Road 1s currently on the Sidewalk
Infill Program, and that if the project is approved, sidewalks will be required as part of the
project. The extent of new sidewalk. however, is vet to 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
easement 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 occur, 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:

L. Asked why the small parcel to the north has been left out of the discussion.
2. Asked if 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 houges 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 is available to this dual income categorj{f,

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

benefit of affordabitity 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 Flement 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.

20, 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 to 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 to 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 proximilty 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 it 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 occur.

Steven Faulstich, Housing Programs Supervisor, is supportive of including affordable units in
any proposed rezone project, and stated that the affordable component of the development at
Cliff 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 middie
to upper middle-income residents. He concluded that the proposed affordable units could be
satisfied in 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 No. 004-03
To initiate 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:
Aves: 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 " VTR MW LG & T e b, i W i s OFA it WY A . S W

R L LY R AN LA VEF L

AN Committee and Liaison Reports.

Commissheger Maguire reported that, at the last Planning Commission megtfo, it was
reported that % Clty Council letter to Caltrans regarding the 101 Improverpe fit Project had
omitted a certaimN{em about inclusion of a signage plan. when. f’t the letter had not
omitted this item. ;

Chair Mahan reported tahe Park and Recreation Cgrffmission discussed proposed
changes to 800-1200 Shorelwg Drive. This item#ill come before the Planning
Commission on February 6. 2003.”

B. Review of the decisions of tbe \ ] atfication Hearing Officer in accordance with
SBMC §28.92.026. 4

None were requested.
C. Action on the rlew and consideration of the fo ng Planning Commission
Reso;u‘nom 'd Minutes:

a. A mutes of January 9, 2003

b2 " Resolution No. 001-03
2016 Mission Ridge Road

C. Resolution No. 002-03
110 S. Hope Avenue
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