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NOP Comment Letters

CITY OF GOLETA
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM and
INITIAL STUDY
1.

PROJECT TITLE: Cortona Apartments; Case 09-140-DP

2.

LEAD AGENCY NAME AND ADDRESS: City of Goleta, 130 Cremona Suite B,
Goleta, CA 93117

3.

CONTACT PERSON AND PHONE NUMBER:
Planner, (805)961-7549

4.

APPLICANT: John Price, Cortona Corner LLP, PO Box 61106, Santa Barbara,
CA 93160

5.

AGENT: Harwood White, 1553 Knoll circle Drive, Santa Barbara, CA 93103

6.

PROJECT LOCATION: The proposed project is located at 6830 Cortona Drive;
APN 073-140-016 within the Inland Area of the City.
Vicinity Map

Stephanie Diaz, Contract
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7.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
The proposed project includes the following
elements:
1) 171 proposed apartments comprised of a mix of one, two, and three
bedroom units (63 1-bedroom, 96 2-bedrooms, and 12 3-bedrooms)
contained within seven two-story buildings (12 to 16 units each) and one
three-story building (75 units) with a total residential square footage of
165,843 square feet.
2) Amenities include a 2,491-square foot communal recreation building, a
1,125-square foot swimming pool/spa (measuring 25 x 45 feet), a 672square foot maintenance building, 322 parking spaces (in carports and
open areas) and drive aisles, landscaping, exterior lighting, and an
internal system of pedestrian pathways.
3) Access to the project would be provided via a 60-foot driveway onto
Cortona Drive.
4) Water and sewer would be provided by the Goleta Water District and
Goleta West Sanitary District.
5) Project grading would involve 5,700-cubic yards of cut and 8,500-cubic
yards of fill (net import of 2,800-cubic yards of fill).
6) The project would include an ordinance amendment/development
agreement between the City and the applicant for future participation in
the construction of a new fire station in western Goleta to address
existing deficiencies in fire protection services and may include other
elements necessary to make a finding of a net public benefit under
Government Code Section 65867.5.
7) The project also includes a request to modify the rear and side yard
setbacks to allow for the location of carports on the rear (0-setback)
property line and within five (5) feet of the side property line.

8.

APPROVAL REQUIRED BY OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES: None

9.

SITE INFORMATION:
Site Information
Existing General
Plan Land Use
Designation
Zoning Ordinance,
Zone District
Site Size
Present Use and
Development
Surrounding
Uses/Zoning
Access

Medium Density (R-MD), maximum 20 units/acre; minimum 15
units/acre
Article III, Chapter 35 of the Municipal Code (Inland Zoning
Ordinance) zoned Design Residential, 20 units/acre (DR-20)
8.86 acres gross
Undeveloped
North:
South:
East:
West:
Existing:
Proposed:

Union Pacific RR
Cortona Drive/Business park zone M-RP
Business park zoned M-RP
Business park, zoned M-RP
Cortona Drive
Cortona Drive
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Utilities and Public
Services

10.

Site Information
Water Supply: Goleta Water District (GWD)
Sewage:
Goleta West Sanitary District (GWSD)
Power:
Southern California Edison
Natural Gas:
Southern California Gas Co
Cable:
Cox Cable
Telephone:
Verizon
Fire:
Santa Barbara County Fire Department; Station
11/Station 14
School Districts: Santa Barbara High School District/Goleta Union
School District

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Topography and Soils
The project site has a gentle slope (1.6% average) draining in a predominately northwest
to the southeast direction. Onsite elevations range from 49 feet above mean sea level
(msl) at the northwest corner of the property to 31 feet above msl at Cortona Drive. The
majority of the project site consists of Goleta fine sandy loam which is subject to medium
runoff and a moderate erosion hazard. This soil type has a capability class of I(19) and
is considered suitable for all irrigated crops and urban development. There is an area of
cut/fill soils (xerorthents) located in the northwest corner of the project site that remain
from construction of the Storke Road overpass over U.S. Highway 101. Such soils are
typically well drained and subject to variable runoff and erosion hazards. These soils are
typically used for urban development but site specific soil studies are needed on a caseby-case basis to accurately evaluate their development potential/possible development
constraints.
Fauna, Flora and Surface Water Bodies
There are no surface water bodies on the project site. The majority of the project site is
made up of a weedy grassland community comprised of European grasses and annual
weeds typical of disturbed coastal areas on the South Coast. Unlike typical annual, nonnative grassland in the area, few native, annual, spring flowering broad-leaf plants are
present. Native species onsite are limited to several purple needlegrass plants, coyote
brush, and 12 coast live oak ranging in size from 5” dbh to 24” dbh (diameter, breast
height or approximately 54” above existing grade). Several areas less than one (1)
square foot in size were previously observed that contained a predominance of
hydrophytic vegetation as well as one site of approximately 700 SF along the railroad
tracks abutting the property that contained both a predominance of hydrophytic
vegetation and hydrology (Kathrine Rindlaub, Wetlands and Vegetation, Campus Center
Project, dated April 3, 2000). No areas onsite were ever observed that included all three
wetland parameters per the U.S. Army Corp of Engineer’s definition (Rindlaub, April 3,
2000). A wide variety of wildlife species either have been observed on the property or
are expected to occur in the vicinity. These include species known to inhabit ruderal
fields, non-native grasslands, oaks, Coyote brush, and non-native trees. Such species
include the western fence lizard, mourning dove, Anna’s hummingbird, American crow,
European starling, house finch, brush rabbit, and Botta’s pocket gopher. In general, the
project site is not expected to support a very diverse wildlife fauna due to its small size
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and the degraded nature of the vegetation on the property (Rachel Tierney, 6830
Cortona Drive, Goleta, California Biological Assessment, August 14, 2009).
Cultural Resources
A portion of the subject property site as well as part of the adjoining property to the west
was once an extensive archaeological/cultural resource site known as SBa-54. SBa-54
is a large midden-bearing prehistoric site that has been largely destroyed as a result of
past earth-moving activities beginning in 1961 (Wilcoxon Archaeological Consultants;
Results of a Limited Archaeological Subsurface Testing Program in Conjunction with
Future Commercial Development of APN 073-140-016 on Cortona Drive, Goleta,
California, February 7, 1998). Although severely disturbed, in situ portions of SBa-54
still exist on the project site.
Surrounding Land Uses
The project site is bounded on its north by the Union Pacific Railroad and U.S. Highway
101, on its east and west by existing business park development, and on its south by
Cortona Drive and business park development.
11.

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project,
involving at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the
checklist and analysis on the following pages.



















Aesthetics
Agriculture and Forestry Resources
Air Quality
Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
Geology/Soils
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology/Water Quality
Land Use/Planning
Mineral Resources
Noise
Population/Housing
Public Services
Recreation
Transportation/Traffic
Utilities/Service Systems
Mandatory Findings of Significance

12.

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this environmental checklist/initial study:


I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
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I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in
the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.



I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment
and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.



I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least
one effect (a) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and (b) has been addressed by mitigation measures
based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.
An
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the
effects that remain to be addressed.



I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier environmental impact report or mitigated negative
declaration pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier environmental document, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project and that a
subsequent document containing updated and/or site specific information should
be prepared pursuant to CEQA Sections 15162/15163/15164.



I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier environmental impact report or mitigated negative
declaration pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier environmental document, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further
is required.

___________________________________ __________________________
Patricia S. Miller, Manager, Current Planning Division
Date
13.

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

(a)

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that
are adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the
parentheses following each question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately
supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does
not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault
rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on
project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not
expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening
analysis).
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(b)

All answers must take into account the whole action involved, including off-site as
well as on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and
construction as well as operational impacts.

(c)

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may
occur, then the checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially
significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant.
“Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that
an effect may be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant
Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

(d)

“Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated”
applies where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect
from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact.” The
lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they
reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from
“Earlier Analysis,” as described in (e) below, may be cross-referenced).

(e)

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or
other CEQA process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR
or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion
should identify the following:
1) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.
2) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above
checklist impacts were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an
earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether
such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis.
3) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less Than Significant With
Mitigation Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which
were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to
which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

(f)

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to
information sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning
ordinances). References to a previously prepared or outside document should,
where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement
is substantiated.

(g)

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other
sources used or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

(h)

Lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are
relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whatever format is selected. The
explanation of each issue should identify:
1) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question;
and
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2) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to a less than
significant level.
14.

ISSUE AREAS:

AESTHETICS
Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse
effect on a scenic vista?
b. Substantially damage scenic
resources, including but not
limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic
highway?
c. Substantially degrade the
existing visual character or
quality of the site and its
surroundings?
d. Create a new source of
substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

See Prior
Document









Existing Setting
The project site is an undeveloped parcel between two, developed business park parcels
on its east and west sides. Although the property offers expansive views to the north of
the Santa Ynez Mountains from Cortona Drive, such views are not a designated as a
scenic view corridor in the City’s General Plan. Nearby Hollister Avenue is considered a
“local scenic corridor” and provides a designated scenic view to the north of the Santa
Ynez Mountains from its intersection with Coromar Drive, approximately 1,200 feet to the
southeast.
Thresholds of Significance
A significant aesthetic impact would be expected to occur if the proposed project
resulted in any of the impacts noted in the above checklist. Additionally, the City’s
Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual instructs the project evaluator to
assess visual/aesthetic impacts through a two step process. First, the visual resources
of the project site must be evaluated including the physical attributes of the site, its visual
uniqueness, and its relative visibility from public viewing areas. Of particular concern are
visibility from coastal and mountain areas, as well as its visibility from the urban fringe
and travel corridors. Secondly, the potential impact of the project on visual resources
located onsite and on views in the project vicinity which may be partially or wholly
obstructed must be determined. This step includes an evaluation of the project’s
consistency with City and State policies on the protection of visual resources.
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Project Specific Impacts
a-c)

Public views from the Storke Road/U.S. Highway 101 overpass, as well as the
north-bound Storke Road approach to the overpass, are designated as a
protected 3600 scenic view per the City’s General Plan (Figure 6-1, Visual and
Historic Resources Element) and includes views of the undeveloped site as well
as the lower Bishop Ranch, neighboring foothills, and the Santa Ynez Mountains
to the north and northeast (see Figure 1 below). Pursuant to General Plan Policy
VH 1.1(g), the Santa Ynez Mountains, foothills, and fallow agricultural lands such
as the lower Bishop Ranch are considered scenic resources to be protected and
preserved. The project as proposed would develop virtually the entirety of the
project site with two and three story buildings and could result in significant,
adverse effects on public views from the overpass and as well as the Storke
Road approach to the overpass of the lower Bishop Ranch, foothills, and the
Santa Ynez Mountains. Therefore, project impacts on scenic resources such as
view of the Bishop Ranch, neighboring foothills, the Santa Ynez Mountains.
Figure 1

As can be seen from Figure 2 below, views of both the Santa Ynez Mountains
and foothills are also visible from Cortona Drive.
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Figure 2

The proposed project involves the construction of a three-story building with a
maximum roof height of over 39’ towards the northern portion of the site in the
center of this view. Such development has the potential to significantly block
these views from Cortona Drive. Therefore, project impacts on views to the north
of the Santa Ynez Mountains and the foothills above Bishop Ranch from Cortona
Drive are also considered potentially significant.
The proposed project would alter the existing visual character of the project site
changing it from an open, undeveloped property to a developed, large residential
complex. However, the property is bordered on three sides (east, south, and
west) by existing business park development and on the north by the Union
Pacific Railroad and Highway 101 which also contribute to the visual quality and
context of the area.
As the proposed project represents a residential
development of substantial size in an area already developed as a business
park, the effect of the project on the overall visual character of the surrounding
neighborhood in terms of architecture, site design, and density/intensity of use
could create significant visual compatibility impacts.
Such impacts are
considered potentially significant.
d)

The proposed apartment buildings will have exterior lighting for safety and
security purposes as well as the carports and surface parking spaces. If not
properly designed and shielded, potential night-lighting impacts on both
surrounding properties as well as the City’s night sky could be significant. Such
impacts are considered potentially significant.
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Cumulative Impacts
As the project is considered to pose a potentially significant impact on protected scenic
resources of the City, the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts posed by new
development on such scenic resources would also be considered potentially significant.
Preliminary Mitigation Measures
1.

The applicant shall receive Preliminary and Final approval from the Design
Review Board. Plan Requirements and Timing: The review shall include site
plan, floor plan, elevations, grading plan, landscape plan, and lighting plan
consistent with the DRB submittal requirements. Additional materials shall be
provided as required by the DRB to complete their review. Preliminary and Final
approval shall be granted prior to approval of any Land Use Permit (LUP) for the
project.
Monitoring: City staff shall verify compliance prior to approval of any LUP for
the project, during field inspection, and prior to final inspection.

2.

The height of structural development shown on final plans shall not exceed the
mean height and peak height shown on approved project exhibit maps. Finished
grade shall be consistent with the approved final grading plan.
Plan
Requirements and Timing: During the framing state of construction and prior to
commencement of roofing, the applicant shall submit verification from a licensed
surveyor demonstrating that the mean height and peak height conform to those
shown on approved LUP plan sets.
Monitoring: City staff shall verify compliance prior to approval of any LUP for
the project, during field inspection, and prior to commencement of roofing.

3.

The applicant shall submit a composite utility plan for City staff and DRB
Preliminary/Final review. All external mechanical equipment (including HVAC
condensers, switch boxes, etc.) shall be included on all building plans and shall
be designed to be integrated into the structure and/or screened in their entirety
from public view. Plan Requirements and Timing: Detailed plans showing all
external/roof mounted mechanical equipment shall be submitted for review by
City staff and the DRB prior to LUP approval.
Monitoring: Prior to final inspection, City staff shall verify installation of all
external/roof mounted mechanical equipment per the approved plans.

4.

All new utility service connections and above-ground mounted equipment such
as backflow devices, etc, shall be shall be screened from public view and/or
painted in a soft earth-tone color(s) (red is prohibited) so as to blend in with the
project.
Screening may include a combination of landscaping and/or
fencing/walls. Whenever possible, utility transformers shall be placed in
underground vaults. All gas and electrical meters shall be concealed and/or
painted to match the building. All gas, electrical, backflow prevention devices
and communications equipment shall be completely concealed in an enclosed
portion of the building, on top of the building, or within a screened utility area. All
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transformers and vaults that must be located within the right-of-way shall be
installed below grade unless otherwise approved by the City, and then must be
completely screened from view. Plan Requirements and Timing: The plans
submitted for City staff and DRB Preliminary/Final review shall identify the type,
location, size, and number of utility connections and above-ground mounted
equipment, as well as how such equipment would be screened from public view
and the color(s) that it would be painted so as to blend in with the project and
surrounding area.
Monitoring: Prior to final inspection, City staff shall verify that all above-ground
utility connections and equipment is installed, screened, and painted per the
approved plans.
5.

All exterior night lighting installed on the project site shall be of low intensity, low
glare design, and shall be hooded to direct light downward onto the subject
parcel and prevent spill-over onto adjacent properties. All free-standing light
fixtures shall be no higher than 12 feet above finished grade and kept to the
minimum number and intensity as needed to ensure site safety and security.
Upward directed exterior lighting is prohibited. The applicant shall develop a
lighting plan incorporating these requirements.
Plan Requirements and
Timing: The locations of all exterior lighting fixtures, complete cut-sheets of all
exterior lighting fixtures, and a photometric plan prepared by a registered
professional engineer showing the extent of all light and glare emitted by all
exterior lighting fixtures shall be reviewed and approved by the DRB and City
staff prior to LUP approval.
Monitoring: Prior to final inspection, City staff shall inspect to ensure that
exterior lighting fixtures have been installed consistent with approved plans.

6.

Project landscaping shall consist of approximately seventy-five percent (75%)
drought-tolerant native and/or Mediterranean type species which adequately
complement the project design and integrate the site with surrounding land uses.
Plan Requirements and Timing: The final landscape plan shall identify the
following:
a)
b)
c)
d)

Type of irrigation proposed;
All existing and proposed trees, shrubs, and groundcovers by species;
Size of all plantings; and
Location of all plantings.

The final landscape plan shall be reviewed and approved by the DRB and City
staff prior to LUP approval.
Monitoring: Prior to final inspection, City staff shall site inspect to ensure that
landscaping has been installed consistent with the final landscape plan.
7.

The applicant shall enter into an agreement to install required landscaping and
water-conserving irrigation systems as well as maintain required landscaping for
the life of the project. Plan Requirements and Timing: The applicant shall sign

11

Environmental Checklist Form and Initial Study
Cortona Apartments
July 15, 2010

the landscape installation and maintenance agreement, including at least a 3year maintenance period, prior to approval.
Performance securities for
installation and maintenance shall be reviewed and approved by City staff prior to
LUP issuance.
Monitoring: Prior to final inspection, City staff site inspect to ensure installation
according to approved plan. City staff shall check maintenance as needed.
Release of any performance security requires appropriate documentation and
City staff signature.
8.

Trash/recycling enclosure(s) shall be provided. Plan Requirements and
Timing: The enclosure shall be compatible with the architectural design of the
project, shall be of adequate size for trash and recycling containers (at least 50
SF), and shall be accessible by users and for removal. The trash/recycling area
shall be enclosed with a solid wall of sufficient height to screen the area, shall
include a solid gate and a roof, and shall be maintained in good repair in
perpetuity. The enclosure(s) shall be shown on project plans and shall be
reviewed and approved by City staff and the DRB prior to LUP approval.
Monitoring: Prior to final inspection, City staff shall site inspect to ensure
installation according to the approved plan.

9.

Construction and/or employee trash shall be prevented from blowing offsite. Plan
Requirements and Timing: Covered receptacles shall be provided onsite prior
to commencement of any grading or construction activities. Waste shall be
picked up weekly or more frequently as directed by City staff. The applicant shall
designate and provide to City staff the name and phone number of a contact
person(s) to monitor construction trash/waste and organize a clean-up crew.
Additional covered receptacles shall be provided as determined necessary by
City staff. This requirement shall be noted on all plans prior to LUP approval.
Trash control shall occur throughout all grading and construction activities.
Monitoring:
City staff shall inspect periodically throughout grading and
construction activities to verify compliance.

10.

No signs of any type are approved with this action unless otherwise specified. All
signs require a separate sign permit and Design Review Board (DRB) approval
and shall comply with the City of Goleta sign regulations (Article I, Chapter 35 of
the Municipal Code). Plan Requirements and Timing: Future signage shall
comply with the requirements of Article I, Chapter 35 of the Municipal Code prior
to issuance of any Sign Certificate of Conformance.
Monitoring: City staff shall verify compliance with this requirement.

Residual Impact
To be determined.
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EIR Scope-of-Work
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

The EIR consultant shall describe the visual/aesthetic environmental baseline for
the project. This task shall include conducting one or more site visits as
necessary to photo-document the existing setting, and public views of and
through the site from surrounding public viewing areas. Photo-documentation
shall include views across the project site from the Storke Road/U.S. Highway
101 overpass to the Bishop Ranch, neighboring foothills, and Santa Ynez
Mountains, as well as views from Cortona Drive looking northward toward the
Santa Ynez Mountains and foothills above the Bishop Ranch.
The EIR consultant shall describe the criteria for determining a project’s
visual/aesthetic impacts, including the Initial Study checklist questions, direction
provided in CEQA and applicable CEQA case law, the City’s Environmental
Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, and applicable City, State regulations and
standards relating to visual/aesthetic resources and impacts.
The EIR consultant shall utilize the photo-documentation used to establish the
environmental baseline to prepare visual simulations of the project. Visual
simulations of the proposed project shall focus on views from public viewing
areas across the site from the Storke Road/U.S Highway 101 overpass, including
views of the lower Bishop Ranch, neighboring foothills, and the Santa Ynez
Mountains, as well as views of the foothills Santa Ynez Mountains from Cortona
Drive.
The EIR preparer shall describe the changes to views of and through the site in
the post-project scenario and assess in detail the significance of those changes
to existing views of scenic resources, especially to views from the Storke
Road/U.S. Highway 101 overpass and ramps.
The EIR consultant shall describe in detail the project’s contribution to cumulative
visual/aesthetic impacts. The discussion of cumulative impacts should include
the visual/aesthetic impact of project development, taking into account existing
and proposed development in the central Hollister area (City staff to provide a list
and associated map of cumulative projects in the project area) that could affect
views of the Santa Ynez Mountains. The project’s contribution to cumulative
visual/aesthetic impacts to also be further evaluated pending a review of the
photos from surrounding public viewing areas.
The EIR consultant shall review the mitigation measures identified above to
assess both their feasibility as well as effectiveness. Where both necessary and
feasible, the EIR consultant shall identify additional required mitigation measures,
as determined necessary, to reduce significant, adverse visual/aesthetic impacts
to less than significant levels, including, but not limited to changes to
landscaping, relocation/re-orientation/redesign of specific buildings, modification
to street frontage improvements, etc.
The EIR consultant shall identify additional mitigation measures, where
appropriate, to minimize adverse, but less than significant visual/aesthetic
impacts, consistent with required findings for approval of a Development Plan
(Inland Zoning Ordinance §35-317.7.b).
The EIR consultant shall prepare a statement of residual impacts based on
implementation of all mitigation identified in the EIR.
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AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES
In determining whether impacts to
agricultural resources are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to the California Agricultural Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model
(1997) prepared by the California
Department of Conservation as an
optional model to use in assessing
impacts on agriculture and farmland. In
determining whether impacts to forest
resources, including timberland, are
significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to information
compiled by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the
state’s inventory of forest land, including
the Forest and Range Assessment Project
and the Forest Legacy Assessment
project; and forest carbon measurement
methodology provided in Forest
Protocols adopted by the California Air
Resources Board. Would the project:
a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use?
b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use or a Williamson Act contract?
c. Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of
farmland, to non-agricultural use?
d. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in
Public Resources Code Section
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by
Public Resources Code Section 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland Production
(as defined by Government Code Section
51104(g))?
e. Result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
No
Significant Impact
Impact










Existing Setting
The project site is undeveloped and contains almost entirely Class I soils. It is
surrounded however by existing business park development that was developed as early
as thirty years ago. The site was historically used for agricultural production, including
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row crops and farm-worker as part of the Bishop Ranch until mid 1960s when
urbanization of this portion of the Goleta Valley began.
Thresholds of Significance
A significant impact to agricultural resources would be expected to occur if the proposed
project resulted in any of the impacts noted in the above checklist. Additionally, a project
may pose a significant environmental effect on agricultural resources if it conflicts with
adopted environmental plans and goals of the City or converts prime agricultural land to
non-agricultural use or impairs the agricultural productivity of prime agricultural land.
Project Specific Impacts
a)

As noted above, the existing soils onsite are primarily Class I and therefore are
considered “prime.” To assess the potential impact to agricultural resources
posed by a project that would convert prime soils to a non-agricultural use, the
City has adopted a weighted system of screening guidelines as part of the City’s
adopted Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual. Staff has conducted
an assessment of the proposed project using these guidelines (please refer to
Attachment 1 of this Initial Study).
The Environmental Thresholds and
Guidelines Manual states that “Where the points from the following formula total
60 or more, the following types of projects will be considered to have a potentially
significant impact:…A Development Plan, Conditional Use Permit, or other
discretionary act which would result in the conversion from agricultural use of a
parcel qualifying as viable using the weighted system.” As can be seen from the
analysis presented in Attachment 1, the characteristics of the project site would
not support a determination that the project site is agriculturally viable and
therefore, potential impacts to agricultural resources as a result of project
implementation would be considered less than significant.

b-e)

The project site is not under a Williamson Act agricultural preserve contract nor
would it qualify for one. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact
on agricultural resources protected by the Williamson act. There are no
agricultural operations in proximity to the project site that could be affected by
environmental changes resulting from project implementation. There are no
forest lands or land with forest zoning pursuant to Gov’t Code Section 51104(g)
or Public Resources Code Sections 12220(g) or 4526 anywhere within the City of
Goleta. As such, impacts on such resources would not occur as a result of
project implementation.

Cumulative Impacts
Project contributions to cumulative impacts on agricultural and forest resources would be
considered less than significant.
Preliminary Mitigation Measures
No mitigation is required or recommend regarding possible project impacts on
agricultural/forest resources.
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Residual Impact
Project specific, as well as project contributions to cumulative impacts on agricultural
resources would be considered less than significant.
EIR Scope-of-Work
A discussion of agricultural and forest resources impacts is not to be included in the EIR.
AIR QUALITY
Where available, the significance
criteria established by the
applicable air quality management
or air pollution control district may
be relied upon to make the
following determinations. Would
the project:
a. Conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable
air quality plan?
b. Violate any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality
violation?
c. Result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the
project region is in non-attainment
under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions
which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?
d. Expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant
concentrations?
e. Create objectionable odors
affecting a substantial number of
people?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

See Prior
Document









(short-term
cumulative
construction
impacts)

(long-term
operational
impacts)




Existing Setting
The climate in and around, the City of Goleta, as well as most of Southern California, is
controlled largely by the strength and position of the subtropical high-pressure cell over
the Pacific Ocean. This high-pressure cell typically produces a Mediterranean climate
with warm summers, mild winters, and moderate rainfall. This pattern is periodically
interrupted by periods of extremely hot weather brought in by Santa Ana winds. Almost
all precipitation occurs between November and April, although during these months, the
weather is sunny or partly sunny a majority of the time. Cyclic land and sea breezes are
the primary factors affecting the region’s mild climate. The daytime winds are normally
sea breezes, predominantly from the west, that flow at relatively low velocities.
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Additionally, cool, humid, marine air causes frequent fog and low clouds along the coast,
generally during the night and morning hours in the late spring and early summer.
Surface temperature inversions (0 to 500 feet) are most frequent during the winter, and
subsidence inversions (1,000 to 2,000 feet) are most frequent during the summer.
Inversions are an increase in temperature with height and directly related to the stability
of the atmosphere. Inversions act as a cap to the pollutants that are emitted below or
within them. The subsidence inversion is very common during the summer along the
California coast, and is one of the principal causes of air stagnation. Poor air quality is
usually associated with air stagnation (high stability/restricted air movement).
Air Quality Standards – Criteria Pollutants
The Federal Government and the State of California have established air quality
standards and emergency episode criteria for various pollutants. Generally, State
regulations have stricter standards than those at the Federal level. Air quality standards
are set at concentrations that provide a sufficient margin of safety to protect public health
and welfare. Air quality at a given location can be described by the concentration of
various pollutants in the atmosphere. The significance of a pollutant concentration is
determined by comparing the concentration to an appropriate Federal and/or State
ambient air quality standard.
Federal standards are established by the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
and are termed the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The State
standards are established by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and are called
the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS). The region generally has good
air quality, as it attains or is considered in maintenance status for most ambient air
quality standards. The Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) is
required to monitor air pollutant levels to assure that Federal and State air quality
standards are being met.
Criteria Pollutants
Criteria pollutants of primary concern include ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO),
nitrogen oxide (NO2), particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10), and
particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5). Although there are no
ambient standards for volatile organic compounds/reactive organic gases (VOCs/ROCs)
or nitrogen oxides (NOX), they are important as precursors to O3.
Ozone air pollution is formed when nitrogen oxides (NOx) and reactive organic
compounds (ROCs) react in the presence of sunlight. According to the APCD, the major
sources of ozone precursor emissions in Santa Barbara County are motor vehicles, the
petroleum industry, and solvent usage (paints, consumer products, and certain industrial
processes). Sources of PM10 include grading, demolition, agricultural tilling, road dust,
mineral quarries, and vehicle exhaust.
The County currently violates the State 8-hour ozone and PM10 standards. The County
is in attainment of the Federal 8-hour ozone standard and the State 1-hour ozone
standard. The APCD has adopted Clean Air Plans (CAPs) that demonstrate how the
County will maintain and/or meet State and Federal air quality standards, including
ozone and particulate matter standards.
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Thresholds of Significance
A significant air quality impact could occur if the proposed project resulted in any of the
impacts noted in the above checklist.
In addition, per the City’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, a significant
adverse air quality impact may occur when a project, individually or cumulatively,
triggers either of the following:



Interferes with progress toward the attainment of the ozone standard by releasing
emissions which equal or exceed the established long-term quantitative thresholds
for NOX and ROG; or
Equals or exceeds the State or Federal ambient air quality standards for any criteria
pollutant (as determined by modeling).

The project is deemed to have a significant impact on regional air quality if emissions
related to project operation exceed the significant threshold established by APCD,
currently set at 25 pounds per day for NOX and ROG emissions for motor vehicle trips.
Furthermore, if a project’s emissions exceed these thresholds, then the project’s
cumulative impacts would also be considered significant.
The City’s thresholds also include criteria for conducting carbon monoxide (CO)
emission modeling. However, due to the relatively low background ambient CO levels in
Santa Barbara County, localized CO impacts associated with traffic at congested
intersections are not expected to exceed the CO health-related air quality standards.
Therefore, CO “Hotspot” analyses are not required anymore.
APCD no longer has quantitative emission significance thresholds for short-term
construction activities because construction emissions from land development projects
have been accounted for in the 2008 Clean Air Plan (CAP). Nevertheless, due to the
fact that Santa Barbara County is not in compliance with State standards for airborne
particulate matter (PM10), construction generated fugitive dust (50% of total dust) is
subject to the City’s standard dust mitigation requirements.
Project Specific Impacts
The proposed project would result in the construction of 171 new apartment units
totaling 165,843 SF of building area, a 2,491 SF communal recreation building, 25’ x 45’
swimming pool/spa, 617 SF maintenance building, carports, surface parking/drive aisles,
and landscaping on an 8.86 acre site. The total hard-scape developed footprint would
involve 220,114 SF or 57% of the total project site. Project grading would involve 5,700
cubic yards of cut and 8,500 cubic yards of fill (net import of 2,800 cubic yards of fill).
Grading and construction would result in new short-term air quality impacts while new air
quality impacts associated with both operational and vehicular sources would also occur
as a result of project implementation.
The City’s methodology for quantifying criteria pollutant emissions relies upon the
URBEMIS 2007 9.2 air quality modeling software for identifying short-term construction
and long-term operational impacts for the pounds/day unmitigated condition. Actual
estimates are based on a 2008 unmitigated condition.
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Short-Term Construction Impacts:
a,b)
As the APCD no longer has quantitative standards for construction emissions of
ozone precursors such as ROCs or NOx, project construction emissions of these
pollutants would not be considered to pose a potentially significant obstacle to
implementation of the APCD’s CAP or violate any State or Federal air quality
standard. Preliminary earthwork quantities are estimated at 5,700 cubic yards of
cut and 8,500 cubic yards of fill (2,800 cubic yards imported fill). As a result,
construction grading generated PM10 dust for a project of this size is estimated to
be 44.49 lbs/day. However, as the City has no threshold for construction
generated PM10, such an air quality impact is considered adverse but less than
significant.
d)

Fine particulate emissions from diesel equipment exhaust are classified as
carcinogenic by the State of California. PM2.5 exhaust emissions for heavy
equipment involved in project construction are estimated at 4.13 lbs/day. This
level of project generated diesel particulate emissions is considered to pose a
potentially significant health risk for sensitive receptors.

e)

Construction of new parking areas and drive aisles onsite would require
application of aggregate concrete (AC aka asphalt) that could create
objectionable odors for employees and visitors to the surrounding business park
properties. Such odors would be temporary and localized. APCD Rule 329, a
prohibitory rule governing the application of cutback and emulsified asphalt
paving materials in the County, would apply to all project paving activities.
Therefore, impacts related to objectionable odors affecting a substantial number
of people are considered potentially significant.

Long-term Operational Impacts:
a-c)
The proposed project’s long-term, daily operational emissions (emissions from
landscaping, heating, solvents, paints, etc) as well as vehicular generated
emissions of ROCs and NOx are estimated at 19.57 and 13.49 lbs/day
respectively. As the estimated emission levels (operational + vehicular) of ROCs
and NOx do not exceed the City’s threshold of 25 lbs/day, resulting, long-term air
emissions generated by the proposed project are considered less than
significant.
d)

The proposed project would be located within an existing business park/industrial
area on Cortona Drive.
Businesses within the surrounding business
park/industrial area may engage in business/manufacturing practices that result
in the release of toxic air contaminants and/or hazardous air pollutants.
Exposure to toxic air contaminants from stationary sources in the adjacent
industrial area could result in increased short-term and long-term health risks,
both cancer and non-cancer related. These impacts are considered potentially
significant.
The Southern Pacific Railroad tracks and U.S. Highway 101 are located
immediately to the north of the project site. These transportation corridors are a
significant source of diesel particulate emissions (PM10 & PM2.5). Recent studies
have indicated that significant health effects may occur as a result of exposure to
such fine particulate emissions, particularly for children that live less than 500’
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from transportation corridors carrying as few as 41,000 average daily trips (Santa
Barbara County APCD; Public Health and High Traffic Roadways). The Santa
Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG) estimated that in 2006
U.S. Highway 101 carried 68,500 ADTs at the Glen Annie interchange (SBCAG,
2006). As fine particulate diesel emissions are classified by the State as
carcinogenic (APCD, 2008), and traffic volumes along the Highway 101 corridor
adjacent the project site are at levels deemed to be of concern for sensitive
receptors by various agencies including the APCD, such particulate emissions
would be considered to pose a potentially significant health risk for sensitive
receptors.
e)

As a residential project, it is not anticipated that such a use would result in the
generation of any objectionable odors over the long term.

Cumulative Impacts
Short-term Construction Contributions to Cumulative Impacts:
As noted above, the County violates the State standard for airborne particulate matter
(PM10). As project grading would generate almost 45 lbs/day of PM10 airborne
particulates, project grading would be considered to pose a potentially significant
contribution to cumulative airborne particulate levels on the South Coast. Potential
health risks posed by the proximity of the project site to the U.S. Highway 101 corridor
are also considered to pose a potentially significant contribution to cumulative impacts
on sensitive receptors to fine particulate emissions generated by transportation corridors
in the area.
Preliminary Mitigation Measures
1.

Dust generated by construction and/or demolition activities shall be kept to a
minimum with a goal of retaining dust on the site. Plan Requirements: The
following dust control measures listed below shall be implemented by the
contractor/builder:
a) During clearing, grading, earth moving, excavation, or transportation of cut or
fill materials, water trucks or sprinkler systems are to be used to prevent dust
from leaving the site and to create a crust after each day’s activities cease.
b) During construction, water trucks or sprinkler systems shall be used to keep
all areas of vehicle movement damp enough to prevent dust from leaving the
site. At a minimum, this would include wetting down such areas in the later
morning and after work is completed for the day and whenever wind exceeds
15 miles per hour. If wind speeds increase to the point when such measures
cannot prevent dust from leaving the site, construction activities shall be
suspended.
c) Grading and scraping operations shall be suspended when wind speeds
exceed 20 mph.
d) Gravel pads shall be installed at all access points to the project site to
prevent tracking of mud onto City roadways.
e) Soil stockpiled for more than two days shall be covered, kept moist, or treated
with soil binders to prevent dust generation.
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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 off-site. 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 City staff and the APCD and shall be posted in three
locations along the project site’s perimeter for the duration of grading and
construction activities. Timing: All requirements shall be noted on all plans
submitted for LUP issuance.
Monitoring: City staff shall contact the designated monitor and perform periodic
site inspections to verify compliance.
2.

If the construction site is graded and left undeveloped for over four weeks, the
applicant shall employ the following methods immediately to inhibit dust
generation:
a) Seeding and watering to revegetate graded areas; and/or
b) Spreading of soil binders; and/or
c) Any other methods deemed appropriate by City staff.
Plan Requirements and Timing: These requirements shall be noted on all
plans submitted for issuance of any LUP for the project.
Monitoring:
compliance.

3.

City staff shall perform periodic site inspections to verify

During all project grading and hauling, construction contracts must specify that
construction contractors shall adhere to the requirements listed below to reduce
emissions of ozone precursors and particulate emissions from diesel exhaust:
a) All portable diesel-powered construction equipment shall be registered with
the state’s portable equipment registration program OR shall obtain an APCD
permit.
b) Diesel powered equipment should be replaced by electric equipment whenever
feasible.
c) Diesel construction equipment meeting the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) Tier 1 emission standards for off-road heavy-duty diesel engines
shall be used. Equipment meeting CARB Tier 2 or higher emission standards
should be used to the maximum extent feasible.
d) Other diesel construction equipment, which does not meet CARB standards,
shall be equipped with two to four degree engine timing retard or precombustion chamber engines. Diesel catalytic converters, diesel oxidation
catalysts and diesel particulate filters as certified and/or verified by EPA or
California shall be installed.
e) Catalytic converters shall be installed on gasoline-powered equipment, if
feasible.
f) All construction equipment shall be maintained in tune per the manufacturer’s
specifications.
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g) The engine size of construction equipment shall be the minimum practical
size.
h) 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.
i) Construction worker trips should be minimized by requiring carpooling and by
providing for lunch onsite.
Plan Requirements and Timing: The construction emission requirements shall
be printed all plans submitted for any LUP, building, or grading permits.
Monitoring: City staff shall verify compliance with requirements for printing the
aforementioned construction emission requirements on all plans submitted for
any LUP, building, or grading permits.
4.

The applicant shall prepare an Alternative Transportation/Transportation Demand
Management Program to help reduce emissions associated with project
generated vehicular trips. Plan Requirements and Timing: The Alternative
Transportation/Transportation Demand Management Program shall include, but
not be limited to, the following elements:
a) The applicant shall contact the Metropolitan Transit District (MTD) to identify
appropriate Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs that are
available to serve both project residents and their visitors. Notice of all
available TDM programs shall be given to all new residents immediately prior
to their occupancy of any unit within the project.
b) Notice of MTD bus routes and schedules shall be posted and maintained upto-date in a central location(s) at the club house/recreation center.
c) Secure bicycle storage shall be provided onsite.
An Alternative Transportation/TDM Program shall be prepared by the applicant
for review and approval by City staff prior to any LUP approval.
Monitoring: City staff shall verify compliance prior to any LUP approval as well
as prior to any final inspection.

Residual Impact
To be determined.
EIR Scope-of-Work
1.

2.

The EIR consultant shall verify/update the air quality environmental baseline for
criteria pollutants. The APCD has posted the most up-to-date attainment status
for the County on the APCD website www.sbcapcd.org/sbc/attainment.htm and
the most recent Clean Air Plan is available at www.sbcapcd.org/cap.htm for use
in preparing the project’s environmental baseline.
The EIR consultant shall describe the criteria for determining a project’s air
quality impacts, including the Initial Study checklist questions, direction provided
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3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

in CEQA and applicable CEQA case law, the City’s Environmental Thresholds
and Guidelines Manual, and applicable City, State, and Federal regulations
relating to air quality and air quality impacts.
The EIR consultant shall prepare a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) regarding
exposure to toxic air contaminants. The EIR consultant shall identify all
businesses within 2,000 feet of the project site, determine emission levels of any
toxic air contaminants or hazardous air pollutants, and estimate the onsite
exposure of such emissions on sensitive receptors.
The EIR consultant prepare a HRA to quantitatively evaluate potential impacts on
sensitive receptors resulting from fine particulate and other transportation
generated emissions from the railroad/U.S. Highway 101 corridor due to the
proximity of the proposed residential units to this transportation route.
The EIR consultant shall verify/update short-term construction emissions
estimates for criteria pollutants using the most recent URBEMIS air quality
modeling software.
The EIR air quality consultant shall verify/update long-term operational emissions
estimates for criteria pollutants using the most recent URBEMIS air quality
modeling software.
The EIR consultant shall verify/update impact significance levels by analyzing
project impacts associated with criteria pollutants against the applicable
thresholds of significance.
The EIR consultant shall identify and discuss the significance of project air quality
impacts associated with both short-term construction activities and long-term
operational activities, based on the thresholds of significance noted above. In
addition, the EIR consultant shall identify and assess the significance of risk to
sensitive receptors resulting to the exposure of such receptors to both
transportation corridor particulate emissions as well as potential emissions from
neighboring manufacturing uses.
The EIR consultant shall identify and discuss the project’s contribution to
cumulative air quality impacts, both for construction and long-term operations. In
addition, the EIR consultant shall identify and discuss project contributions to the
cumulative health risk posed by exposure of sensitive receptors to
The EIR consultant shall evaluate the adequacy of the mitigation measures
identified in the Initial Study as well as identify additional, feasible mitigation
measures where appropriate that reduce potentially significant impacts to less
than significant levels as well as evaluating residual impacts after such mitigation
measures are implemented. APCD’s guidance document, entitled Scope and
Content of Air Quality Sections in Environmental Documents (updated June,
2008).
The EIR consultant shall prepare a statement of residual impacts based on
implementation of all mitigation identified in the EIR.
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect,
either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations,
or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?
b. Have a substantial adverse effect on
any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations,
or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?
c. Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other
means?
d. Interfere substantially with the
movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede
the use of native wildlife nursery sites?
e. Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance?
f. Conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation
plan?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Less Than
No
Significant With Significant Impact
Mitigation
Impact
Incorporated













Existing Setting
The project site slopes gently from the northwest to the southeast and shows signs of
significant, past site disturbance. There are no surface water bodies onsite. Existing
vegetation onsite is typical for such disturbed areas and consists primarily of non-native
trees and shrubs. Twelve (12) Coast live oaks with a dbh of 5” or more are located on
the eastern portion of the site with a small, 2,000 SF area of purple needlegrass in the
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northwest corner of the property and areas of coastal sage scrub/coyote brush along the
northern and western property lines. The coastal sage scrub/coyote brush along the
northern property line is designed as an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA)
in the City’s General Plan (Figure 4-1 of the Conservation Element) but the strip of
coastal sage scrub/coyote brush along the western property line is not. Wildlife species
that have either been observed onsite or are expected to occur on the property include
those common to native and non-native habitats in Goleta (e.g. ruderal fields, non-native
grasslands, stands of oaks and non-native trees, and coyote brush scrub). These
species include western fence lizard, mourning dove, Anna’s hummingbird, American
crow, European house starling, house finch, brush rabbit, and Botta’s pocket gopher.
The project site is not expected to support a diverse wildlife fauna due to its small size
and the degraded nature of the onsite vegetation (Rachel Tierney Consulting; Biological
Assessment, 6830 Cortona Drive, Goleta California, dated August 14, 2009).
Thresholds of Significance
A significant impact on Biological Resources would be expected to occur if the proposed
project resulted in any of the impacts noted in the above checklist. Additionally, per the
City’s Environmental Thresholds & Guidelines Manual a project would pose a significant
environmental impact(s) on biological resources in any of the following would result from
project implementation:
a) A conflict with adopted environmental plans and goals of the community where it is
located;
b) Substantial effect on a rare or endangered plant or animal species;
c) Substantial interference with the movement of any migratory or resident fish or wildlife
species;
d) Substantial diminishment of habitat for fish, wildlife, or plants.
Project Specific Impacts
a,d)

Although no sensitive wildlife species have been observed on the project site, at
least three special status species are known to occur at least seasonally in the
vicinity. These include white tailed kites which are listed by the State as a “fully
protected” species, Cooper’s hawks (considered a species of local concern), and
warbling vireos, also considered a species of local concern. White tailed kites
are more common within the City during the winter when they use open fields in
the area such as the Bishop Ranch and More Mesa area for foraging purposes.
However, there are no known recorded observations of white tailed kites foraging
within 500 feet of the project site (Tierney; August 14, 2009). White tailed kite
nesting activity does occur along the South Coast but again, has never been the
observed on the project site. Possible reasons for this lack of nesting activity are
that trees suitable for nesting need to be isolated from human disturbance and
activities and in close enough proximity to foraging habitat so that foraging kites
can guard their nests from predators while foraging. Given that the project site is
surrounded on three sides by developed business parks and is not adjacent to
foraging grounds on the Bishop Ranch or More Mesa, the project site is not
considered suitable for nesting purposes. Therefore, project impacts on white
tailed kites would be considered less than significant.
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Cooper’s hawks are considered a non-nesting transient species throughout
Santa Barbara County. This species prefers wooded habitats for foraging and
roosting purposes such as oak, riparian, and urban woodlands. According to the
project biologist, although Cooper’s hawks have been regularly observed using
the woodlands around Lake Los Carneros , they are not expected to use the
urban/Coast live oak mixed woodland on the eastern side of the project site for
perching/roosting purposes or the project site for foraging (Tierney; August 14,
2009).
Warbling vireos conduct annual Spring and Fall migrations between nesting and
foraging areas. This species is known to nest in riparian and oak-riparian
woodlands and forage in scrub and woodland habitats. Nesting on the project
site is not expected but this species is expected to forage in the vicinity of the
project site (Tierney; August 14, 2009). As large tracts of open land are located
in the vicinity of the project site (e.g. Bishop Ranch and Lake Los Carneros), the
loss of the 8.86 acres of the subject property as potential foraging habitat for
warbling vireos would not be considered a potentially significant impact on this
species.
Other special status species that could use the project site for nesting purposes
include raptors such as red tailed hawk and red shouldered hawks. Although no
nesting by these species has been observed on the project site, nesting by these
species has been observed in the vicinity. Project construction could disrupt
existing nesting activities on the project site or in the vicinity and cause nesting
raptor pairs to abandon their nests. If this were to occur, such impacts on raptor
nesting activity would be considered potentially significant.
b,e)

There are three sensitive habitat types on the project site; coastal sage scrub,
coast live oaks, and native grassland. Although the project biologist argues that
the coastal sage scrub onsite does not actually qualify as such due to the fact
that only coyote brush mixed with non-native, weedy species occurs here, the
area along the northern property line is considered an ESHA pursuant to the
General Plan. The total area of coastal sage scrub ESHA plus the area identified
as coastal sage scrub along the western property line that would be disturbed by
the project is 0.85 acres. The submitted project proposes to mitigate this loss by
funding offsite mitigation on at 2:1 replacement ratio (1.70 acres of restoration)
on land owned by UCSB, either adjacent to the Campus Lagoon or on University
land west of the Ocean Meadows Golf Course. At this juncture, no detailed
restoration plan has been prepared, reviewed, accepted by the City, or funded by
the applicant. Furthermore, offsite mitigation is problematic given City General
Plan requirements for such mitigation to occur only in areas subject to the
protection of the City’s General Plan (which is not applicable to out-of-jurisdiction
areas such as UCSB), as well as General Plan prohibitions against the
disturbance of ESHAs when other development options for a parcel are available
that avoid such disturbance. While General Plan consistency is a planning
matter and not necessarily an environmental impact pursuant to CEQA, the lack
of certainty at this juncture as to; a) the feasibility of the applicant’s proposed
mitigation given the absence of a specific mitigation plan, b) the possible General
Plan inconsistencies posed by offsite mitigation, and c) the lack of any alternative
analysis (which is beyond the scope of an initial study) as to whether or not
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avoidance of the ESHA feasible while still providing the property owner
reasonable use of his property, results in the proposed project impacts on onsite
coastal sage scrub being considered potentially significant.
The project site includes 12 coast live oaks with a dbh of 4” or more. Although
not designated as a native woodland under the City’s General Plan, the City’s
Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual defines the loss of 10% or
more of any native trees on a project site as a potentially significant impact on
biological resources. Under the proposed project, eight (8) of the existing 12
coast live oaks onsite would be removed (Tierney; August 14, 2009). As this
represents ⅔ of the total number of coast live oaks onsite, such removal would
be considered potentially significant. The project description includes a tree
protection plan (Duke McPhearson; Tree Protection Plan, 6830 Cortona Drive,
dated August 23, 2009) that proposes to plant three (3) 24” box coast live oaks
for every oak removed (24 replacement oaks proposed). However, the feasibility
of the submitted plan as mitigation to reduce such impacts to less than significant
levels cannot be verified since the associated landscaping plan only calls for 15
gallon coast live oaks to be planted. As the amount of space onsite to support
landscaping is limited due to the intensity of the proposed development, the
ability to plant 24, 24” box coast live oak trees versus 24, 15 gallon coast live
oaks cannot be established at this juncture. Furthermore, the City’s General
Plan includes policies that require the protection/avoidance of existing native
trees onsite, and that removal is only allowed when there are no feasible
alternatives to avoidance that provide the property owner with reasonable use of
his/her property. Although the issue of policy consistency in this regard is not
necessarily an environmental impact pursuant to CEQA, without a project
alternative analysis which is beyond the scope of an initial study, the issue of
avoidance versus removal cannot be fully resolved, leaving the feasibility of the
submitted tree protection plan in question. Therefore, such impacts on coast live
oaks would be considered potentially significant.
The existing 2,000 SF of native grassland in the northwest corner of the project
site is not proposed for removal or disturbance under the project description
and/or project plans. However, the proposed landscaping plan does include
landscape installation of non-native turf that would abut this area of native
grassland. Without an adequate buffer and protective measures to ensure that
such landscaping and associated irrigation would not disturb this native
grassland, project impacts to this biological resources would be considered
potentially significant.
c)

Prior biological surveys of the subject property observed wetland resources
onsite, although no areas larger than one (1) square foot were observed that were
vegetated predominantly by wetland species (Katherine Rindlaub Biological
Consulting; Vegetation and Wetlands, Campus Center Project, April 3, 2000;
Katherine Rindlaub Biological Consulting; Vegetation and Wetlands, Campus
Center Project, November 24, 1998). Single individuals of larger wetland species
and small clusters of smaller species were observed onsite during these prior
surveys. A few toad rush individuals were also found in one spot, and individuals of
curly dock and brass buttons were noted in wheel ruts in the dirt roadway that
traverses the project site on an angle from Cortona Drive to the northwest corner
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(Rindlaub; April 3, 2000). A low-lying area among the coyote brush shrubs adjacent
to the railroad near the northwestern corner of the site was found to exhibit hydric
soils although it does not support hydrophytic vegetation (Rindlaub; April 3, 2000).
None of these areas onsite would meet all three criteria of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineer’s jurisdictional wetland definition (hydric soil, wetland hydrology, and
wetland vegetation). However, at least two of the small areas observed would meet
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and Game, and
City of Goleta criteria for wetlands because at least one of the criteria were present
(Rindlaub; April 3, 2000). It should also be noted that the consulting biologist who
conducted those surveys stated that “The California Department of Fish and
Game is unlikely to claim jurisdiction over these areas because they are not
associated with a drainage. These areas have little or no functional value as a
wetland” (Rindlaub, April 3, 2000).
Vegetation patterns in a specific location can change with time given changes in
climatic regimes such as variations in rainfall or physical conditions on site such as
past soil disturbance. The applicant’s consulting biologist surveyed the property in
April, May, and August of 2009. Based on those surveys, the associated biological
assessment report indicated that “there are no wetlands on the Cortona site, under
the Federal three parameter, or under the City’s single parameter guidelines”
(Tierney; August 14, 2009). Given the conflicting information provided by these
experts on the presence of any wetland resources onsite, it must be concluded at
this time that project impacts on wetland resources that could possibly be present
onsite would be considered potentially significant.
f)

There are no adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plans
applicable to the project site nor would the proposed project conflict with any such
plans in place in the area (e.g. Ellwood Mesa/Sperling Preserve Open Space &
Habitat Management Plan, Lake Los Carneros Natural & Historic Preserve Plan, or
the Lake Los Carneros 1999 Updated Management Plan).

Cumulative Impacts
As project specific impacts on coastal sage scrub, coast live oaks, native grasslands,
possible wetland resources onsite, and raptor/avian nesting are considered potentially
significant, project contributions to cumulative impacts on such biological resources
would also be considered potentially significant.
Preliminary Mitigation Measures
1.

All grading, trenching, ground disturbance, construction activities and structural
development shall occur outside of a six (6) foot buffer around the dripline of all
onsite Coast live oak trees identified on the approved project plans for retention
a. All plans submitted for approval of any LUP for the project shall identify the
buffer measured six (6) feet from the dripline of each protected tree. The plans
showing each tree’s dripline buffer shall be reviewed and approved by the City’s
arborist prior to any LUP approval.
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a) Prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits for the project, all
onsite coast live oaks identified for retention/protection on the approved
project plans shall be fenced at or outside of each tree’s dripline buffer as
approved by the City’s arborist. Fencing shall be at least three feet in height
of chain link or other material acceptable to City staff and shall be staked
every six feet. The applicant shall place signs stating “tree protection area” at
15 foot intervals on the fence. Fencing and signs shall remain in place
throughout all grading and construction activities.
b) Any unanticipated damage to trees or sensitive habitats identified for
protection/preservation on the approved LUP plans from construction
activities shall be mitigated in a manner approved by City staff. This
mitigation shall include but is not limited to posting of a performance security,
tree replacement on a 10:1 ratio, and hiring of an outside consulting biologist
or arborist to assess damage and recommend mitigation. The required
mitigation shall be done under the direction of the City’s arborist prior to any
further work occurring on site. Any performance securities required for
installation and maintenance of replacement trees will be released by City
staff after its inspection and approval of such installation and maintenance.
c) To help ensure the long term survival of onsite oaks, no permanent irrigation
systems are permitted within six (6) feet of the dripline of any oaks. Any
landscaping must be of compatible species requiring minimal irrigation.
Drainage plans shall be designed so that tree trunk areas are properly
drained to avoid ponding.
Plan Requirements and Timing: This condition shall be printed on project
plans submitted for LUP approval. Fencing shall be graphically depicted on all
project plans submitted for approval of any LUP for the project or issuance of any
building or grading permit.
Monitoring: City staff shall review plans and confirm fence installation prior to
grading/building permit issuance. City staff shall conduct site inspections to
ensure compliance during all grading and construction activities.
2.

The applicant shall prepare and implement a plan for the removal of invasive
non-native weedy species within the area of coastal sage scrub along the
northern property line as well as the area of native grasses at the northwest
corner of the project site that are designated to remain undisturbed per the
project plans. Plan Requirements and Timing: The plan for removal of nonnative, invasive weedy species from the area of native grasses at the northwest
corner of the project site as well as the area of coastal sage scrub along the
northern property line that is designated to be retained shall be prepared by the
project biologist and submitted to City staff for review and approval prior to
approval of any LUP for the project. All non-native invasive weedy species shall
be removed from these ESHAs prior to any occupancy clearance for the
apartment building located in the northwest corner of the project site per the
approved plans.
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Monitoring: City staff shall verify compliance prior to approval of any LUP for
the project or occupancy clearance for the apartment building located in the
northwest corner of the project site per the approved project plans.
3.

The applicant shall prepare and implement a City approved fencing/resource
protection plan to protect the native grassland and coastal sage scrub habitats
that are designated to remain onsite. Plan Requirements and Timing: The
plan to fence/protect these resources that are proposed for retention/protection
shall be prepared by the project biologist and reviewed and approved by City
staff prior to the approval of any LUP for the project.
Monitoring: City staff shall verify compliance prior to any LUP approval as well
as monitor compliance via periodic field inspections for the entirety of project
construction.

4.

Commencement of any construction/site clearing and preparation activities shall
not occur after the beginning of the avian/raptor nesting season generally defined
as beginning on February 1st. Construction beginning prior to February 1st may
continue since it is assumed that any nesting activity that begins subsequent to
the commencement of construction is due to birds/raptors that are acclimated to
such disturbances. Two (2) weeks prior to the commencement of any
construction and/or site clearing activities, the project biologist shall conduct a
site survey to assess the presence of any avian/raptor nesting activity within 500
feet of the project site. Construction/site clearing and preparation activities shall
not occur within 500 feet of any active avian/raptor nests identified by this survey.
Plan Requirements and Timing: The applicant shall submit the name and
qualifications of the project biologist that will conduct such survey work to the City
for staff review and approval. The results of the survey shall be submitted to the
City for staff review and approval prior to the issuance of any grading or building
permits for the project.
Monitoring: City staff shall verify compliance prior to the issuance of any
grading/building permits for the project as well as conduct periodic site
inspections to verify compliance with any restrictions on construction activity
posed by either this mitigation measure and/or the biological survey prepared
prior to commencement of project construction.

5.

All construction/demolition staging and stockpiling shall be limited to areas
outside of the fenced ESHAs onsite. Absolutely no staging and/or stockpiling of
any materials shall be allowed within any fenced ESHA at any time. Plan
Requirements & Timing: These requirements and prohibitions shall be
included on all plans submitted for approval of any LUP, building, or grading
permit.
Monitoring: City staff shall verify compliance prior to approval of any LUP for
the project

6.

During construction, washing of concrete, paint, or equipment shall occur only in
areas where polluted water and materials can be contained for subsequent
removal from the project site to an appropriate receiving facility.
Plan
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Requirements & Timing: A designated wash-out area shall be identified on all
plans submitted for any LUP, grading, or building permit and shall be reviewed
and approved by City staff prior to approval of any LUP for the project. The
approved wash-out area shall be maintained in good condition throughout all
construction activities.
Monitoring: City staff shall verify compliance, both prior to approval of any LUP
for the project as well as during periodic field inspections during project
construction.
Residual Impact
To be determined.
EIR Scope-of-Work
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

The EIR consultant shall identify the biological resource environmental baseline
for the project through at least one site visit and peer review of the submitted
biological report prepared by Rachael Tierney Consulting (Tierney; August 14,
2009), the two reports prepared by Katherine Rindlaub (Rindlaub; April 3, 2000
and Rindlaub; November 24, 1998), and tree protection plan prepared by Duke
McPherson (McPhearson; August 23, 2009).
The EIR consultant shall conduct an updated search of the California Natural
Diversity Database (CNDDB) and the California Native Plant Society (CNPS)
Inventory Database for special-status and sensitive “elements” known to occur at
or in the vicinity of the site to be used in preparation of the discussion of the
project’s biological environmental baseline.
The EIR consultant shall conduct a wetland delineation pursuant to the U.S Army
Corps of Engineers guidelines. If wetland resources are observed onsite the EIR
consultant shall map the boundaries of such resources and discuss their
biological functional and value.
The EIR consultant shall describe the criteria for determining a project’s impact
on biological resources, including the Initial Study checklist questions, direction
provided in CEQA and applicable CEQA case law, the City’s Environmental
Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, and applicable City, State, and Federal
regulations and standards relating to protection of biological resources and
addressing biological resource impacts.
The EIR consultant shall describe and evaluate the significance of all potential
project impacts on biological resources using the criteria noted above as well as
the information obtained from the peer review or previously filed reports, field
investigations and site visits, and database research. This analysis shall also
assess the adequacy and feasibility of the proposed tree protection plan
(McPhearson; August 23, 009).
The EIR consultant shall describe the project’s contribution to cumulative
biological impacts. The discussion of cumulative impacts should include the
biological impact of project development, taking into account existing and
proposed development in the central Hollister area (City staff to provide a list and
associated map of cumulative projects in the project area).
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7.

8.

9.

Based on this impact analysis, the EIR consultant shall assess the adequacy and
feasibility of the proposed mitigation measures, including the applicant’s plan for
mitigating the removal of coastal sage scrub and coast live oaks, as well as
identify additional mitigation where appropriate, that would reduce potentially
significant impacts to less than significant levels.
The EIR consultant shall identify and discuss the significance of the project’s
contribution to cumulative impacts on biological resources in the area (City staff
to provide a list of cumulative projects for this analysis)/
The EIR consultant shall prepare a statement of residual impacts based on
implementation of all mitigation identified in the EIR.

CULTURAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical resource
as defined in §15064.5?
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to §15064.5?
c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature?
d. Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

Less Than
Less Than
No
Significant Significant Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

See Prior
Document






Existing Setting
Prior archaeological investigations on property adjacent to the project site encountered
intact archaeological deposits comprising remnants of a previously discovered and
extensive site, Sba-54 (Larry Wilcoxon; Results of a Limited Archaeological Subsurface
Testing Program in Conjunction with Future Commercial Development of APN 073-140016 on Cortona Drive, February 7, 1998). Sba-54 was originally located on a prominent
knoll west of what is now Glen Annie Road and the Southern Pacific Railroad. During its
pre-historic occupancy the knoll formed the terminus of a low-lying ridge that extended
into Goleta Slough and the mouth of Tecolotito Creek. Although the knoll was
periodically isolated as an island, alluviation and siltation of the creek moved its
confluence with the slough southward until in time the knoll was surrounded by flat
terrain. Sba-54 was first recorded and excavated in the 1920’s (Rogers, 1929) who
classified the site as an Oak Grove occupation site. Later investigations classified the
site as Hunting People occupation site (Harrison & Harrison, 1966). More recently, Sba54 was classified as an Early Period site of the Santa Barbara Channel pre-historic
period (King; 1990).
While construction of the Southern Pacific Railroad in 1887 may have impacted the site,
it is now known that the most significant disturbance to the site occurred in 1961 when
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the knoll was excavated down approximately 25 feet for a future housing development
(Wilcoxon, 1998). Additional impacts occurred with the widening/realignment of the
Storke/Glen Annie/101 interchange. A Phase I archaeological survey prepared by
Caltrans for that widening/realignment project noted that a “narrow scatter of cultural
material possibly associated with Sba-54” lies near of the project site (Wilcoxon; 1998).
Thresholds of Significance
A significant impact on cultural resources would be expected to occur if the proposed
project resulted in any of the impacts noted in the above checklist. Additional thresholds
are contained in the City’s Environmental Thresholds & Guidelines Manual. The City’s
adopted thresholds indicate that a project would result in a significant impact on a
cultural resource if it results in the physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or
alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of
such a resource would be materially impaired.
Project Specific Impacts
a)

As the project site is undeveloped, there are no State or locally listed or eligible
historic structures or resources onsite. Therefore, project implementation would
not result in any impact on such resources in the City.

b,d)

Prior archaeological investigations in the area encountered intact archaeological
deposits comprising remnants of Sba-54 on the project site within a narrow, arcshaped band circling the former base of the knoll believed to be the original
occupation site of Sba-54 (Wilcoxon; 1998). Shell fragments and debitage (the
waste material produced during the production of chipped stone tools) were
found on other portions of the site as well but they appear to have been redeposited in alluvium and/or subsequent fill (Wilcoxon; 1998). Of the 21 trenches
excavated by Wilcoxon in 1998, six encountered in situ cultural deposits within
this band that prehistorically encircled the knoll. Such resources are considered
potentially significant (Wilcoxon; 1998). Per the proposed site plan, construction
of at least one of the proposed buildings, a two-story 12 unit structure, and
associated infrastructure, parking, and drive aisles, would occur within the area
comprising this roughly arc-shaped band of mostly intact remnants of Sba-54.
As such, project construction could result in both potentially significant direct
impacts (affecting the spatial integrity of artifacts through grading and
construction) as well as potentially significant indirect impacts (spatial disruption
of artifacts through erosion, change in chemical composition, or unauthorized
collection).
Although no human remains have been encountered in previous archaeological
investigations onsite, given the proximity of the site to the center of what was an
important prehistoric habitation site, the potential for human remains onsite
cannot be completely ruled out.
Therefore, project impacts on both
archaeological resources as well as the potential to disturb previously unknown
human remains onsite is considered potentially significant.
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c)

There are no unique paleontological resources or sites, or unique geologic features
on the project site. No such impacts to these types of resources would occur as a
result of project implementation.

Cumulative Impacts
As the proposed project is considered to pose potentially significant, site specific impacts
to archaeological/cultural resources, its contribution to cumulative impacts on these
resources within the City is considered potentially significant as well.
Preliminary Mitigation Measures
Mitigation measures to address potentially significant impacts archaeological/cultural
resources pursuant to CEQA and the City’s thresholds shall be identified and evaluated
determined as part of the scope-of-work for the project EIR.
Residual Impact
To be determined.
EIR Scope-of-Work
1.

2.
3.

4.

5.

6.

The EIR consultant peer review the Wilcoxon report (Wilcoxon; February 7,
1998), review all archaeological/cultural resource surveys and reports on file with
the Central Coast Information Center at the UCSB for the area in the vicinity of
the project site, and conduct at least one site visit to identify the
archaeological/cultural environmental baseline for the project.
The EIR consultant shall to determine if additional survey work in the area is
necessary to accurately establish the environmental baseline for the project.
The EIR consultant shall confer with all interested Native American
representatives to discuss the adequacy of the data already complied and need
for any additional field work to fully establish the environmental baseline for the
project.
The EIR consultant shall identify the applicable regulatory framework for
archaeological/cultural resources and impacts, including any applicable Federal,
State, or local regulations and standards.
The EIR consultant shall describe the criteria for determining a project’s impact
on archaeological/cultural resources, including the Initial Study checklist
questions, direction provided in CEQA and applicable CEQA case law, the City’s
Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, and applicable City, State,
and Federal regulations and standards relating to protection of
archaeological/cultural resources and addressing archaeological/cultural
resource impacts.
The EIR consultant shall identify and describe the potential project specific
impacts to archaeological/cultural resources as well as assess the significance
level of each identified impacts based on peer review of prior surveys, data
collected from the data research effort, information from the consultation with
interested Native American parties, and any additional field work conducted by
the consultant.
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7.

8.

9.

The EIR consultant shall describe the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts
on archaeological/cultural resources. The discussion of cumulative impacts
should include the impact of project development, taking into account existing
and proposed development in the City (City staff shall provide a list and
associated map of cumulative projects within the City).
The EIR consultant shall identify feasible mitigation measures that are capable of
reducing potentially significant project impacts on archaeological/cultural
resources to less than significant levels. If certain project impacts to such
resources cannot be feasibly mitigated, the EIR consultant shall identify those
impacts and provide a detailed discussion as to why mitigation to less than
significant levels is not feasible.
The EIR consultant shall prepare a statement of residual impacts based on
implementation of all mitigation identified in the EIR.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

a) Expose people or structures to
potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving:
i. Rupture of a known earthquake
fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault?
Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42.
ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?
iii. Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?
iv. Landslides?
b. Result in substantial soil erosion
or the loss of topsoil?
c. Be located on a geologic unit or
soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of
the project, and potentially result
in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, or collapse?
d. Be located on expansive soil, as
defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or
property?

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact
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Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

e. Have soils incapable of
adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative waste
water disposal systems where
sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

See Prior
Document



Existing Setting
The project site is relatively flat and generally slopes from the northwest to the southeast
between 1% and 3%. Surface runoff is typically to the south and east and sheet-flow in
nature. Ground water has been found at depths of 15 to over 21.5 feet below grade
(Hoover & Associates; Preliminary Soil Engineering & Geologic Hazards Evaluation,
8.82 Acre Bermant Parcel, dated January 23, 1998). Because groundwater was
encountered in borings at elevations of between 15 and 20 higher than the groundwater
elevations of monitoring wells on adjacent parcels, it is assumed that groundwater onsite
is perched and confined or semi-confined aquifer onsite (Hoover & Associates, 1998).
The project site is comprised of a sedimentary sequence of younger and older alluvium
and the Santa Barbara Formation. The alluvial sequence is bounded on the north by the
foothills of the Santa Ynez Range while the underlying basis is bounded on the south by
the More Ranch Fault and smaller east/west trending faults. The is some dispute as to
whether or not the More Ranch Fault is active seismically (Hoover & Associates; 1998),
but the nearest confirmed, seismically active fault to the project site is the North Channel
Slope Fault located four miles offshore. The closest Alquist-Priolo mapped earthquake
fault is over 20 miles to the southeast (Pitas Point/Red Mountain Faults). Four geologic
units are exposed at the surface on the project site: Santa Barbara Formation which is of
a marine origin composed of unconsolidated sand, silt, and clay; Older Alluvium
comprised of upper Pleistocene-age stream alluvium and slough deposits; Younger
alluvium of a similar composition to the Older alluvium but of different density; and
artificial fill deposited onsite as part of the Caltrans project to widen the Storke
Road/Highway 101 interchange.
Thresholds of Significance
A significant impact on geology/soils would be expected to occur if the proposed project
resulted in any of the impacts noted in the above checklist. The City’s Environmental
Thresholds and Guidelines Manual assumes that a proposed project would result in a
potentially significant impact on geological processes if the project, and/or
implementation of required mitigation measures, could result in increased erosion,
landslides, soil creep, mudslides, and/or unstable slopes. In addition, impacts are
considered significant if the project would expose people and/or structures to major
geological hazards such as earthquakes, seismic related ground failure, or expansive
soils capable of creating a significant risk to life and property.
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Project Specific Impacts

a,c)

Based on the geologic hazards assessment prepared by Hoover & Associates
(1998) and a review of geologic hazards mapping in the City’s General Plan, no
active or potentially active faults are located onsite. There is an unnamed,
inactive fault trending northwest to southeast approximately 400 feet to the south
of the project site and the northern branch of the More Ranch Fault is located
approximately ¾ miles to the south. Severe ground shaking during earthquakes
is a hazard endemic to most of California, and all project construction would be
subject to compliance with the seismic safety standards of the California Uniform
Building Code Zone 4 which has been adopted by the City. Given the depth of
the perched groundwater and the clayey nature of the near-surface soils,
liquefaction is considered unlikely at the project site during a severe groundshaking event. Although areas of un-engineered fill exist either onsite or in close
proximity, the relative flat topography of the subject property render the threat of
landslides and slope instability as less than significant geological risks. Retaining
walls as high as six (6) feet are proposed along the western property line to
address existing grade differentials and prevent future slope stability problems in
these areas. The potential for subsidence and/or collapse of areas of unengineered fill would be addressed through foundation design. As such, geologic
hazards posed by seismicity or unstable soils are considered less than
significant.

b)

Site grading and soil disturbance associated with construction of buildings,
roadways, walkways, parking areas, utilities, drainage improvements and
landscaping could temporarily increase erosion from the site causing increased
silt in the surface water runoff and/or wind blown fugitive dust. Such erosion
impacts are considered potentially significant.

d)

As noted in the discussion of the geological setting for the project, expansive
clays are located onsite. Potential risks posed by these soils due to soil
expansion and contraction and soil movement can threaten the structural
integrity of building foundations, water and sewer lines, underground utility
lines/conduits, and other utility installations. As such, potential geological
hazards posed by onsite expansive soils are considered potentially significant.

e)

The proposed residential project would be served by Goleta West Sanitary
District. Therefore, the project poses no adverse geological hazard associated
with the use of onsite septic systems.

Cumulative Impacts
As erosion and exposure to structural risks posed by expansive soils onsite are
considered potentially significant, project specific geological hazards, the project’s
contribution to cumulative erosion and expansive soils risk in the City would also be
considered potentially significant. All other project related geological hazards are
considered less than significant, both from a project specific as well as a project
contribution to cumulative geological hazards perspective.
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Preliminary Mitigation Measures
1.

All grading and earthwork recommendations from the project geotechnical and
soils reports, including any updates, shall be incorporated into the final project
design, including the final grading, foundation, utility, and infrastructure plans. All
grading activities shall be supervised by a registered civil engineer or certified
engineering geologist. Plan Requirements and Timing: Final grading,
foundation, utility, and infrastructure plans shall be reviewed and approved by
City staff prior to approval of any LUP for the project.
Monitoring: City staff shall verify compliance prior to any LUP approval as well
as during all grading and construction activities.

1.

The final grading, drainage and erosion control plans shall be designed to
minimize erosion. Plan Requirements: The plans shall include, but not be
limited to, the following:
a) Best management practices (BMPs), such as temporary berms and
sedimentation traps (such as silt fencing, straw bales, and sand bags), shall
be installed in association with project grading. The BMPs shall be placed at
the base of all cut/fill slopes and soil stockpile areas where potential erosion
may occur and shall be maintained to ensure effectiveness.
The
sedimentation basins and traps shall be cleaned periodically and the silt shall
be removed and disposed of in a location approved by the City.
b) Non-paved areas shall be revegetated or restored (i.e. geotextile binding
fabrics) immediately after grading and installation of utilities, to minimize
erosion and to re-establish soil structure and fertility. Revegetation shall
include non-invasive, drought-resistant, fast-growing vegetation that would
quickly stabilize exposed ground surfaces. Alternative materials rather than
reseeding (e.g., gravel) may be used, subject to review and approval by
Planning and Environmental Services and Community Services.
c) Runoff shall not be directed across exposed slopes. All surface runoff shall
be conveyed in accordance with the approved drainage plans, including
conveyance of roof runoff to landscaped areas to minimize peak stormwater
flows entering and leaving the proposed stormwater detention system.
d) Energy dissipaters or similar devices shall be installed at the end of drainpipe
outlets to minimize erosion during storm events.
e) Grading shall occur during the dry season (April 15th to November 1st) unless
a City approved erosion control plan is in place and all erosion control
measures are in effect. Erosion control measures shall be identified on an
erosion control plan and shall prevent runoff, erosion, and siltation. All
exposed graded surfaces shall be reseeded with non-invasive ground cover
vegetation to minimize erosion. Graded surfaces shall be reseeded within
four (4) weeks of grading completion, with the exception of surfaces graded
for the placement of structures. These surfaces shall be reseeded if
construction of structures does not commence within four (4) weeks of
grading completion.
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f)

Site grading shall be completed such that permanent drainage away from
foundations and slabs is provided and so that water shall not pond near
proposed structures or pavements.
g) All measures identified in the City approved project geology and soils reports
shall be included on the project plans. The applicant shall submit sign-offs by
the geology/soils report preparer(s) (geologist/engineer) confirming that
applicable measures have been incorporated into the project plans,
consistent with report recommendations.
Timing: Final grading, drainage, and erosion control plans shall be reviewed
and approved by the City prior to any LUP approval. Any required
soils/geology/engineering reports (such as, but not limited to foundation design
reports for structures) shall be referred to prior to approval of final grading,
drainage and erosion control plans to ensure that all applicable report
recommendations have been incorporated into the project plans. BMPs and
erosion control measures shall remain in place/shall be implemented for the
duration of grading and construction, except where such measures are long-term
operational measures to be implemented for the life of the project. The
requirement for long-term implementation of specific BMPs/erosion control
measures shall be specified on the project plans.
Monitoring: City staff shall verify compliance prior to approval of any LUP for
the project and during grading and construction activities.
Residual Impact
With implementation of the aforementioned mitigation measures, residual project specific
erosion impacts, as well as residual project contributions to cumulative erosion impacts
within the City would be less than significant.
EIR Scope-of-Work
1.

2.

3.

4.

The EIR consultant shall peer review the Hoover & Associates; Preliminary Soil
Engineering & Geologic Hazards Evaluation, dated January 23, 1998 and
determine if further geotechnical assessment is warranted to establish the
geology/soils environmental baseline for the project.
The EIR consultant shall identify any applicable regulatory framework for
geological/soils impacts and geological hazards/risks, including any applicable
Federal, State, or local regulations and standards.
The EIR consultant shall describe the criteria for determining a project’s impact
on soils and geological processes, including exposure to geological hazard risks,
including the Initial Study checklist questions, direction provided in CEQA and
applicable CEQA case law, the City’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines
Manual, and applicable City, State, and Federal regulations and standards
relating to geology/soils and geological hazards and associated impacts.
The EIR consultant shall identify and discuss the significance of any project
related geological/soils impacts and/or exposure of people and structures to
geological hazards based on the criteria noted above.
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5.

6.

7.

The EIR consultant shall identify and discuss the significance of any project
contributions to cumulative geological/soils impacts and/or geological
hazards/risks (City staff shall provide a list and associated map of cumulative
projects within the City).
The EIR consulting geologist shall evaluate the adequacy of the mitigation
measures described in the initial study as well as identify any appropriate,
additional mitigation measures that would reduce potential significant geological
impacts/risks to less than significant levels.
The EIR consultant shall provide a statement of residual impact based on
implementation of all mitigation identified in the EIR.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Would the project:

a. Generate greenhouse gas
emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the
environment?
b. Conflict with an applicable plan,
policy or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions
of greenhouse gases?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
No
Significant Impact
Impact

See Prior
Document





The analysis provided in this section is derived from information available from various state
agencies, boards, and associations. Sources include:


CAPCOA – California Air Pollution Control Officers Association; CEQA & Climate Change;
January 2008



CARB – California Air Resources Board (ARB); Recommended Approaches for Setting Interim
Significance Thresholds for Greenhouse Gases under the California Environmental Quality Act,
Preliminary Draft Staff Proposal; October 24, 2008



Department of Justice, Office of the California Attorney General; Global Warming Measures;
December 9, 2008



Governor’s Office of Planning and Research; CEQA and Climate Change – Addressing Climate
Change through California Environmental Quality Act Review; June 2008



Governor’s Office of Planning and Research; OPR Proposed CEQA Guidelines Amendments;
April 2009



ICF Jones and Stokes; Goleta General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report; July 2009



Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District; CEQA Guide – June 2009
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Background
International and Federal legislation has been enacted to deal with climate change issues.
The Montreal Protocol was originally signed in 1987 and substantially amended in 1990
and 1992. In 1988, the United Nations and the World Meteorological Organization
established the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) to assess the
scientific, technical, and socioeconomic information relevant to understanding the scientific
basis of risk of human-induced climate change, its potential impacts, and options for
adaptation and mitigation. The IPCC consists of 600 scientists from 40 countries. In
February 2007, it issued a report on global climate change stating that they are about 90%
certain that people are the primary cause of global warming. The report also states that
global atmospheric concentrations of carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide have
significantly increased since pre-industrial times (1750); that warming of the climate system
is unequivocal; and that changes in climate are now affecting physical and biological
systems on every continent.
The IPCC’s best estimates are that the average global temperature rise between years
2000 and 2100 could range from 0.6 degrees Celsius (1.08 degrees Fahrenheit) with no
increase in GHG emissions above 2000 levels, to 4.0 degrees Celsius (7.2 degrees
Fahrenheit) with a substantial increase in GHG emissions (IPCC, 2007). Large increases
in global temperatures could have massive deleterious impacts on the natural and human
environments.
According to the EPA, a GHG is any gas that absorbs infrared radiation in the atmosphere.
This absorption traps heat within the atmosphere creating a greenhouse effect that is slowly
raising global temperatures. California state law defines GHG to include the following:
carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons,
perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride (Health and Safety Code, Section 38505g).
Many human activities add to the levels of most of these naturally occurring gases. CO2
is released into the atmosphere when solid waste, fossil fuels (oil, natural gas, and coal),
and wood and wood products are burned. N2O is emitted during agricultural and
industrial activities, as well as during combustion of solid waste and fossil fuels. CO2
and N2O are the two GHGs released in greatest quantities from mobile sources burning
gasoline and diesel fuel. Methane, a highly potent GHG, results from off-gassing
associated with agricultural practices and landfills, as well as other sources.
Climate change could impact the natural environment in California in the following ways,
among others:






Rising sea levels along the California coastline;
Extreme-heat conditions, such as heat waves and very high temperatures, which
could last longer and become more frequent;
An increase in heat-related human deaths, an increase in infectious diseases, and a
higher risk of respiratory problems caused by deteriorating air quality;
Reduced snow pack and stream flow in the Sierra Nevada mountains, affecting
winter recreation and water supplies;
Potential increase in the severity of winter storms, affecting peak stream flows and
flooding;
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Changes in growing season conditions that could affect California agriculture,
causing variations in crop quality and yield; and
Changes in distribution of plant and wildlife species due to changes in temperature,
competition from colonizing species, changes in hydrologic cycles, changes in sea
levels, and other climate-related effects.

These changes in California’s climate and ecosystems could occur at a time when
California’s population is expected to increase from 34 million to 59 million by the year
2040 (California Energy Commission, 2005). As such, the number of people potentially
affected by climate change, as well as the amount of human-related GHG emissions, is
expected to significantly increase. Similar changes would also occur in other parts of the
world, with regional variations in resources affected and vulnerability to adverse effects.
Worldwide, California is estimated to be the 12th to 16th largest emitter of CO2 and is
responsible for approximately 2% of the world’s CO2 emissions. California is the second
largest emitter of GHG emissions in the United States (behind Texas). In 2004,
California’s gross GHG emissions were 492 million metric tons (MMT) of CO2 equivalent
(CO2e) (California Energy Commission, 2006).
Evolving Regulatory Setting
In 2005, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger issued California Executive Order S-3-05
establishing the following emission targets for California: 1) reduce GHG emissions to
2000 levels by 2010; 2) reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020; and 3) reduce
GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. Executive Orders are binding
on State agencies. Accordingly, S-3-05 will guide State agencies’ efforts to control and
regulate GHG emissions but will have no direct binding effect on local efforts.
In September 2006, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the
California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. AB 32 establishes regulatory, reporting,
and market mechanisms to achieve quantifiable reductions in GHG emissions and a cap on
statewide greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. AB 32 requires that statewide GHG
emissions be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. AB 32 also includes guidance to institute
emission reductions in an economically efficient manner and conditions to ensure that
businesses and consumers are not unfairly affected by the reductions.
AB 32
demonstrates California’s commitment to reducing the rate of GHG emissions and the
State’s associated contribution to climate change, without intent to limit population or
economic growth. Although AB 32 did not amend CEQA, it identifies the environmental
problems in California caused by global warming (Health and Safety Code, Section
38501a).
Senate Bill (SB) 97, enacted in 2007, amends the CEQA statute to establish that GHG
emissions and their effects are a prominent environmental issue that requires analysis
under CEQA. This bill directed OPR to prepare, develop, and transmit to the California
Natural Resources Agency (Resources Agency) guidelines for the feasible mitigation of
GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions by July 1, 2009. The Natural Resources
Agency is required to certify or adopt those guidelines by January 1, 2010. On April 13,
2009, OPR submitted to the Resources Agency proposed amendments to the state CEQA
Guidelines for GHG emissions. These proposed CEQA Guideline amendments provide
guidance to lead agencies regarding the analysis and mitigation of the effects of GHG
emissions in CEQA documents.
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As an interim step toward development of required guidelines, OPR published a technical
advisory entitled, CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change through
California Environmental Quality Act Review, in June 2008. OPR recommends that lead
agencies make a good-faith effort, based on available information, to estimate the quantity
of GHG emissions that would be generated by a proposed project, and to mitigate the
impacts where feasible. OPR acknowledges in this document that the most difficult part of
the climate change analysis will be the determination of significance. OPR also asked the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) technical staff to recommend a method for setting
thresholds which would encourage consistency and uniformity in the CEQA analysis of
GHG emissions throughout the state.
In October 2008, ARB published its Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan, which is the
State’s plan to achieve GHG reductions required by AB 32. The Proposed Scoping Plan
contains the main strategies California will implement to achieve a reduction of 169 million
metric tons (MMT) of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e), or approximately 30% from the
State’s projected 2020 emission level of 596 MMT of CO2e under a business-as-usual
scenario. The Proposed Scoping Plan states that land use planning and urban growth
decisions will play an important role in the State’s GHG reduction efforts since local
governments have primary authority to plan, zone, approve, and permit how land is
developed to accommodate population growth and the changing needs of their
jurisdictions. The CARB further acknowledges that decisions on how land is used will have
large impacts on the GHG emissions that will result from transportation, housing, industry,
forestry, water, agriculture, electricity, and natural gas emission sectors. The Proposed
Scoping Plan was approved by the CARB on December 11, 2008.
In addition to the Proposed Scoping Plan, the CARB has also released the Preliminary
Draft Staff Proposal:
Recommended Approaches for Setting Interim Significance
Thresholds for Greenhouse Gases under the California Environmental Quality Act (CARB
Draft Staff Proposal). The CARB Draft Staff Proposal includes potential interim
performance standards for project types and emissions sources including construction,
energy, water use, waste, transportation, and total mass GHG emissions. Specific
thresholds and performance criteria for these categories have yet to be developed.
SB 375 was signed in September 2008 and aligns regional transportation planning
efforts, regional GHG reduction targets, and land use and housing allocation. SB 375
requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) to adopt a Sustainable
Communities Strategy (SCS) or Alternative Planning Strategy (APS), which will
prescribe land use allocation in that MPO’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). It also
establishes new streamlining opportunities for compatible projects under CEQA. SB 375
will likely take several years to become fully implemented due to the complex
relationship between state, regional, and local agencies. First, the State must develop
the modeling guidelines and the GHG regional reduction targets, then regional agencies
must develop their sustainable communities strategies. Only after the state and regional
agencies accomplish their SB 375 responsibilities will cities and counties be required to
bring their housing elements into conformity and be able to take advantage of the new
CEQA streamlining tools.
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Thresholds of Significance
The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill 32, Health and
Safety Code Section 38500 et. seq.) requires reduction of California’s GHG emissions to
1990 levels by 2020. The California Air Resources Board has established this 1990
level at 427 million metric tons of CO2 equivalent emissions as an attainment goal.
Pursuant to AB 32 and other related legislation, various actions have established plans
and regulations that identify emission limits and reduction measures.
On December 30, 2009, the Secretary for Natural Resources adopted amendments to
the State CEQA Guidelines that address greenhouse gas emissions. On February 16,
2010, the Office of Administrative Law filed the amendments with the Secretary of State.
The amendments are effective as of March 18, 2010.
Establishment of thresholds at the state and/or local level has been a point of discussion
and analysis by various agencies and boards (i.e., OPR, CARB, CAPCOA [California Air
Pollution Control Officers Association]). Information has been presented on various
scenarios including no thresholds, a zero threshold, and a non-zero threshold. Values
for a non-zero threshold vary and include the factoring in of performance standards as
well as a quantitative threshold in determining significance.
The CARB has been requested by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research to
make recommendations for GHG-related thresholds of significance. Consistent with this
request, the CARB released a Preliminary Draft Staff Proposal in October 2008 (Draft
Staff Proposal), which represents the first step toward developing recommended
statewide interim thresholds of significance for GHGs that may be adopted by local
agencies for their own use. The Draft Staff Proposal focuses on common project types,
including industrial, residential, and commercial projects. The collective greenhouse gas
emissions from these sectors, together with the transportation sector, represent
approximately 80% of the statewide greenhouse gas emissions inventory in 2004.
CARB staff believe that thresholds in these important sectors would advance climate
objectives, would streamline project review, and would encourage consistency and
uniformity in the CEQA analysis of GHG emissions throughout the State.
A significant effect on the environment means a substantial, or potentially substantial,
change in the environment cause directly or indirectly by the project. The incremental
effect of a project can be significant when it is cumulatively considerable; that is, when
the effect is added to that of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects that also contribute to the problem (State CEQA Guidelines, 2009).
CARB staff believe that for the sectors evaluated in the Draft Staff Proposal, non-zero
thresholds can be supported by substantial evidence. Zero thresholds are not
recommended because: 1) some level of emissions in the near term and at mid-century
would still be consistent with climate stabilization; and 2) current and anticipated
regulations and programs apart from CEQA, will proliferate and increasingly reduce the
GHG contributions of past, present, and future projects.
Any non-zero threshold must be sufficiently stringent to make substantial contributions to
reducing the State’s GHG emission peak, to causing that peak to occur sooner, and to
putting California on track to meet its interim (2020) and long-term (2050) emissions
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reductions targets. CARB staff believe that the preliminary interim approaches outlined
in their Draft Staff Proposal are consistent with these objectives. The approach relies on
an industrial project meeting performance standards (or equivalent mitigation) for
construction-related and transportation-related emissions, and with mitigation, emissions
of no more than 7,000 metric tons of CO2e/year from non-transportation sources.
Residential and commercial projects would also be required to meet performance
standards (or equivalent mitigation) for construction-related and operations-related
emissions with performance standards or equivalent mitigation emitting no more than an
amount of CO2e/year that is still being developed (CARB, Draft Staff Proposal, 2008).
CAPCOA’s CEQA and Climate Change, 2008 looked at options for GHG thresholds.
Quantitative thresholds were studied based on capture of 90% or more of likely future
discretionary development emissions. The objective was to set the emission threshold
low enough to capture a substantial fraction of future residential and non-residential
development that will be constructed to accommodate future statewide population and
job growth, while setting the emission threshold high enough to exclude small
development projects that would contribute a relatively small fraction of the cumulative
statewide GHG emissions. A 900 metric tons/year threshold was selected based on an
analysis that included data from four diverse cities (Los Angeles, Pleasanton, Dublin,
and Livermore). This threshold would apply to industrial, residential, and commercial
projects, but it is noted that any adoption of such a threshold would require further
investigation. The CAPCOA document also looked at other possible thresholds,
including zero thresholds, CARB reporting thresholds, and efficiency-based thresholds,
among others. CAPCOA notes that this document is considered a “white paper” and is
intended as a resource and not a guidance document.
OPR indicates that a lead agency should make a good faith effort, based on available
information, to describe, calculate, or estimate the amount of GHG emissions resulting
from a project. While numerous threshold options have been discussed in various
publications, at this time, neither the State of California, nor the Santa Barbara County
APCD, nor the City of Goleta have established or adopted CEQA significance
thresholds/screening tables for GHG emissions.
Project Specific and Cumulative Impacts
There are a number of modeling tools that can be used to estimate GHG emissions
associated with various project types. The most consistently used model for estimating
a project’s direct impacts is the Urban Emissions Model (URBEMIS). URBEMIS is
designed to model emissions associated with development of urban land uses and
attempts to summarize criteria air pollutants and CO2 emissions that would occur during
construction and operation of new development. This model is publicly available and
widely used by CEQA practitioners and air districts, including the CARB. Use of this
model would ensure consistency statewide in how CO2 emissions are modeled and
reported from various project types (CAPCOA, 2008).
The URBEMIS model does not contain emission factors for GHGs other than CO 2,
except for methane from mobile sources, which is converted to CO2e. This may not be a
major problem since CO2 is the most important GHG from land development projects
(CAPCOA, 2008). It also constitutes approximately 84% of all GHG emissions in
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California and is considered a “reference gas” for relating the amount of heat absorbed
to the level of GHGs emitted.
The URBEMIS model also does not calculate GHGs associated with consumption of
energy produced offsite (indirect impacts) and may in some instances, result in the
double counting of “linked” trips (i.e., the concept that a residential trip and a commercial
trip are quite possibly the same trip, resulting in “double-counting”). However, as noted
above, this model is still considered appropriate. Therefore, the City’s methodology for
quantifying GHG emissions relies upon the URBEMIS 2007 9.2.4 air quality modeling
software, which is the most current version available.
a,b)

Project Short-term Construction Emissions
Project construction activities, especially those associated with heavy equipment
operations for grading, would contribute to cumulative GHGs and global climate
change. The use of heavy trucks, excavators, graders, and smaller equipment
as well as unnecessary idling of that equipment, and the transportation of
construction workers and materials during the work week to and from the site
over months would result in emission of combustion related GHG pollutants. For
the proposed project it is anticipated that project construction generated CO2
emission levels (unmitigated) would be 7,113.83 lbs/day or 3.23 metric tons per
day (equivalent to a yearly emission rate of 1,179 metric tons per year).
Project Long-term Operational Emissions
Emission of combustion related pollutants would occur during project operation
from such sources as project-generated traffic, consumption of fossil fuels for
water and space heating systems, and other activities such as landscape
maintenance and HVAC system leaks. Direct long-term operational CO2
emissions for the proposed project are estimated at 9,135.74 lbs/day or 4.14
metric tons/day (1,511 metric tons per year).
Indirect long-term emissions associated with the proposed project would include
energy consumed offsite in order to service the project (such as at utility
providers associated with the project’s energy and water demands). For projects
of this scale, these indirect emissions are expected to be minor and incremental,
would not require the construction of any new utility facility, and would not conflict
with programs that utility providers have adopted in order to reduce GHG
contributions.
Project Significance
The City of Goleta has not yet adopted any thresholds of significance for shortterm or long-term greenhouse gas related impacts. The Santa Barbara County
Air Pollution Control District has also not adopted any thresholds of significance.
In June 2010, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District became the first
regulatory agency in the nation to approve guidelines that establish thresholds of
significance for GHG emissions. Thresholds are set at 1,100 metric tons per
year for non-stationary sources and 10,000 metric tons per year for stationary
sources (BAAQMD; June 2010). Given the preliminary GHG calculations noted
above for the proposed project, GHG emissions are considered potentially
significant, pending a more detailed scientific and comparative analysis.
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Preliminary Mitigation Measures
1.

Energy conservation measures shall be included in the project.
Plan
Requirements: The following energy-conserving techniques, that substantially
exceed the minimum Title 24 energy conservation requirements, shall be
incorporated unless the permittee demonstrates their infeasibility and/or
inapplicability to the satisfaction of City staff:
a) Use of photovoltaic systems;
b) Duct systems shall maintain a thermal envelope via insulation to R-8;
c) Passive cooling strategies such as passive or fan aided cooling plan
designed into the structure and/or a roof opening for hot air venting or
installation of underground cooling tubes;
d) High efficiency outdoor lighting and/or solar powered lighting;
e) Installation of air conditioners and refrigeration units that use non-ozone
depleting chemicals;
f) Installation of low NOx residential water heaters and space heaters meeting
the minimum efficiency requirements of applicable APCD rules;
g) Installation of Energy Star roofs, furnaces, and appliances;
h) Use of water-based paint on exterior surfaces;
i) Use of solar-assisted water heating for swimming pools and tankless hot
water on demand systems if their energy efficiency is demonstrated to
exceed that of a central storage tank water heating system;
j) Use of passive solar cooling/heating;
k) Use of energy efficient appliances;
l) Use of natural lighting;
m) Installation of energy efficient lighting;
n) Provide education on energy efficiency;
o) Use of water-efficient landscapes; water-efficient irrigation systems and
devices; and use of reclaimed water (if available);
p) Installation of cool pavements;
q) Encouragement of the use of transit, bicycling, and walking by providing
infrastructure to promote their use;
r) Provision of segregated waste bins for recyclable materials;
s) Zero waste/high recycling standards; and
t) Prohibition against the installation and use of wood burning fireplaces.
Timing: These requirements shall be shown on plans prior to LUP and/or
building permit issuance.
Monitoring: Staff shall verify compliance prior to final inspection.

2.

The permittee shall ensure that the project meets the intent of the U.S. Green
Building Council’s criteria for certification using the appropriate LEED rating
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system at the “Certified” level or higher. The following items shall be provided to
verify compliance:
a) The appropriate LEED rating system checklist demonstrating that the project
meets the selected LEED rating system at the “Certified” level or higher.
b) Proof that a LEED accredited professional is part of the project design team.
c) A signed declaration from the LEED accredited professional member of the
project team stating that the plans and plan details have been reviewed and
that the plans meet the intent of the criteria for certification of the appropriate
LEED rating system at the “Certified” level or higher.
d) A complete set of plans stamped and signed by a licensed architect or
engineer that includes a copy of the checklist and aforementioned signed
declaration, and identifies the measures being provided for LEED
compliance.
Plan Requirements and Timing: The checklist shall be copied onto a plan
sheet and included in the plan index and submitted prior to LUP issuance and
prior to building permit issuance.
Monitoring: The City shall verify compliance prior to final inspection.
Other preliminary mitigation measures for reduction of greenhouse gas emissions are
described in the Air Quality and Traffic/Transportation sections.
Residual Impact
To be determined.
EIR Scope of Work
1.
2.

3.

4.

5.

The EIR consultant shall verify/update the project’s environmental GHG/climate
change baseline.
The EIR consultant shall describe the criteria for determining a project’s
contribution to cumulative GHG emissions/climate change impacts, including the
Initial Study checklist questions, direction provided in CEQA and applicable
CEQA case law, and applicable City, State, and Federal regulations and
standards relating to GHG emissions/climate change.
The EIR consultant shall verify/update project short-term construction emissions
estimates for greenhouse gases using the most appropriate and up-to-date air
quality modeling software.
The EIR consultant shall verify/update project long-term operational emissions
estimates (energy consumption, transportation, waste) for greenhouse gases
using the most appropriate and up-to-date air quality modeling software.
The EIR consultant shall determine the significance level of project generated
greenhouse gas emission contributions to cumulative GHG emissions/climate
change using the most up-to-date and widely accepted science as the time of the
analysis (City staff shall provide a list and associated map of cumulative projects
within the City).
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6.

7.

The EIR consultant shall identify appropriate mitigation measures (including
measures already included to address other short-term and operational air
quality impacts).
The EIR consultant shall prepare a statement of residual impact based on
implementation of all mitigation identified in the EIR.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Would the project:

a. Create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through
the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?
b. Create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into
the environment?
c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an
existing or proposed school?
d. Be located on a site which is
included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5
and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or
the environment?
e. For a project located within an
airport land use plan or, where such
a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public
use airport, would the project result
in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project
area?
f. For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project
area?
g. Impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
No
Significant Impact
Impact
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Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

h. Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are
adjacent to urbanized areas or
where residences are intermixed
with wildlands?

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
No
Significant Impact
Impact

See Prior
Document



Existing Setting
As noted above, the project site was part of a much larger agricultural operation
associated with the Bishop Ranch up until the mid 1960’s. No Phase I environmental
assessment of the project site has as of yet been conducted but given the property’s
past history in agricultural production it is possible that hazardous agricultural chemicals
may have been used and/or stored onsite.
The project site is surrounded on its east, west, and south sides by existing business
park development involved in technology development and defense systems analysis,
development of radiation sensors, manufacture semiconductors and related devices,
and development of state-of-the-art electronics, mission systems integration and other
capabilities in the areas of sensing, command, control, communications and intelligence
systems, and a broad range of mission support services. All these firms have hazardous
material business plans on record with the County Fire Department and do store and
use hazardous materials and chemicals that if accidently released, could pose a threat
to nearby residences.
The project site lies immediately south of the Union Pacific Railroad tracks. The railroad
carries passenger cars as well as freight trains. Some freight trains may carry
hazardous materials. Issues associated with the site’s proximity to the railroad involve
the potential for an accident (a derailment in particular) that could result in release of
hazardous material or ignite a fire. The associated public health risk depends upon the
materials released during an accident, the toxicity of the materials, and the wind
direction that may carry the emissions from the release toward any occupied uses.
Finally, the proposed apartment complex would be located less than 200 feet south of
the U.S. Highway 101 travel corridor. As noted in the discussion of Air Quality above,
such proximity to heavily traveled transportation corridors is believed by many scientists
to pose significant health risks, especially to children due to exposure of diesel particular
matter.
Thresholds of Significance
A significant impact with regard to hazards and hazardous materials would be expected
to occur if the proposed project resulted in any of the impacts noted in the above
checklist. In addition, the City’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual
addresses public safety impacts resulting from involuntary exposure to hazardous
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materials. These thresholds focus on the activities that include the installation or
modification to facilities that handle hazardous materials, transportation of hazardous
materials, or non-hazardous land uses in proximity to hazardous facilities. Since the
proposed project is not a hazardous materials facility, the City’s risk based thresholds
are not particularly applicable. However, for the purposes of this analysis, the proposed
project would be considered to pose a significant impact if it results in the exposure of
people to a variety of hazards or hazardous materials as listed above.
Project Specific Impacts
a)

The proposed project includes a large community pool and spa as well as
extensive landscaping. To maintain these amenities, project maintenance staff
will have to store and use a variety of pool chemicals as well as fertilizers,
herbicides, and pesticides. Without proper precautions in place, the use and/or
disposal of such chemicals could expose residents as well as the public and the
environment to these types of hazardous materials. Such risks are considered
potentially significant.

b)

Freight trains traveling along the Union Pacific railroad adjacent to the project site
may carry hazardous materials. These materials may be released during rail
accidents. Public health risk depends upon the materials released during an
accident, the toxicity of the materials, and the wind direction that may carry the
emissions from the release toward any occupied uses.
The prevailing
meteorology would affect the rate of dilution and the direction of transport of any
gaseous or volatilized materials. Upset may also entail possible explosion of
highly volatile materials. Because the closest proposed homes would be as
close as 120 feet from the railroad tracks, explosion and fire could also pose a
health risk in addition to an inhalation risk from volatile hazardous materials.
There are also fuel pipelines within the railway right-of-way that could also be
ruptured during an accident. Such hazards are considered potentially significant.

c)

The closest school to the project site is Dos Pueblos High School (DPHS),
located approximately 0.4 miles to the northwest. Given the intervening distance
between DPHS and the project site, potential impacts on the high school
resulting from any accidental release of hazardous chemicals and/or materials
onsite would be considered less than significant.

d)

The project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. However, the property was
formerly used for agricultural production as part of the Bishop Ranch and therefore
could have experienced the use and/or onsite storage of agricultural chemicals.
Therefore, the possible presence of hazardous agricultural chemicals onsite would
be considered a potentially significant hazards risk.
Radon gas studies performed by the California Bureau of Mines and Geology
and the Department of Health Services from 1989-1993 indicate that Santa
Barbara County falls within the a Zone 1 designation, which suggests that there
is a low to moderate potential for exposure to Radon gas at or above the EPA
recommended level of 4.0 pico curies per liter (pci/L) (Village @ Los Carneros
Final EIR, 07-EIR-001). Radon is an odorless and tasteless naturally occurring

51

Environmental Checklist Form and Initial Study
Cortona Apartments
July 15, 2010

gas that has been linked to lung cancer. Radon exists in all soils throughout the
United States and is produced from the breakdown of naturally occurring radium
and uranium within the ground. Potential health risks posed by possible
exposure of residential units to radon levels above 4.0 pci/L are considered
potentially significant.
e,f)

The project site is not located near a private airstrip, but is located within two (2)
miles of the Santa Barbara Municipal Airport. However, the property is not
located within any of the airport’s approach or clear zones and is not subject to
review by the Airport Land Use Commission. Therefore, the project would not be
exposed to any significant airport safety hazards.

g)

Given the project’s location within the urban area and outside of the tsunami runup area or any flood hazard area, the project site is not within any adopted
emergency response or evacuation plan.

h)

The project is located in the urban area of Goleta and outside of the high fire
hazard area. However, existing areas of coastal sage scrub/coyote brush along
the north and west property boundaries are considered flammable and subject to
Fire Department fuel modification/defensible space requirements. Therefore,
associated impacts from exposure to wildland fire hazards would be considered
potentially significant.

Cumulative Impacts
As the project site is subject to a potentially significant hazards risk resulting from its
proximity to the railroad and associated accident potential, the projects contribution to
the cumulative public hazard posed by the railroad’s traversing the City would also be
considered potentially significant.
Preliminary Mitigation Measures
1.

The applicant shall obtain approval from the Santa Barbara County Fire
Department for a Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) covering the use
and storage of all pool maintenance and landscape chemicals associated with
maintenance of the proposed pool/spa complex as well as project landscaping.
Plan Requirements and Timing: The applicant shall obtain Santa Barbara
County Fire Department approval of the HMBP and submit said plan to the City
prior to approval of any LUP for the project.
Monitoring: City staff shall verify compliance prior to LUP approval.

2.

Prior to construction of any habitable structures, radon testing shall be
conducted. If radon gas is present above the recommended EPA exposure level
(4.0 pci/L), habitable structures shall be designed to provide venting and/or any
other EPA approved mitigation measures identified to reduce such exposure to
below EPA action levels. Plan Requirements and Timing: A radon report
including recommendations for appropriate EPA approved mitigation measures
shall be submitted to Building and Safety and the Santa Barbara County
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Environmental Health Services Office for review and approval prior to approval of
any Land Use Permit(s) for construction of any habitable structures.
Monitoring: City staff shall ensure compliance with this requirement prior to
approval of any Land Use Permit(s) for construction of any habitable structures.
The City Building Inspector shall verify compliance in the field prior to any final
inspection.
Residual Impact
To be determined.
EIR Scope-of-Work
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.
7.

8.

9.

The EIR consultant shall conduct research of hazardous materials records and
aerial photos to assess the hazards and hazardous materials environmental
baseline for the proposed project. In addition, the EIR consultant shall conduct at
least one field survey to determine if a Phase I environmental assessment is
necessary to fully describe the environmental baseline.
The EIR consultant shall describe the criteria for determining the significance of
any hazards And hazardous materials risk posed by the project, including the
Initial Study checklist questions, direction provided in CEQA and applicable
CEQA case law, and applicable City, State, and Federal regulations and
standards relating to hazards and hazardous materials.
The EIR consultant shall prepare a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) regarding
exposure of project residents to the release of hazardous materials resulting from
a transport accident on either the adjacent railroad or nearby U.S. Highway 101
travel corridor.
The EIR consultant shall identify all businesses within 2,000 feet of the project
site, determine emission levels of any toxic air contaminants or hazardous air
pollutants, estimate the onsite exposure of such emissions, and identify impacts
of any exposure on receptors. The EIR air quality consultant shall identify any
appropriate mitigation measures and provide statement of residual impact.
Based on this research, field surveys, and studies, the EIR consultant shall
identify and discuss the significance of all potential hazards and risk associated
with exposure to hazardous materials posed by the proposed project.
The EIR consultant shall evaluate the potential wildfire hazard posed by the
project’s proximity to existing areas of coastal sage scrub and coyote brush.
The EIR consultant shall identify and discuss the significance of all project
contributions to cumulative hazards and hazardous materials risks and impacts
(City staff shall provide a list and associated map of cumulative projects within
the City).
The EIR consultant shall evaluate the adequacy of the mitigation measures
identified in the Initial Study, as well as identify other, feasible mitigation
measures that reduce potentially significant hazards and hazardous materials
risks to less than significant levels.
The EIR consultant shall prepare a statement of residual impact based on
implementation of all mitigation identified in the EIR.
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HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Would the project:

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?
b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit
in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the production
rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to
a level which would not support existing land
uses or planned uses for which permits have
been granted)?
c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in
a manner which would result in substantial
erosion or siltation on- or off-site?
d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result
in flooding on- or off-site?
e. Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff?
f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or
other flood hazard delineation map?
h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures which would impede or redirect
flood flows?
i. Expose people or structures to a significant
risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam?
j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Less Than
Less Than
No
Significant Significant Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated


















Existing Setting
Stormwater runoff from the project site currently sheetflows from the north to the south
where it enters the curb/gutter on Cortona Drive and flows eastward approximately 1,000
feet before being captured by in-street catch basins that discharge into Tecolotito Creek
at the eastern terminus of Cortona Drive. The peak flow rate for Tecolotito Creek
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immediately downstream of where these two catch basins discharge into it for the 100year event is 4,600 cubic feet/second (cfs) (Village @ Los Carneros EIR, 07-EIR-001).
Tecolotito Creek flows southward from this discharge point to its confluence with Los
Carneros Creek and ultimately into Goleta Slough. Tecolotito and Los Carneros Creeks
are considered the primary sources of fresh water for the Slough. Tecolotito Creek and
the Goleta Slough are currently designated by the Central Coast Water Quality Control
Board (CCWQCB) as “impaired” due to; nitrate (NO3) from an unknown source for
Tecolotito Creek, and a variety of pollutants including non-point source primary organics
and pathogens from urban sources, metal concentrations from industrial sources, and
silt/sediment from land development/construction for Goleta Slough.
The project site lies well outside of any flood hazard area as mapped by FEMA and is
above the 12 meter contour that defines the most current tsunami run-up area in the City
as calculated by the University of Southern California and incorporated into the City’s
General Plan (Figure 5-2 of the Safety Element).
The project site lies above the West Sub-Basin of the Goleta Groundwater Basin.
However, as discussed in the Geology section above, the project site overlies an area
where the West Sub-Basin is separated from the more shallow “perched groundwater”
onsite by a low permeability layer that effectively prevents any onsite groundwater
recharge.
Thresholds of Significance
A significant impact on hydrology and water quality would be expected to occur if the
proposed project resulted in any of the impacts noted in the above checklist. In addition,
the City’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual assume that a significant
impact on hydrology and water resources would occur if a project would result in a
substantial alteration of existing drainage patterns, alter the course of a stream or river,
increase the rate of surface runoff to the extent that flooding, including increased erosion
or sedimentation, occurs, create or contribute to runoff volumes exceed existing or
planned stormwater runoff facilities, or substantially degrade water quality. Impacts
would also be considered significant if a project does not comply with the City’s
Stormwater Program.
Project Specific Impacts
a,f)

As noted above, both Tecolotito Creek and the Goleta Slough are designated as
“impaired” by the CCWQCB. The proposed stormwater drainage plan for the
project would collect stormwater from both pervious as well as impervious
surfaces through a system of catch basins and transport that runoff to a system
of underground cisterns within the drive aisles of the internal circulation system
before release into the curb/gutter on Cortona Drive and ultimately discharge into
Tecolotito Creek. The preliminary grading/drainage plan identifies some catch
basins in areas where stormwater runoff would have to flow across pervious
surfaces and receive some level of biofiltration. In addition, the preliminary
drainage analysis for the project states that the proposed drainage infrastructure
would provide 250,000 SF of infiltratable area onsite to remove stormwater
pollutants prior to discharge offsite (Flower & Associates: Preliminary Drainage
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Analysis, Cortona Apartments, November 4, 2009). However, at this time the
report and project drainage and landscape plans do not provide enough
information to allow the City’s Community Services Department, which oversees
implementation of the City’s adopted Stormwater Management Plan, to make a
determination if the proposed drainage improvements are sufficient to meet Plan
requirements. As the project will have to be consistent with the City’s
Stormwater Management Plan, and given that fact that resolution of any existing
deficiencies in the current drainage plan could trigger substantial project redesign
that may or may not be feasible/acceptable to the applicant, project impacts on
the water quality of Tecolotito Creek and the Goleta slough, as well as the
receiving ocean waters at Goleta Beach are considered potentially significant.
b)

As noted above, the project site lies above the West Sub-Basin of the Goleta
Groundwater Basin. However, since the project site overlies an area where the
West Sub-Basin is separated from shallow “perched groundwater” by a low
permeability layer, existing geological conditions effectively prevent any onsite
recharge of the Goleta Groundwater Basin. As such, project impacts on
groundwater supplies and/or groundwater recharge are considered less than
significant.

c-e)

All stormwater runoff from the project site would flow into the curb/gutter on
Cortona Drive and subsequently to one of two catch basins within the roadway
east of the property where it would enter the City’s stormdrain system that
discharges into Tecolotito Creek at the eastern terminus of Cortona Drive. Any
increase in post development stormwater volumes or rates of discharge would
enter the creek at this stormdrain outlet. Per the submitted drainage analysis for
the project, pre-construction peak flows for the 2-year event would be 2.94 cfs,
for the 5-year event 7.60 cfs, for the 10-year event 11.12 cfs, for the 25-year
event 15.77 cfs, and for the 100-year event 22.84 cfs (Flowers & Associates,
November 4, 2009). Post-development peak flows subject to the proposed
drainage control infrastructure (e.g. onsite surface infiltration areas, catch basins,
stormdrains, underground storage/percolation improvements, etc) are estimated
at 2.91 cfs for the 2-year event, 5.41 cfs for the 5-year event, 10.65 cfs for the
10-year event, 15.76 for the 25-year event, and 17.07 cfs for the 100-year event.
However, such estimates assume that drainage infrastructure would be
constructed as proposed and maintained over the life of the project. Failure to
either construct as proposed and/or maintain the system over the life of the
project could result in failure of these facilities and post-development stormwater
flows exceeding pre-development flows causing substantial increases in
bank/channel erosion or siltation at this discharge point in Tecolotito Creek.
Stormwater flows from the project, especially during project construction, could
result in the introduction of sediment laden runoff into the creek. The project
plans and description do not include any construction BMPs to address potential
introduction of sediment laden stormwater into the creek. As such, the proposed
project, especially project construction could result in a substantial increase in
creek siltation. Given these potential impacts to stormwater volumes and/or
introduction of sediment laden runoff into Tecolotito Creek, project impacts on
stormwater discharges into the creek are considered potentially significant.
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g-j)

The project is outside of any flood hazard area as mapped by FEMA. In addition,
the project lies above the 12 meter contour within the City that per the General
Plan is mapped as the limit of the tsunami run-up zone for the City. Given the
property’s relatively flat topography and the minimal slopes on adjoining parcels,
the threat of mudslides and other similar hazards is considered non-existent.
The project site is not subject to any hazard posed by a future failure of any
upstream levee or dam.

Cumulative Impacts
As project specific impacts on the water quality of downstream receiving water bodies is
considered potentially significant, project contributions to cumulative water quality
impacts within the City are also considered potentially significant. Project contributions
to cumulative stormwater flows, introduction of sediment/silt into surface water bodies,
and demand on the GWD’s water supply are considered potentially significant. All other
project contributions to cumulative hydrological impacts are considered less than
significant.
Preliminary Mitigation Measures
1.

The applicant shall obtain proof of exemption or proof that a National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Storm Water Permit from the California
Regional Water Quality Control Board has been applied for by registered mail.
Plan Requirements and Timing: The applicant shall submit proof and City staff
shall review and approve documentation prior to LUP issuance.
Monitoring: City staff shall review the documentation prior to LUP issuance.

2.

The applicant shall prepare a final stormwater quality protection plan that
identifies all Best Management Practices (BMPs) to be incorporated into the
project’s design consistent with the requirements of the City’s Stormwater
Management Plan. Plan Requirements and Timing: The final stormwater
quality protection BMPs plan shall be prepared by a licensed engineer and
submitted to City staff for review and approval prior to approval of any LUP for
the project.
Monitoring: City staff shall verify compliance prior to LUP approval. The project
engineer shall sign-off on construction of all approved BMPs and City staff shall
verify that all stormwater protection/BMPs have be constructed/installed per the
approved final drainage plan prior to any final inspection.

3.

The applicant shall prepare a maintenance agreement that addresses
maintenance requirements for all improvements associated with the stormwater
quality protection/BMPs described in the final approved drainage plan. Plan
Requirements and Timing: At a minimum, the maintenance agreement shall
include requirements that all inline stormdrain filters shall be inspected, repaired,
and cleaned per manufacture specifications and at a minimum prior to
September 30th of each year. Additional inspections, repairs, and maintenance
shall be preformed after storm events as needed throughout the rainy season
(November 1st to April 15th)and/or per manufacture specifications. Any necessary

57

Environmental Checklist Form and Initial Study
Cortona Apartments
July 15, 2010

major repairs shall be completed prior to the next rainy season. Prior to
September 30th of each year, the applicant shall submit to the City for its review
and approval a report summarizing all inspections, repairs, and maintenance
work done during the prior year. The applicant shall submit the required
maintenance agreement to City staff for review, approval, and execution prior to
approval of any LUP for the project.
Monitoring: City staff shall verify compliance prior to approval of any LUP for
the project. City staff shall verify compliance with the provisions of the
agreement periodically and respond to instances of non-compliance with the
agreement.
4.

The applicant shall prepare and submit a final drainage control plan for the
project. Plan Requirements and Timing: The final drainage control plan shall
be prepared by a licensed engineer and identify all drainage control
improvements to be incorporated into the project design, including the proposed
underground infiltration system. The required plan shall include a final drainage
analysis that provides final estimates on pre/post development stormwater runoff
volumes, required storage capacity, and specifications on all elements of the
drainage control system. The submitted final drainage control plan shall be
reviewed and approved by City staff prior to approval of any LUP for the project.
Monitoring: City staff shall verify compliance prior to approval of any LUP for
the project. The project engineer shall sign-off on the installation of all drainage
control/detention system elements and City staff shall verify installation of all
components of the approved final drainage control plan prior to any final
inspection.

5.

The applicant shall prepare a Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP) covering
all phases of grading operations. Plan Requirements: The SWMP shall be
prepared by a licensed civil engineer and incorporate all appropriate Best
Management Practices (BMPs) necessary to mitigate short-term construction
impacts. The plan may include, but is not limited to, the following BMPs:
a) Temporary berms and sedimentation traps (such as silt fencing, straw bales,
and sand bags); the BMPs shall be placed at the base of all cut/fill slopes and
soil stockpile areas where potential erosion may occur and shall be
maintained to ensure effectiveness; the sedimentation basins and traps shall
be cleaned periodically and the silt shall be removed and disposed of in a
location approved by the City;
b) Non-paved areas shall be revegetated or restored (i.e. geotextile binding
fabrics) immediately after grading and installation of utilities, to minimize
erosion and to re-establish soil structure and fertility; revegetation shall
include non-invasive, drought-resistant, fast-growing vegetation that would
quickly stabilize exposed ground surfaces; alternative materials rather than
reseeding (e.g., gravel) may be used, subject to review and approval by
Planning and Environmental Services and Community Services;
c) Runoff shall not be directed across exposed slopes; all surface runoff shall be
conveyed in accordance with the approved drainage plans;
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d) Energy dissipaters or similar devices shall be installed at the end of drainpipe
outlets to minimize erosion during storm events;
e) Grading shall occur during the dry season (April 15th to November 1st) unless
a City approved erosion control plan is in place and all erosion control
measures are in effect; erosion control measures shall be identified on an
erosion control plan and shall prevent runoff, erosion, and siltation; all
exposed graded surfaces shall be reseeded with ground cover vegetation to
minimize erosion; graded surfaces shall be reseeded within four (4) weeks of
grading completion, with the exception of surfaces graded for the placement
of structures; these surfaces shall be reseeded if construction of structures
does not commence within four (4) weeks of grading completion.
Timing: The final drainage/stormwater quality protection plan shall be submitted
to City staff for review and approval prior to LUP approval.
Monitoring: City staff shall verify that the SWPPP has been implemented per
the approved final plan prior to commencement of any grading activities.
Residual Impact
To be Determined.
EIR Scope-of-Work
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

The EIR consultant shall establish the project’s hydrology and water quality
environmental baseline through peer review of the submitted drainage plan and
report (Flowers & Associates; November 4, 2009), review of all pertinent FEMA
and Santa Barbara County Flood Control District maps, Central Coast Regional
Water Quality Control Board data on the water quality of any existing surface
water bodies for which the proposed project lies within their watershed,
consultation with the City’s Community Services Department, and any field
surveys as needed.
The EIR consultant shall describe the criteria for determining the significance of
any hydrology and water quality impacts posed by the proposed project,
including the Initial Study checklist questions, direction provided in CEQA and
applicable CEQA case law, and applicable City, State, and Federal Regulations
and standards relating to hydrology and protection of water quality.
The EIR consultant shall identify and discuss the significance of all project
impacts on water supply, water quality, stormwater flows/flooding hazards, and
site drainage.
The EIR consultant shall identify and discuss the significance of all project
contributions to cumulative hydrology and water quality impacts in the area (City
staff shall provide a list and associated map of cumulative projects within the
City).
The EIR consultant review the mitigation measures described above to assess
both their appropriateness as well as effectiveness for reducing project related
hydrological and water quality impacts to less than significant levels. The EIR
consultant shall also identify additional mitigation where appropriate to address
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6.

potential hydrological and water quality impacts in association with discussions
with Community Services staff.
The EIR consultant shall prepare a statement of residual impact based on
implementation of all mitigation identified in the EIR.

LAND USE AND PLANNING
Would the project:

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Less Than
No
Significant Significant Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

See Prior
Document







Existing Setting
The General Plan land use designation for the site under the Land Use Element of the
City’s General Plan is Medium Density – Residential (R-MD). According to Land Use
Policy LU 2.6, the intent of this designation is to provide for development of residential
units at densities of up to 20.0 units per acre and is applied to the “affordable housing
opportunity” sites identified in the Housing Element.
Thresholds of Significance
A significant land use and planning impact would be expected to occur if the proposed
project resulted in any of the impacts noted in the above checklist.
Project Specific Impacts
a)

The proposal represents an infill project that is surrounded on three sides (south,
west, and east) by a large developed business park complex that includes a
number of research and development (R&D) companies doing defense work for
the Federal Government. As such, the proposed project would introduce a
completely different land use (residential) into an area with an already
established R&D (commercial) neighborhood. Owners and tenants of the
surrounding properties have raised concerns to City Planning staff that the
introduction of a large residential project with limited parking in such proximity to
UCSB could result in serous overflow parking problems on either their properties
or nearby City streets.
In addition, the City’s Neighborhood Services
Department, which enforces City parking regulations on City streets, has advised
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Planning staff that simply meeting minimum City parking standards may not
prevent an increase in illegal parking of overflow vehicles on City streets as a
result of the growing tendency in the City for people, even in apartment
complexes, to own recreational and accessory vehicles (RVs, boats, trailers, etc).
Given the project mix of 63 one-bedroom and 108 two-bedroom units, the project
as currently designed meets minimum City parking standards for the type, size,
and number of residential apartments proposed, including the requirement for
multi-family developments to provide for one (1) visitor space/five (5) units. In
total, 168 carport spaces and 154 uncovered spaces (total 322 spaces), including
two carport and six uncovered handicapped accessible spaces, are provided
onsite. Based on the parking demand study prepared by the applicant’s
consultant, parking provided onsite is substantially greater that parking demand
studies from other similar projects in the City would indicate is necessary to
address typical parking demand generated by a project of this nature (ATE;
Cortona Apartments Project, City of Goleta, Traffic and Circulation Study,
January 22, 2010). However, given that the City’s minimum parking standards
may be inadequate to address parking demand resulting from nature of unit
occupancy given the project’s proximity to the University, as well as the growing
tendency for ownership and on-street parking of RVs, boats, and trailers, project
impacts on parking in the area are considered a potentially significant
compatibility impact in this area.
Adjoining property owners and tenants have also raised concerns about the
increased potential for increased trespassing on this properties as a result of the
introduction of a large residential project in their midst. As the project would
result in a substantial increase in the number of full-time residents in this
neighborhood that is currently of a solely business park nature, a substantial
increase in the potential for trespassing would be considered to pose a
potentially significant compatibility impact as well.
b)

The project description notes that mitigation for the proposed loss of coastal sage
scrub/coyote brush ESHA would occur offsite and out of the City’s jurisdiction on
land owned by the University of California and part of the Coal Oil Point Reserve.
If avoidance of an ESHA or onsite mitigation for disturbance to such a resource is
not feasible, the City’s General Plan requires that such mitigation be done on
property subject to the protections of the Plan (Policy CE 1.7). As the City’s
General Plan only applies to areas within the City itself, all associate mitigation
required under the Plan must therefore occur within the City limits. As such, any
mitigation to address the loss of any ESHA as a result of project construction that
is proposed outside of the City’s jurisdiction would conflict with the applicable
protective policies of the City’s General Plan.
As an affordable housing opportunity (AHO) site, the subject property must be
developed at a minimum density of 20 units/net developable acre to ensure the
most efficient and effective use of properties so designated within the City. Net
developable acreage is defined pursuant to Land Use Element Policy LU 2.2 as
gross acreage minus all acreage containing the following development
constraints:
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 Environmentally sensitive habitat areas;
 Areas prone to flooding and geologic, slope instability, or other natural
hazards;
 Areas with stormwater drainage problems;
 Presence of other significant hazards or hazardous materials;
 Protection of significant public and private views;
 Exposure to exterior noise levels that exceed a Community Noise Exposure
Level (CNEL) of 60 dBA (see related NE 1.2);
 Areas with archaeological or cultural resources;
 Deficiencies in the type or level of services necessary for urban development,
such as transportation facilities (roadway and pedestrian), sewer and water
service, and emergency service response time; and
 Prevailing densities of adjacent developed residential areas
To determine if the project as proposed meets its minimum density requirements
as an AHO site, City staff calculated the acreage onsite constrained by any of the
factors noted above:
■
■
■
■

0.05 acres of native grasses;
0.19 acres of sage scrub ESHA;
0.01 acres of potentially sensitive archaeological/cultural resources; and
0.07 acres of coast live oak.

Given these constrained acreages (0.32 acres), the net developable acreage
onsite is 8.54 acres (8.86 ac. – 0.32 ac.). At 8.54 net developable acres, the
density of the project is 20.02 units/acre which does meet the minimum required
density for an AHO site pursuant to the Housing Element of the City’s General
Plan.
c)

There are no habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans that
apply to the project site or would be affected by the project.

Cumulative Impacts
Conflicts regarding land use compatibility between the proposed project and neighboring
R&D uses are localized to the project site and its surrounding area and as such would
not involve any cumulative impacts. Conflicts regarding siting requirements for
mitigation of impacts to ESHAs pursuant to the City’s General Plan however could have
an affect on the ability of the applicant to mitigate potential biological resource impacts
and would be discussed further in the Biological Resources and policy consistency
sections of the EIR.
Preliminary Mitigation Measures
Options for resolution of the potential land use compatibility conflicts, including overflow
parking and increases trespassing, between the proposed project and the neighboring
R&D development will be identified and discussed in the EIR for the project. Conflicts
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between General Plan siting requirements for offsite mitigation and that proposed by the
applicant will be addressed further as part of both the policy review component of project
review as well as under the Biological Resource discussion of the EIR. Mitigation for
biological impacts posed by potentially inadequate mitigation for the loss of coastal sage
scrub would be address in the Biological Resource section of the EIR while mitigation for
potential land use compatibility issues will be discussed in the Land Use and Planning
section of the EIR.
Residual Impact
To be determined.
EIR Scope-of-Work
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.
6.
7.

The EIR consultant shall describe the existing land use setting for the proposed
project including a discussion of surrounding land uses as well as General Plan
land use and zoning designations in the area.
The EIR consultant shall conduct a peer review of the applicant’s parking
demand analysis (ATE; January 22, 2010) as well as from other environmental
documents prepared in the for similar uses in the City as directed by City staff.
The EIR consultant shall describe the criteria for determining the significance of
any land use or planning impacts posed by the proposed project, including the
Initial Study checklist questions, direction provided in CEQA and applicable
CEQA case law, and applicable City, State, and Federal regulations and
standards relating to land use and planning.
The EIR consultant shall identify and discuss potential land use compatibility
concerns, including increased trespassing on neighboring R&D facilities as well
as overflow parking on adjoining City streets that could arise as a result of the
introduction of a large residential apartment complex in the midst of an existing
business park development.
The EIR consultant shall conduct a consistency review of all applicable General
Plan policies and the proposed project.
The EIR consultant shall conduct a consistency review of all applicable zoning
requirements and the proposed project.
The EIR consultant shall prepare a residual land use and planning impact
statement identifying all land use policy inconsistencies and land use
compatibility conflicts that cannot be remedied.
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MINERAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

a. Result in the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would
be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?
b. Result in the loss of availability of a
locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan, or other
land use plan?

Less Than
Less
No
Significant Significant Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

See Prior
Document





Existing Setting

No known naturally occurring mineral resources have been identified on the
project site nor would the proposed facility result in the loss of a locally important
mineral resource recovery site. The site has been used in the recent past for the
commercial cutting of sandstone for landscape and construction purposes but the
sandstone finished on the property was imported from another location. Such
activities have been suspended.
Thresholds of Significance
A significant impact on mineral resources would be expected to occur if the proposed
project resulted in any of the impacts noted in the checklist above.
Project Specific Impacts
a,b)

The proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of any known
mineral resource or identified resource recovery site. No such impacts would
occur.

Cumulative Impacts
There would be no project contributions to cumulative impacts on mineral resources in
the area as a result of project construction.
Preliminary Mitigation Measures
No mitigation is recommended or required.
Residual Impact
There would be no residual project specific impacts or project contributions to cumulative
impacts on mineral resources in the area.
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EIR Scope-of-Work
No discussion of Mineral Resources shall be included in the EIR.
NOISE
Would the project:

a. Exposure of persons to or generation
of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?
b. Exposure of persons to or generation
of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?
c. A substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without
the project?
d. A substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?
e. For a project located within an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan
has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project expose
people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise
levels?
f. For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project
expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise
levels?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Less Than
No
Significant Significant Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

See Prior
Document













Existing Setting
The northerly ⅓ of the project site lies within the 70 dB(A) noise contour for the railroad
with the majority of the remainder of the property within the 65 dB(A) railroad noise
contour. The project site is also exposed to significant traffic noise from U.S. Highway
101 where much of the site is within the 65 dB(A) highway noise contour. The project
site is outside of any airport noise contour. Although the surrounding business park
development would not be considered a sensitive receptor, the proposed residences
themselves are considered as such since once constructed and occupied, project
residents would be subjected to railroad and highway noise.
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Noise is defined as unwanted or objectionable sound. The measurement of sound takes
into account three variables; 1) magnitude, 2) frequency, and 3) duration. Magnitude is
the measure of a sound’s “loudness” and is expressed in decibels (dB) on a logarithmic
scale. Decibel levels diminish (attenuate) as the distance from the noise source
increases. For instance, the attenuation rate for a point noise source is 6dB every time
the distance from the source is doubled. For linear sources such as Highway 101 or the
railroad tracks, the attenuation is 3 dB for each doubling of distance from the source
The frequency of a sound relates to the number of times per second the sound vibrates.
One vibration/second equals one hertz (Hz). Normal human hearing can detect sounds
ranging from 20 HZ to 20,000 Hz. Because human hearing is less sensitive to very low
or very high noise frequencies, noise levels are weighted to address this fact. Aweighted noise is weighted to better represent this characteristic of human hearing.
Therefore, noise levels experienced by people are typically denoted as dB(A).
Duration is a measure of the time to which the noise receptor is exposed to the noise.
Because noise levels in any given location fluctuate during the day, it is necessary to
quantify the level of variation to accurately describe the noise environment. One of the
best measures to describe the noise environment is the Community Noise Equivalent
Level or CNEL. CNEL is a noise index that attempts to take into account differences in
the intrusiveness of noise between daytime hours and nighttime hours. Specifically,
CNEL weights average noise levels at different times of the day as follows:
Daytime—7 am to 7 pm
Evening—7 pm to 10 pm
Nighttime—10 pm to 7 am

Weighting Factor = 1 dB
Weighting Factor = 5 dB
Weighting Factor = 10 dB

Thresholds of Significance
A significant noise impact would be expected to occur if the proposed project resulted in
any of the impacts noted in the above checklist. Additional thresholds are contained in
the City’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual. The City’s adopted
thresholds assume that outdoor CNEL noise levels in excess of 64 dB(A) are considered
to pose significant noise impacts on sensitive receptors.
Project Specific Impacts
a,b)

As shown on Figures 9-1 and 9-2 of the Noise Element of the City’s General
Plan, the proposed apartment units would be subjected to railroad and highway
noise above levels considered acceptable for such residential use. The General
Plan indicates that the range of normally acceptable noise levels for medium
density residential use is 50-60 dBA. “Normally acceptable” for a specified land
use is defined as:
satisfactory based on the assumption that any buildings involved
are of normal conventional construction, without any special noise
insulation requirements. Both such uses are considered sensitive
receptors and the limit of acceptable noise exposure of sensitive
receptors is typically 60 dBA CNEL.
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Pursuant to the General Plan, noise levels of up to 65 dB are considered
“conditionally acceptable” for sensitive receptors. The term “conditionally
acceptable” is defined as:
New construction or development should be undertaken only after
a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made
and the needed noise insulation features included in the design.
Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air
supply systems or air conditioning will normally suffice.
As such, the anticipated exposure of the proposed apartment units to noise
levels of 65 dB(A) or more poses a potentially significant noise impact on such
sensitive receptors. In addition, the proposed units would be located as close as
120 feet from the railroad tracks themselves. Given that rail traffic does produce
significant groundborne vibrations, the proximity of the project to the railroad also
poses potentially significant groundborne vibration impacts for these units.
Given that the project site is surrounded on three sides by existing business park
development, future residents could be exposed to noise produced by
condensers, compressors, and other mechanical units needed to support
ongoing business park activities. As these existing uses are conforming to their
current land use designation and zoning, mitigation of such impacts would be the
responsibility of the project proponent, not the surrounding land use. Therefore,
possible noise impacts on future project residents resulting from the surrounding
business park development are considered potentially significant.
c)

As a residential project, long-term project generated noise sources would be
primarily operation (e.g. landscape maintenance, project generated traffic, and
use of outdoor recreational facilities). Given the proposed project’s location
within an existing business park neighborhood, and the existing exposure of that
neighborhood to rail and highway noise, such operational noise would not
significantly increase the ambient noise levels of the area. Therefore, project
noise impacts on the surrounding neighborhood would be considered less than
significant.

d)

The closest sensitive receptors to the proposed project site are the Pacific Glen
townhome units located approximately 500 to the west of the project site and on
the other side of Storke Road. The City’s Environmental Thresholds and
Guidelines Manual notes that construction noise poses a potentially significant
impact on sensitive receptors if such receptors are within 1,600 feet of the
construction site. Noise associated with heavy equipment operation and
construction activities can average as high as 95 dB or more measured 50 feet
from the source. At a point-source attenuation rate of 6 dB for each doubling of
distance from the source, construction equipment noise levels at 95 dB would not
decrease to below the 65 dB threshold for sensitive receptors until the distance
between the source and receptor reach 1,600 feet.
Therefore, project
construction is considered to pose a potentially significant noise impact on
neighboring residential development.
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e,f)

Pursuant to the City’s General Plan, the project site is located outside of either
the current or the anticipated 2030 60 dB(A) noise contour of the Santa Barbara
Municipal Airport. Therefore, airport noise impacts, either in the near or
foreseeable future on the proposed project would be considered less than
significant. There is no private airport anywhere within the vicinity of the City and
as such, no private airport impacts on the proposed project would occur.

Cumulative Impacts
The proposed project’s contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts would be
considered potentially significant. Since exposure of the proposed units to railroad and
highway noise is only site specific, and all other project specific noise impacts are
considered less than significant, project contributions to such cumulative impacts would
also be considered less than significant.
Preliminary Mitigation Measures
1.

All noise-generating project construction activities shall be limited to Monday thru
Friday, 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Construction shall generally not be allowed on
weekends and state holidays. Exceptions to these restrictions may be made in
extenuating circumstances (in the event of an emergency, for example) on a
case by case basis at the discretion of the Director of Planning and
Environmental Services. The applicant shall post the allowed hours of operation
near the entrance to the site, so that workers on site are aware of this limitation.
Plan Requirements and Timing: Three (3) signs stating these restrictions shall
be provided by the applicant and posted on site. Such signs shall be a minimum
size of 24” x 48.” All such signs shall be in place prior to commencement of any
grading/construction activities and maintained through to occupancy clearance.
Violations may result in suspension of permits.
Monitoring: City staff shall monitor compliance with restrictions on construction
hours and shall promptly investigate and respond to all complaints.

2.

Stationary construction equipment that generates noise which exceeds 65 dB(A)
measured 50-feet from the source in an unattenuated condition shall be shielded
to reduce such noise levels to no more than 65 dB(A) at project boundaries.
Plan Requirements and Timing: The applicant shall submit a list of all
stationary equipment to be used in project construction which includes
manufacturer’s specifications on equipment noise levels as well as
recommendations from the project acoustical engineer, for shielding such
stationary equipment so that it complies with this requirement. This information
shall be reviewed and approved by City staff prior to any LUP approval for he
project. All City approved noise attenuation measures for stationary equipment
used in any construction and/or grading activities shall be implemented and
maintained for the duration of the period when such equipment is onsite.
Monitoring: City staff shall periodically inspect the site to ensure compliance
with all noise attenuation requirements.
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3.

The following measures shall be incorporated into grading and building plan
specifications to reduce the impact of construction noise:
a) All construction equipment shall have properly maintained sound-control
devices, and no equipment shall have an unmuffled exhaust system.
b) Contractors shall implement appropriate additional noise mitigation measures
including but not limited to changing the location of stationary construction
equipment, shutting off idling equipment, and installing acoustic barriers
around significant sources of stationary construction noise.
Plan Requirements and Timing: These requirements shall be printed all plans
submitted for any LUP, building, or grading permit approval.
Monitoring: City staff shall periodically inspect the site to ensure compliance
with all noise attenuation requirements.

4.

The applicant shall include features into the design of the proposed buildings that
will attenuate the interior noise levels of the proposed residences to levels not
exceeding 45 dB(A). Such features may include but are not limited to:





Double-paned windows rated at STC=32 and supplemental ventilation;
Wallboard or ceiling board mounted on resilient mounting clips;
Baffle plates over any attic vents facing the noise source; and
Absorbent duct lining and 90-degree elbows on vents and duct openings.

Plan Requirements and Timing: An acoustical analysis, prepared by a
licensed engineer with expertise in environmental noise assessment and
architectural acoustics, shall be submitted prior to the issuance of any building
permits for the proposed project. Such attenuation features shall address interior
noise levels resulting from the project’s proximity to the railroad and U. S.
Highway 101 corridor as well as noise generated by the adjacent business park
development.
Monitoring: Prior to any rough framing inspection or occupancy clearance,
confirmation that adequate noise attenuation measures for homes per the
acoustical analysis noted above have been installed per the approved building
plans shall be provided to the City in a separate acoustical report prepared by a
licensed engineer with expertise in environmental noise assessment and
architectural acoustics.
Residual Impact
To be determined.
EIR Scope-of-Work
1.

The EIR consultant shall verify noise levels on and in the vicinity of the project
site and establish the noise environmental baseline for the project.
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2.

3.

5.

6.

The EIR consultant shall describe the criteria for determining the significance of
any noise impacts posed by the proposed project, including the Initial Study
checklist questions, direction provided in CEQA and applicable CEQA case law,
and applicable City, State and Federal regulations and relating to noise.
The EIR consultant shall describe project noise impacts based on the
environmental baseline and the proposed proximity of the project to such
significant noise sources as the railroad and U.S. Highway 101. The noise
impact analysis shall also evaluate the impact of project construction on sensitive
receptors within 1,600 feet of the project site.
The EIR consultant shall review the adequacy of the mitigation measures noted
above and identify additional appropriate, feasible mitigation measures, if any,
that would reduce noise and groundborne vibration impacts to less than
significant levels.
The EIR consultant shall prepare a statement of residual impacts for the project.

POPULATION AND HOUSING
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

a. Induce substantial population
growth in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes
and businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of roads
or other infrastructure)?
b. Displace substantial numbers of
existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?
c. Displace substantial numbers of
people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

Less Than
Less Than
No
Significant Significant Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

See Prior
Document







Existing Setting
According to the City of Goleta Housing Element Technical Appendix, June, 2009, as of
January 2009, the City’s population was 30,476 people. The estimated average
household size was 2.7 persons and there were 11,559 housing units. Upon build-out of
the General Plan (anticipated to occur by the year 2030), the City’s population is
expected to reach 38,100. The City has rezoned various properties in response to its
adopted General Plan that at buildout would accommodate and estimated 3,880
additional residential units. Per State requirements for the City to contribute to regional
housing needs under its Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA), the City must
zone for an additional 1,641 dwelling units for the 2007 to 2014 planning period.
Excluding approved residential projects that were completed by June 2009, the
remaining housing need is 938 units at various income affordability levels. The General
Plan Technical Appendix Table 10A-20 identifies vacant sites available for development
of approximately 2,197 dwelling units.
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Thresholds of Significance
A significant impact on population and housing would be expected to occur if the
proposed project resulted in any of the impacts noted in the above checklist.
Project Specific Impacts
a)

The proposed project includes 171 rental apartments. Applying the City’s overall
average household size of 2.7 people/household, the proposed project would
represent a population increase of 462 people. This represents a 1.5% increase
in the City’s population that was already anticipated given the fact that under the
General Plan, the project site’s planned land use was changed from commercial
business park to medium density residential. New infrastructure to support the
project was also assumed for the site in the City’s General Plan and these
infrastructure improvements would not induce unplanned growth in the area.
Although there is no established system of reporting employment information by
place of work for the City of Goleta alone, the 2000 US Census estimates a total
of 27,265 jobs in the Goleta Census Defined Place (CDP) and 27,515 workers
living in the Goleta CDP. The CDP includes the City of Goleta and most of the
area between the City of Goleta and the City of Santa Barbara, including Hope
Ranch (but not Isla Vista, the UCSB campus, or the City of Santa Barbara
Airport). Per the City of Goleta General Plan Background Report No. 25 dated
June 20, 2004, in the year 2000 there were 24,788 occupied residential units
within the Goleta CDP or an average of 1.1 workers/residential unit. Applying
this average to the proposed project, it is anticipated that the project would
generate 188 new workers or an increase in the City’s workforce of 0.7%.
Given the minimal population increase (1.5%), increase in the number of Goleta
workers (0.7%), and the fact that needed infrastructure to serve this new
population is already anticipated in the City’s General Plan, project impacts
associated with such an increase in population are considered less than
significant.

b,c)

The project site is currently undeveloped. The proposed project would not
displace any existing housing units or require the displacement of any people
thereby necessitating the construction of replacement housing. Therefore, no
such impacts would occur.

Cumulative Impacts
The proposed project would not result in any significant contribution to cumulative
housing and population impacts either within the City or the surrounding Goleta Valley.
Preliminary Mitigation Measures
No mitigation is required or recommended.
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Residual Impact
The proposed project would not result in any significant, project specific or project
contributions to cumulative residual impacts on housing and population either within the
City or the surrounding Goleta Valley. Other impacts relating to the addition of 171
residential apartment such as increased traffic/air emissions, demand for water, sewer,
and public services, increased demand for police and fire protection services, increased
student enrollment at area schools, and increased demand for parks and recreational
amenities are discussed in the applicable sections of the document (e.g., air quality,
traffic, public facilities, recreation, etc.).
EIR Scope-of-Work
The EIR shall not include a discussion of population and housing.
PUBLIC SERVICES
Would the project:

a. Result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new
or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response
times or other performance objectives
for any of these public services:
fire protection?
police protection?
schools?
parks?
other public facilities?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Less Than
No
Significant Significant Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

See Prior
Document







Existing Setting
Fire protection/emergency services for the proposed project would be provided by the
Santa Barbara County Fire Department (SBCFD). The closest fire station to the project
site is Station #11 located at 6901 Frey Way, just off Storke Road and south of Hollister
Avenue and the Camino Real Marketplace(approximately ½ mile by City streets). The
General Plan identifies three standards with respect to the provision of fire protection
services, which include:


A firefighter-to-population ratio of one firefighter on duty 24 hours a day for every
2,000 persons is the ideal goal, however, one firefighter for every 4,000 persons is
the absolute maximum population that can be adequately served;
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A ratio of one engine company per 16,000 persons, assuming four firefighters per
station, represents the maximum population that the SBCFD determined can be
adequately served by a four-person crew; and
A five-minute response time in urban areas.

Police services are provided by the County Sheriffs Department under contract to the
City. Law enforcement services include 24-hour police patrol for traffic enforcement,
accident investigation, vehicle abatement, and parking control, as well as detective
services for special investigations. Specialized functions through the Santa Barbara
County Sheriff’s Department are provided as needed. There are also services available
for special events and/or natural disaster response.
Public schools serving the project vicinity include Isla Vista Elementary operated by the
Goleta Union School District and the Goleta Valley Junior High and Dos Pueblos High
School operated by the Santa Barbara High School and Elementary School District.
Park facilities in proximity to the project site include Lake Los Carneros north of U.S.
Highway 101, Girsh Park near the Camino Real Shopping Center and passive open
space at Santa Barbara Shores Park and the Sperling Preserve to the west. Passive
and active recreational opportunities are discussed further in the Recreation section of
this initial study.
Library services are provided to the community at the Goleta Public Library which is
operated by the City of Santa Barbara under contract to the City of Goleta. The library is
located in a facility owned by the City of Goleta at 500 North Fairview Avenue.
Thresholds of Significance
A significant impact on public services would be expected to occur if the proposed
project resulted in any of the impacts noted in the above checklist. In addition, the City’s
Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual includes thresholds of significance for
potential impacts on area schools. Specifically, under these thresholds any project that
would generate enough students to generate the need for an additional classroom using
current State standards, would be considered to result in a significant impact on area
schools. Current State standards for classroom size are as follows:
Grades K – 2
Grades 3 – 8
Grades 9 – 12

20 students/classroom
29 students/classroom
28 students/classroom

Project Specific Impacts
Fire Protection
The County Fire Department has reviewed the project plans and indicated that access to
the project site and the proposed apartment buildings is acceptable. Per the Fire
Department’s review, the applicant will be required to install seven (7) fire hydrants and
grass-crete turnarounds at locations approved by the Department within the project site
prior to bringing combustible materials onsite. All buildings will have to be sprinklered
and the project will be subject to standard Fire Department conditions for residential
developments.
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Fire Station 11, the primary responding fire station for the proposed project, lies
approximately ½ mile by road to the south of the project site and well within a five (5)
minute response time. Fire Station 11 houses one pumper and one ladder truck, with a
total of six on-duty firefighters per shift serving an estimated population of 21,594 people
(City of Goleta General Plan EIR, September, 2006) for a firefighter to population ratio of
1:3,599, which is still below the absolute highest ratio that the Fire Department can
adequately serve (City of Goleta General Plan EIR, September, 2006). However, Truck
11 is a countywide emergency response rescue vehicle and is not a dedicated unit that
serves solely Station 11’s first-in district. Therefore, allocating Truck 11’s crew solely to
its first-in service area for the purpose of establishing the adequacy of the existing
firefighter to population ratio understates the existing deficiencies in the provision of fire
protection to residents of western Goleta. Using the City’s most current average
household size and applying it to the proposed project, the 171 apartment units would be
anticipated to add 462 individuals to the Fire Station #11’s first-in service area, which
according to County Fire, is the most underserved area in Goleta due to in part to the
existing firefighter to population ratio (letter from Capitan Glenn Fidler, Fire Prevention
Division, Santa Barbara County Fire Department dated July 1, 2010). Furthermore, due
to the size and scope of the proposed project, and the anticipated increase in population
it would represent, the project’s impact upon emergency services/fire protection in this
area of the City is considered potentially significant without the construction of a new fire
station to serve the immediate area and a fair share contribution from the applicant to
help fund the cost of such a new station.
Police Protection
The Sheriff’s Department currently maintains a staff of approximately 34 sworn officers
assigned to the City of Goleta for a population to police office ratio of 1:900. Per the
General Plan EIR (September, 2006), the Sheriff’s Department recommends that
additional officers be assigned to the City at a range of 1:750 to 1:1,070 new residents.
Given this recommended service level, the proposed project would not trigger the need
for additional police officers and/or equipment and facilities. Therefore, project impacts
on the provision of adequate police services to serve the project would be considered
less than significant.
Schools
The elementary school that serves the project site is Isla Vista Elementary School. The
SBHSD secondary schools that serve the site are Goleta Valley Junior High School and
Dos Pueblos High School. Table PS-1 provides current enrollment and capacity levels
for each of the schools. As shown, all of the schools that serve the project site are
currently operating below capacity.
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Table PS-1
Existing Enrollment and Capacity
School

Enrollment

Capacity

Capacity Utilization

Goleta Union School District (K-6)
Isla Vista Elementary School
Goleta Valley Junior High School
Dos Pueblos High School

433
860
2,365

500
1,000
2,565

87%
86%
92%

Sources: Goleta Union School District office
Goleta Valley Junior High School
Dos Pueblos Senior High School

To estimate the number of students added to the District for new residential units, the
District utilizes the student generation factors shown in Table PR-2.
Table PS-2
GUSD and (SBHSD) Student Generation
School
Isla Vista
Elementary School
Goleta Valley
Junior High School
Dos Pueblos High
School

Generation
Factor
(Students/
1
Unit )

Number of
Units

Number of
Students
Generated by
Project

Enrollment
Plus Project

Percent
Capacity
Utilization
with Project

0.2

171

34

467

93.4%

0.04

171

7

867

86.7%

0.05

171

9

2,374

92.6%

As noted in Table PS-2, the proposed project is anticipated to generate approximately
34 new elementary school students, seven (7) new junior high school students and nine
(9) new high school students. Although the proposed project would generate 34 new
elementary students (enough to create a new K-2 classroom), these new elementary
students would not be limited to grades K-2, but are expected to be distributed between
all of the K-6 grades at the school. In addition, Isla Vista Elementary School, as well as
Goleta Valley Junior High and Dos Pueblos High School would not exceed their
capacity, even with the addition of project generated increases in students. Therefore,
project impacts to area schools would be considered less than significant.
Parks
Please refer to the Recreation section of this initial study for a discussion of impacts to
parks and recreational opportunities.
Other Public Facilities
Project residents would have access to other public services such as the Goleta Public
Library. Although library hours have been recently reduced to address City budgetary
shortfalls, the increase in demand for public library facilities resulting from the anticipated
in crease in City residents as a result of 171 new apartment units would be considered
an adverse but less than significant impact.
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Cumulative Impacts
The proposed project’s contribution to the cumulative demand for fire protection, police
protection, schools, and public facilities such as libraries would be offset by the required
payment of development impact fees (DIFs) prior to issuance of any LUP for
construction and/or occupancy clearance.
Preliminary Mitigation Measures
As payment of development impact mitigation fees for police, schools, and public
facilities and services would be required prior to either issuance of any LUP for the
project and/or any occupancy clearance, no further mitigation is required or
recommended to address project impacts on these services. However, as the potential
impacts posed by the project on fire protection in this area of the City are considered
potentially significant, from both a project specific as well as cumulative perspective,
payment of development impact mitigation fees does not qualify under CEQA as
adequate mitigation to reduce potentially significant effects to less than significant levels.
Mitigation to address such project specific impacts will be identified and evaluated in the
project EIR.
Residual Impact
To be determined.
EIR Scope-of-Work
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

The EIR consultant shall verify the baseline levels of public services and facilities
necessary to serve the proposed project including, but not limited to; fire
protection, police protection, schools, administrative services, libraries, and parks
in the vicinity of the project.
The EIR consultant shall describe the criteria for determining the significance of
any public service/facility impacts resulting from the proposed project, including
the Initial Study checklist questions, direction provided in CEQA and applicable
CEQA case law, and applicable City, State, and Federal regulations and
standards relating to public services and facilities.
The EIR consultant shall identify and discuss all impacts posed by the project on
the provision of adequate public services and facilities needed to serve the
development.
The EIR consultant shall identify feasible and appropriate mitigation measures
that would reduce potential project specific impacts on the provision of adequate
public services and facilities to less than significant levels.
The EIR consultant shall prepare a statement of residual impacts.
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RECREATION
Would the Project:

a. Result in an increase in the use of
existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities
such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?
b. Does the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction
or expansion of recreational facilities
which might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Less Than
No
Significant Significant Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

See Prior
Document





Existing Setting
The City has 10 public parks, four private parks, and 20 public open space areas
comprising a total of 523 acres. This equates to approximately 18 acres/1,000
residents. The two larger City-owned regional open space preserves, the Sperling
Preserve/Ellwood Mesa and the Lake Los Carneros Natural & Historical Preserve
collectively account for 363 acres of that total. Approximately 40% of the City’s two
miles of Pacific shoreline is held in City ownership. Together with the neighborhood
open space areas, these preserves and open space areas provide many opportunities
for passive recreation and enjoyment of natural areas. Areas specifically developed for
active recreational uses however are less abundant with about three acres of developed
park land/1,000 residents. The City’s single recreation center, the Goleta Valley
Community Center, is insufficient to fulfill all the needs of community groups and
residents. Although privately owned and managed, Girsh Park provides much-needed
facilities for active recreation, however there remains a shortage of public facilities for
active recreation such as sports fields, tennis courts, swimming pools, and dedicated
trails. The parks in closest proximity to the project site are Lake Los Carneros Natural
and Historic Preserve and Girsh Park.
Thresholds of Significance
A significant impact on recreation would be expected to occur if the proposed project
resulted in any of the impacts noted in the above checklist.
Project Specific Impacts
a)

The proposed project is anticipated to result in a population increase of 462
people when fully occupied. This represents a 1.5% increase in the City’s
population and correspondingly, an equivalent increase in demand for
recreational facilities, opportunities, and open space. Existing regional and
neighborhood open space areas such as the Ellwood/Sperling Preserve and
Lake Los Carneros Natural and Historic Preserve are within the vicinity of the
project site and could accommodate the additional demand for local, passive
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recreational demands generated by the proposed project’s resulting increase in
the City’s population. However, as noted above, there is an acknowledged,
overall shortage of active recreational amenities in the community. This existing
shortage, combined with increased demand for recreational opportunities that
would occur as a result of the proposed project above and beyond that handled
by the proposed recreation center/pool area onsite, would further contribute to
deterioration, or accelerate deterioration, of the City’s existing inventory of active
recreational facilities. Therefore, impacts from project generated demand for
active recreational amenities in the City of Goleta would be considered potentially
significant.
b)

The proposed project includes a 2,491 SF clubhouse, large pool, spa, and
recreation center for use by all project residents. The site for these recreational
facilities is at the front entrance to the project and away from any sensitive
resource area. As such, the provision of such recreational amenities would not
result in any impact on sensitive resources or the physical environment.

Cumulative Impacts
The project would result in a significant contribution to cumulative impacts on the City’s
parks, open space areas, and recreational facilities due to the resulting incremental
increase in demand created by the addition of over 460 new residents to the City.
However, such contributions would be offset by the required payment of park
development impact mitigation fees at the time of occupancy clearance.
Preliminary Mitigation Measures
Mitigation for the project’s contribution to cumulative demand for active recreation
facilities would be provided through the required payment of parks/recreation
development impact mitigation fees at the time of occupancy clearance. Mitigation for
project specific impacts to recreation facilities within the City would be addressed
through the EIR.
Residual Impact
To be determined.
EIR Scope-of-Work
1.

2.

3.

The EIR consultant shall describe the baseline inventory and condition of all City
recreational facilities, including all active recreation parks and open space areas
within the City.
The EIR consultant shall describe the criteria for determining the significance of
any public service/facility impacts resulting from the proposed project, including
the Initial Study checklist questions, direction provided in CEQA and applicable
CEQA case law, and applicable City, State, and Federal regulations and
standards relating to the provision of parks and open space.
The EIR consultant shall identify and discuss all impacts posed by the project on
the provision of adequate public services and facilities needed to serve the
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4.

5.

development, including the significance of the project’s contribution to cumulative
recreational impacts.
The EIR consultant shall identify feasible and appropriate mitigation measures
that would reduce potential project specific impacts on the provision of adequate
public services and facilities to less than significant levels.
The EIR consultant shall prepare a statement of residual recreational impacts.

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
Would the project:

a. Cause an increase in traffic which is
substantial in relation to the existing
traffic load and capacity of the street
system (i.e., result in a substantial
increase in either the number of
vehicle trips, the volume to capacity
ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?
b. Exceed, either individually or
cumulatively, a level of service
standard established by the county
congestion management agency
for designated roads or highways?
c. Conflict with an applicable plan,
ordinance, or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation
system, taking into account all
modes of transportation including
mass transit and non-motorized
travel and relevant components of
the circulation system, including
but not limited to intersections,
streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and
mass transit?
d. Conflict with and applicable
congestion management program,
including, but not limited to level of
service standards and travel
demand measures, or other
standards established by the
county congestion management
agency for designated roads or
highways?
e. Result in a change in air traffic
patterns, including either an
increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in
substantial safety risks?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Less Than
No
Significant Significant Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
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Would the project:

Substantially increase hazards due
to a design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections)
or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?
g. Result in inadequate emergency
access?
h. Conflict with adopted policies,
plans, or programs regarding
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrease the
performance or safety or such
facilities?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Less Than
No
Significant Significant Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

See Prior
Document

f.







Existing Setting

The project site is served by a network of highways, arterial streets and collector
streets, as illustrated in Figure TC-1. The following text provides a brief discussion
of the major components of the study-area street network.
U.S Highway 101, located north of the project site, is a multi-lane interstate freeway
serving the Pacific Coast between Los Angeles and the state of Washington. This
freeway is the principal route between the City of Goleta and the adjacent cities of Santa
Barbara, Carpinteria, and Ventura to the south as well as the cities of Buellton and Santa
Maria to the north. Access to the U.S. Highway 101 would be provided via the Storke
Road and Los Carneros Road/Highway interchanges.
Hollister Avenue, located south of the project, is an arterial roadway that serves as
the primary east-west surface street through the City south of the freeway. Hollister
Avenue is a four-lane divided arterial with on-street bike lanes.

Storke/Glen Annie Road, located west of the project site, is a two or four lane northsouth arterial roadway that extends between Cathedral Oaks Road on the north
(Glen Annie) and El Colegio Road (Storke) on the south. Storke/Glen Annie Road
provides freeway access to the western portion of the Goleta Valley area.
Los Carneros Road, located west of the project site, is a north-south arterial street.
North of Hollister Avenue, Los Carneros Road extends as four-lane roadway connecting
with the U.S. Highway 101 interchange and continues north to its terminus at Cathedral
Oaks Road. Los Carneros Road extends as a two-lane road south of Hollister Avenue
to El Colegio Road, providing access to the lsla Vista-UCSB area.
Cortona Drive, classified as a local road, located along the project’s frontage is twolane road that extends northerly from Hollister Avenue to it’s terminus at Castilian Drive.
A new driveway connection to Cortona Drive would provide access to the project site.
Roadway Operations.

80

Environmental Checklist Form and Initial Study
Cortona Apartments
July 15, 2010

Figure TC-1

Source: Cortona Apartments Project Traffic Study, Associated Traffic Engineers,
January 22, 2010.
Table TC-1 shows the existing ADT volumes and the acceptable capacity thresholds for
the key roadways in the project study area.
Table TC-1
Existing Average Daily Roadway Volumes
Roadway
Segment

Roadway
Classification

Roadway
Geometry

Acceptable
Capacity (ADT)

Existing ADT

Storke/Glenn
Annie Rd n/o
Hollister Ave
Storke Rd s/o
Hollister Ave
Hollister Ave w/o
Storke Rd
Hollister Ave e/o
Storke Rd
Hollister Ave e/o
Los Carneros Rd
Los Carneros Rd
s/o US 101

Major Arterial

4-lane

34,000

33,800

Major Arterial

4-lane

34,000

17,600

Major Arterial

4-land

34,000

26,300

Major Arterial

4-lane

34,000

20,900

Major Arterial

4-lane

34,000

13,700

Major Arterial

4-lane

34,000

24,200

Source: Cortona Apartments Project Traffic Study, Associated Traffic Engineers,
January 22, 2010.
Existing peak hour volumes for the study-area intersections were obtained from traffic
counts conducted in November of 2009. Table TC-2 lists the existing levels of service

81

Environmental Checklist Form and Initial Study
Cortona Apartments
July 15, 2010

for the study-area intersections. Levels of service were calculated for signalized
intersections using the “Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) methodology. Levels of
service (LOS) for the unsignalized intersections were calculated using the methodology
outlined in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM).
Table TC-2
Existing Intersection Bevels of Service
Intersection

Control

Storke Rd/101
NB ramp
Storke Rd/101
SB ramp
Hollister
Rd/Marketplace
Dr
Storke
Rd/Hollister Ave
Storke
Rd/Market
Place Dr
Hollister
Ave/Cortona
(a)
Dr
Los Carneros
Rd/101 NB
ramp
Los Carneros
Rd/101 SB
ramp
Los Carneros
Rd/Calle Koral
Los Carneros
Rd/Castilian Dr
Hollister
Ave/Los
Carneros R

Signal

0.71

C

0.69

B

Signal

0.78

C

0.73

C

Signal

0.43

A

0.54

B

Signal

0.61

B

0.74

C

Signal

0.35

A

0.53

A

Stop Sign

8.5 sec.

A

13.4 sec.

B

Signal

0.54

A

0.53

A

Signal

0.52

A

0.78

C

Signal

0.48

A

0.71

C

Signal

0.39

A

0.65

B

Signal

0.42

A

0.67

B

a)

AM Peak
ICU/Delay
LOS

PM Peak
ICU/Delay
LOS

Unsignalized intersection w/LOS based on average weighted control delay per vehicle in seconds

Source: Cortona Apartments Project Traffic Study, Associated Traffic Engineers,
January 22, 2010.
Thresholds of Significance
A significant project generated traffic impact would be expected to occur if the proposed
project resulted in any of the impacts noted in the above checklist. Additional thresholds
of significance are set forth in the City’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines
Manual and include the following:
1) The addition of project traffic to an intersection increases the volume to capacity
(V/C) ratio by the value provided below or sends at least 5, 10, or 15 trips to
intersections operating at LOS F, E or D.
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LEVEL OF SERVICE
(including the project)

INCREASE IN V/C
(greater than)

A
B
C

.20
.15
.10

OR THE ADDITION OF
D
E
F

15 trips
10 trips
5 trips

2) Project access to a major road or arterial road would require a driveway that would
create an unsafe situation or a new traffic signal or major revisions to an existing
traffic signal.
3) Project adds traffic to a roadway that has design features (e.g. narrow width, road
side ditches, sharp curves, poor sight distance, inadequate pavement structure) or
receives use which would be incompatible with a substantial increase in traffic (e.g.
rural roads with use by farm equipment, livestock, horseback riding, or residential
roads with heavy pedestrian or recreational use, etc.) that will become potential
safety problems with the addition of project or cumulative traffic.
4) Project traffic would utilize a substantial portion of an intersection(s) capacity where
the intersection is currently operating at acceptable levels of service (A-C) but with
cumulative traffic would degrade to or approach LOS D (V/C 0.81) or lower.
Substantial is defined as a minimum change of 0.03 for intersections which would
operate from 0.80 to 0.85 and a change of 0.02 for intersections which would operate
from 0.86 to 0.90, and 0.01 for intersections operating at anything lower.
Project Specific Impacts
Roadway Operations
a,c)
Trip generation estimates for the proposed project were calculated based on
the rates set forth in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip
Generation Manual, 8th edition for Apartments (Land Use Code 220) to
forecast project traffic. Table TC-3 presents the resulting trip generation
estimates for the project.
Table TC-3
Project Trip Generation
Land Use
Apartments

Size

Average Daily
Rate
Trips

AM Peak Hour
Rate
Trips

PM Peak Hour
Rate
Trips

171 units

6.65/unit

0.51/unit

0.62/unit

1,137

87

106

To assess how project generated traffic will affect specific roadways within the
project travelshed, such traffic must be distributed throughout the City’s network
of roads and streets based upon current and anticipated traffic patterns, the type
of land use involved, and future, planned transportation improvements. The
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project traffic engineer prepared a trip distribution scenario that was reviewed
and approved by the City’s Community Services Department and shown in
Figure TC-2 and Table TC-4 below.
Figure TC-2
Trip Distribution

Source: Cortona Apartments Project Traffic Study, Associated Traffic Engineers,
January 22, 2010.
Table TC-4
Trip Distribution
Origin/Destination
US Highway 101:
-Via Storke Rd
-Via Storke Rd
-Via Los Carneros Rd
Hollister Ave
Los Carneros Rd
Storke Rd
Calle Real
Total

Direction

Percentage

West
East
East
East
West
South
North
South
East

5%
25%
20%
10%
5%
10%
5%
15%
5%
100%

Source: Cortona Apartments Project Traffic Study, Associated Traffic Engineers,
January 22, 2010.
Using the trip generation estimates and trip distribution scenario noted above,
existing + project ADT volumes were calculated and shown in Table TC-5. Table
TC-5 also shows where project generated traffic volumes are anticipated to result
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in significant impacts on roadway volumes based on the City of Goleta’s capacity
thresholds.
Table TC-5
Existing + Project Roadway Traffic Volumes
Roadway
Segment
Storke Rd n/o
Hollister Ave
Storke Rd s/o
Hollister Ave
Hollister Ave
w/o Storke Rd
Hollister Ave
e/o Storke Rd
Hollister e/o
Los Carneros
Los Carneros
s/o US 101

+% Δ

Impact?

33,800

Existing +
Project ADT
34,198

1.2%

Yes

34,000

17,600

17,771

1.0%

No

34,000

26,300

26,357

0.2%

No

34,000

20,900

21,127

1.1%

No

34,000

13,700

13,814

0.8%

No

34,000

24,200

24,484

1.2%

No

Acceptable
Capacity
34,000

Existing ADT

Source: Cortona Apartments Project Traffic Study, Associated Traffic Engineers,
January 22, 2010.
Based on the application of the aforementioned trip generation rates and trip
distribution scenario, Table TC-5 indicates that project generated traffic would
result in a potentially significant impact on the roadway capacity of Storke Road
north of Hollister pursuant to the City’s adopted traffic impact thresholds. The
traffic study submitted by the applicant notes that planned transportation
improvements pursuant to the Transportation Element of the City’s General Plan
call for widening/land reconfiguration of Storke Road (Policy TE 5.12), and that
when completed, roadway capacity of this segment of Storke Road would
increase to 47,000 ADT, well above that needed to adequately accommodate
existing + project traffic volumes. However, because project generated traffic on
Storke Road between Hollister and the highway constitutes a project specific,
potentially significant impact, reliance on future capital improvements to address
impacts posed by the project itself is not considered adequate mitigation under
CEQA. Therefore, project impacts to roadway capacity on Storke Road between
Hollister Avenue and U.S. Highway 101 remain potentially significant.
Intersection Operations
a,c)
Traffic impacts tend to be most severe at critical street intersections during the
peak morning (AM) and afternoon (PM) travel hours. The City’s thresholds for
intersection impacts are based on the PM peak hour since this is typically the
time of day that City intersections experience their highest traffic volumes. To
assess potential intersection operational impacts posed by the project, the
applicant’s traffic consultant applied the AM and PM peak hour trip generations
rates from the ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, 8th edition and the trip distribution
scenario provided above to calculate intersection operations using both the ICU
methodology for signalized intersections and HCM methodology for unsignalized
intersections within the project’s travelshed. Table TC-6 summarizes estimated
PM peak hour traffic volumes for both existing and existing + project traffic
volumes using these methodologies.
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Table TC-6
Existing + Project PM Peak Hour Levels of Service
Intersection

101 NB
Ramps/Storke
Rd
101 SB
Ramps/Storke
Rd
Hollister
Ave/Marketplace
Dr
Hollister
Ave/Storke Rd
Marketplace
Dr/Storke Rd
Hollister
(a)
Ave/Cortona Dr
101 NB
Ramps/Los
Carneros Rd
101 SB
Ramps/Los
Carneros Rd
Los Carneros
Rd/Calle Koral
Los Carneros
Rd/Castilian Dr
Hollister Rd/Los
Carneros Rd
a)

Existing

Existing +
Project
ICU
LOS

Project Added
Trips

Impact?

ICU

LOS

0.69

B

0.70

B

24

No

0.73

C

0.73

C

37

No

0.54

A

0.54

A

5

No

0.74

C

0.75

C

58

No

0.53

A

0.53

A

16

No

13.4
sec.
0.53

B

B

75

No

A

13.8
sec.
0.54

A

19

No

0.78

C

0.78

C

27

No

0.71

C

0.71

C

27

No

0.65

B

0.65

B

27

No

0.67

B

0.68

B

21

No

Unsignalized intersection w/LOS based on average weighted control delay per vehicle in seconds

Source: Cortona Apartments Project Traffic Study, Associated Traffic Engineers,
January 22, 2010.
As can be seen from Table TC-6, project generated traffic during the PM peak
hour would represent an adverse, but less than significant, project specific impact
at all critical travelshed intersections within the City.
b,d)

The Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG) has
developed a set of traffic impact thresholds to assess the impacts of land use
decisions made by local jurisdictions on regional transportation facilities
located within the Congestion Management Program (CMP) roadway system.
The following guidelines were developed by SBCAG to determine the
significance of project-generated traffic impacts on the regional CMP system.
For any roadway or intersection operating at LOS A or B, a decrease of two
levels of service resulting from the addition of project-generated traffic
represents a significant CMP impact. For any roadway or intersection
operating at LOS C, project-added traffic that results in LOS D or worse
represents a significant CMP impact. For intersections within the CMP
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system with existing congestion (LOS D to F), Table TC-7 defines significant
CMP impacts.
Table TC-7
Level of Service
D
E
F

Project Added Peak Hour Trips
20
10
10

The following project travelshed intersections are located within the CMP
network:
 Storke Road/U.S. 101 NB Ramps
 Storke Road/U.S. 101 SB Ramps
 Storke Road/HoIlister Avenue
 Los Carneros Road/U.S. 101 NB Ramps
 Los Carneros Road/U.S. 101 SB Ramps
 Los Carneros Road/Hollister Avenue
As none of these intersections operate at LOS D or worse, and no intersection’s
LOS would degrade to LOS D or by two or more levels of service where existing
LOS is A or B, project specific impacts on the CMP would be considered less
than significant based on SBCAG’s CMP impact criteria.
e)

The project site does not lie within any clear or approach zone of the Santa
Barbara Municipal Airport (SBMA). There are no other public or private airports
on the South Coast. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on
airport operations and/or flight patterns.

f)

Access to the project site would be provided via one new driveway onto Cortona
Drive. The driveway would be designed to provide an inbound and outbound
lane that would be separated by a raised median island. The outbound driveway
approach would be stop controlled at the Cortona Drive intersection. The project
traffic study utilized the methodology outlined in the Freeway Capacity Manual for
two-way stop sign controlled intersection operations. Table TC-8 presents the
estimated peak hour LOS for the project driveway.
Table TC-8
Intersection

AM Peak Hour Delay/LOS

PM Peak Hour Delay/LOS

Project
Driveway/Cortona Dr
Inbound
7.3 sec./LOS A
8.1 sec./LOS A
Outbound
9.7 sec./LOS B
11.1 sec ./LOS B
Source: Cortona Apartments Project Traffic Study, Associated Traffic Engineers,
January 22, 2010.
As shown in Table TC-8, the location and design of the project’s driveway off
Cortona Drive would not result in delays of inbound or outbound vehicles that
could result in a significant traffic hazard. Cortona Drive in the vicinity of the
project site curves southwestward from its eastern approach at a centerline turn
radius of 300-feet and has a posted speed limit of 25 mph. The Caltrans
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Highway Design Manual establishes a safe stopping sight distance for 25 mph
roadways of 125-feet in both directions. Sight distance for vehicles entering the
roadway at the proposed driveway entrance is substantially greater than 125-feet
in both directions. The roadway is paved with double yellow divider and two,
twelve-foot wide travel lanes. Given this roadway configuration, there are no
potentially significant roadway hazards due to any design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) that could affect project residents or travelers
on Cortona Drive. There are no neighboring, incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment) that would create a traffic hazard in the area.
g)

The County Fire Department has reviewed the proposed project and indicated
that adequate emergency/fire vehicular access is available. As such, the
proposed project does not represent any impact on the provision of emergency
access to either the project, or surrounding development.

h)

In response to Transportation Element Policy TE 7.12, the applicant has
prepared plans for the development of a new MTD bus stop. The MTD had
previously requested such a stop at Coromar Drive and Hollister Avenue to serve
both project residents as well as others needing and/or desiring public
transportation services in the area in conjunction with a stop at Cortona and
Hollister that had been required of the Rincon Palms hotel project. However, as
the timing of development of the Rincon Palms project is unknown, it may be
appropriate to move the stop proposed by the applicant from Coromar/Hollister to
Cortona/Hollister. Such flexibility in bus stop siting would ensure that future
residents of the proposed project would have improved access to the MTD,
regardless of when a hotel is constructed at the northeast corner of
Storke/Hollister.
In addition, SBCAG staff have advised City staff that a future commuter rail stop
is envisioned in the area of the project site with pedestrian access from the
railroad stop to the surrounding business parks and residential development. As
designed, the proposed project does not include any area reserved for such use
in the future. However, given that such a facility is only speculative at this time,
is not incorporated into any adopted City or regional transportation agency
intermodal transportation plan, and no easements for such a facility have been
obtained from the applicant, the failure to reserve space for such a future use is
not considered a potentially significant, adverse impact on any adopted policies,
plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or
otherwise decrease the performance or safety or such facilities in a significant
manner.

Cumulative Impacts
The applicant’s traffic engineer prepared a forecast of cumulative traffic volumes using
the City’s traffic model which was updated in December, 2009. The cumulative
forecasts include traffic generated by approved and pending projects proposed within
the City of Goleta as well as development of the UCSB Long Range Development Plan
(LRDP) and the Santa Barbara Municipal Airport Specific Plan. The traffic model also
assumes key roadway improvements that are planned in the Goleta area. Such
improvements include; 1) construction of a new freeway overcrossing that would be
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located between the Hollister Avenue and Storke Road interchanges, 2) construction of
a western leg at the Los Carneros Road/Calle Koral intersection to provide access to the
Village at Los Carneros Residential Project located west of the intersection, and 3)
construction of a northern leg at the Hollister Avenue/Marketplace Drive intersection to
provide access to the proposed Westar Mixed-Use Project. Cumulative + Project ADT
volumes and their potential impact significance using the City’s adopted thresholds for
cumulative traffic impacts are shown in Table TC-9.
TC-9
Cumulative & Cumulative + Project Roadway Volumes
Roadway
Segment
Storke Rd n/o
Hollister Ave
Storke Rd s/o
Hollister Ave
Hollister Ave
w/o Storke Rd
Hollister Ave
e/o Storke Rd
Hollister Ave
e/o Los
Carneros Rd
Los Carneros
Rd s/o US
101

Acceptable
Capacity
(ADT)
34,000

Cumulative
ADT

Cumulative +
Project

%Δ

Impact?

40,100

40,498

1.0

No

34,000

27,000

27,171

0.6

No

34,000

32,700

32,757

0.2

No

34,000

30,000

30,227

0.8

No

34,000

15,900

16,014

0.7

No

34,000

32,700

32,984

0.9

No

Source: Cortona Apartments Project Traffic Study, Associated Traffic Engineers,
January 22, 2010.
As can be seen from Table TC-9, cumulative roadway conditions are anticipated to
exceed the acceptable capacity of the segment of Storke Road between the highway
and Hollister Avenue with buildout of the projects on the City’s cumulative project’s list,
expansion of the airport, and buildout of the University’s LRDP. However, because the
addition of project generated traffic to anticipated cumulative ADT does represent a
change in excess of 1.0%, project contributions to this exceedence of the acceptable
capacity on this segment of Storke Road would be considered less than significant
pursuant to the City’s thresholds. All other project contributions to cumulative roadway
traffic volumes would also be considered less than significant. Finally, pursuant to City
ordinance, the project developer would be required to pay traffic development impact
fees to help fund future roadway improvements in the City at the time of the issuance of
any LUP for construction of residential units.
The project traffic engineer calculated cumulative and cumulative + project levels of
service for the project travelshed for the AM and PM peak hour as shown in Tables TC10 and TC-11 as well as identifying the significance level of project contributions to such
cumulative impacts.
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Table TC-10
Cumulative & Cumulative + Project AM Peak Hour LOS
Intersection

Cumulative

Cumulative +
Project
ICU
LOS
0.75
C

ΔV/C

Impact?

ICU
LOS
US 101 NB
0.75
C
0.001
No
Ramps/Storke
Rd
US 101 SB
0.93
E
0.94
E
0.008
No
Ramps/Storke
Rd
Hollister
0.57
A
0.57
A
-0No
Ave/Marketplace
Dr
Hollister
0.73
C
0.74
C
0.003
No
Ave/Storke Rd
Marketplace
0.39
A
0.39
A
0.001
No
Dr/Storke Rd
Hollister
8.3 sec
A
9.4 sec
A
N/A
No
(a)
Ave/Cortona Dr
US 101 NB
0.65
B
0.65
B
0.002
No
Ramps/Los
Carneros Rd
US 101 SB
0.65
B
0.65
B
0.001
No
Ramps/Los
Carneros Rd
Los Carneros
0.63
B
0.63
B
0.001
No
Rd/Calle Koral
Los Carneros
0.50
A
0.51
A
0.012
No
Rd/Castilian Dr
Hollister Ave/Los
0.48
A
0.48
A
0.005
No
Carneros Rd
a) Unsignalized intersection. LOS based on average weighted control delay per vehicle in
seconds. LOS calculations assume SB approach from Cortona Dr onto Hollister Ave
restriped to provide for one left and one right hand turn lane as part of the Rincon Palms
Hotel project.

Source: Cortona Apartments Project Traffic Study, Associated Traffic Engineers,
January 22, 2010.
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Table TC-11
Cumulative & Cumulative + Project PM Peak Hour LOS
Intersection

Cumulative

Cumulative +
Project
ICU
LOS
0.75
C

ΔV/C

Impact?

ICU
LOS
US 101 NB
0.74
C
0.004
No
Ramps/Storke
Rd
US 101 SB
0.89
D
0.89
D
0.005
No
Ramps/Storke
Rd
Hollister
0.64
B
0.65
B
0.001
No
Ave/Marketplace
Dr
Hollister
0.91
E
0.92
E
0.008
No
Ave/Storke Rd
Marketplace
0.65
B
0.65
B
0.001
No
Dr/Storke Rd
36.8
E
41.1
E
N/A
Yes
Hollister
(a)
sec
sec
Ave/Cortona Dr
US 101 NB
0.65
B
0.65
B
0.005
No
Ramps/Los
Carneros Rd
US 101 SB
0.98
E
0.99
E
0.005
No
Ramps/Los
Carneros Rd
Los Carneros
0.88
D
0.89
D
0.004
No
Rd/Calle Koral
Los Carneros
0.77
C
0.78
C
0.006
No
Rd/Castilian Dr
Hollister Ave/Los
0.81
D
0.81
D
0.006
No
Carneros Rd
a) Unsignalized intersection. LOS based on average weighted control delay per vehicle in
seconds. LOS calculations assume south-bound approach from Cortona Dr onto Hollister
Ave restriped to provide for one left and one right hand turn lane as part of the Rincon Palms
Hotel project.

Source: Cortona Apartments Project Traffic Study, Associated Traffic Engineers,
January 22, 2010.
Based on this analysis, the following intersections with or without project added traffic in
the cumulative condition would operate below the City’s acceptable standard of C:1
 US 101 SB Ramps/Storke Rd
 Hollister Ave/Storke Rd
 Hollister Ave/Cortona Dr
 US 101 SB Ramps/Los Carneros Rd
 Los Carneros Rd/Calle Koral
 Hollister Ave/Los Carneros Rd

1

Pursuant to Policy TE 4.2 and Table 7-1, the acceptable LOS for the Storke Rd/Hollister Ave
intersection is D (V/C < 0.89).
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However, pursuant to the City’s adopted thresholds for the significance of a project’s
contribution to cumulative impacts, the increase in the V/C ratio resulting from project
generated traffic would not trigger any threshold for signalized intersections, even for
signalized intersections forecast to operate at LOS E or worse.
It should be noted that project contributions to the cumulative condition of the Hollister
Avenue/Cortona Drive unsignalized intersection would be considered potentially
significant. It should be noted that cumulative as well as cumulative + project LOS
estimations for Hollister/Cortona were based on the assumption that the Rincon Palms
project would restripe the south-bound approach to Hollister on Cortona. However,
because processing of the Rincon Palms project is currently on hold, and reliance on
mitigation from another, unapproved project is not considered adequate pursuant to
CEQA, the actual estimate of cumulative and cumulative + project LOS for this
intersection cannot make any assumption regarding mitigation that might be provided by
another project. Therefore, City staff estimate that the LOS of the Hollister/Cortona
intersection in the cumulative and cumulative + project could be substantially worse than
E. Under either scenario however, project contributions to cumulative traffic impacts at
Hollister/Cortona remain potentially significant.
Preliminary Mitigation Measures
Feasible mitigation measures, if any, to address project specific impacts to roadway
operations on Storke Road between Hollister Avenue and US 101 would be identified
and evaluated in the project EIR as would options for addressing potential project
generated overflow parking onto City streets. The EIR will also identify and evaluate
feasible mitigation measures to address the project’s significant contributions to
cumulative impacts on intersection operations at Hollister/Cortona.
Residual Impact
To be determined based on what, if any, mitigation is identified for potentially significant
project impacts to roadways and intersection operations within the City.

EIR Scope-of-Work
1.

2.

3.

4.

The EIR consultant shall peer review the applicant’s traffic study (ATE; January
22, 2010) and establish the project’s traffic related environmental baseline for the
project’s travelshed as defined and directed by City Planning and Community
Services staff.
The EIR consultant shall describe the criteria for determining the significance of
any public service/facility impacts resulting from the proposed project, including
the Initial Study checklist questions, direction provided in CEQA and applicable
CEQA case law, and applicable City, State, and Federal regulations and
standards relating to transportation and circulations systems.
The EIR consultant shall identify and discuss project-specific and cumulative
impacts, for both roadway operations and the AM and PM peak hour intersection
operations.
The EIR consultant shall conduct a CMP cumulative analysis and identify and
evaluate project related impacts as appropriate.
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6.

The EIR consultant shall provide a statement of residual impacts.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Would the project:

a. Exceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control
Board?
b. Require or result in the construction
of new water or wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant
environmental effects?
c. Require or result in the construction
of new storm water drainage facilities
or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?
d. Have sufficient water supplies
available to serve the project from
existing entitlements and resources,
or are new and expanded
entitlements needed?
e. Result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that
it has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?
f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate
the project’s solid waste disposal
needs?
g. Comply with federal, state, and local
statutes and regulations related to
solid waste?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Less Than
No
Significant Significant Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

See Prior
Document















Existing Setting
Wastewater Treatment
The Goleta West Sanitary District (GWSD) provides sewer service in the project area via
its system of sewer mains that ultimately connect to the Goleta Sanitary District’s (GSD)
main treatment plant a 1 William Moffett Place next to the Santa Barbara Municipal
Airport. Treatment of wastewater collected by GWSD is provided through a contract with
the GSD. The GSD treatment plant has a capacity of 9.7 million gallons per day (based
on average daily flow) but is currently limited to a permitted discharge of 7.64 million
gallons per day pursuant to a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
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permit issued by the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in concurrence with the
States’ Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (CCRWQCB). The GWSD
is allocated 40.78 percent of the capacity at the sewage treatment plant, which equates
to about 3.12 million gallons per day (mgpd). The GWSD currently generates
approximately 1.71 mgpd of sewage that is treated at the GSD plant, resulting in about
1.41 mgpd of remaining capacity in the GWSD’s existing system.
Water Supply
The Goleta Water District (GWD) is the water purveyor for the City of Goleta. The GWD
operates under the Wright Judgment which prohibits overdrafting of the Goleta
Groundwater Basin (GGWB) and mandated a return of the basin to a hydrologically
balanced condition in 1998. The District draws its water supply from Lake Cachuma
(9,322 acre feet/year or AFY), the State Water Project (4,500 AFY), the GGWB (2,350
AFY), and wastewater reclamation (3,000 AFY) for a total yearly supply of 19,172 AFY
for a normal rainfall year (Goleta Water District Water Supply Assessment, May 22,
2008). Average current demand for GWD water (2007) is 15,554 AFY (GWD Water
Assessment, May 22, 2008).
Landfill Capacity and Solid Waste
The Santa Barbara County Public Works Department owns and operates the Tajiguas
Landfill as well as the South Coast Recycling and Transfer Station. The management of
solid waste by the Department includes collection, recycling, disposal, and mitigation for
illegal dumping. Within the City, collection services are provided by Marborg Industries.
Waste generated in the City is handled at the South Coast Recycling and Transfer
Station where recyclable and organic materials are sorted out. The remaining solid
waste is transported to and disposed of at the Tajiguas Landfill. The 80-acre Tajiguas
Landfill, located 26 miles west of Santa Barbara, has a permitted capacity of 23.3 million
cubic yards and is permitted to operate through 2020. The South Coast recycling and
transfer Station processes 550 tons of waste per day.
Drainage Facilities
The subject property is undeveloped and is relatively flat to gently sloping. Drainage is
by sheetflow in a southerly to direction to the existing curb/gutter on Cortona Drive.
Existing drainage facilities in the area include a series of storm drains systems
associated with existing development, roadways, and flood control facilities.
Thresholds of Significance
A significant impact on utilities and service systems would be expected to occur if the
proposed project resulted in any of the impacts noted in the above checklist. In addition,
under the City’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, a project that would
generate 196 tons of solid waste/year, after receiving a 50% credit for source reduction,
recycling, and composting, would result in a project specific, significant impact on the
City’s solid waste stream. Any project generating 40 tons/year, after receiving a 50%
credit for source reduction, recycling, and composting would be considered to make an
adverse contribution to cumulative impacts to the City’s solid waste stream.
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Project Specific Impacts
a,b,e) Applying the GWSD’s wastewater generation rate of 184 gallons/day (gpd) per
equivalent residential unit (ERU), total project generated wastewater effluent
would be 31,464 gallons per day (gpd). This represents approximately 2.23% of
the 1.41 mgpd remaining allocated capacity of the GWSD. Therefore, the
quantity of wastewater estimated to be generated by the proposed project would
not exceed GWSD’s sewage collection system and treatment capacity.
However, the applicant has yet to provide a Sewer Service Connection Permit
from the GWSD to ensure that the District’s excess capacity can be utilized to
serve this project. Until such a commitment is given by the GWSD, a final
determination as to the availability of sewer service by the GWSD to serve the
proposed project cannot be made. Therefore, the proposed project would result
in a potentially significant impact on the availability and adequacy of sewage
disposal service for the proposed project.
c)

All stormwater runoff from the project site would flow into the curb/gutter on
Cortona and subsequently to one of two catch basins within the roadway east of
the property where it would enter the City’s stormdrain system that discharges
into Tecolotito Creek at the eastern terminus of Cortona Drive. To ensure that
post-development discharges offsite do not exceed the pre-development
condition, the applicant is proposing to install a drainage collection and
conveyance system that includes the following onsite improvements:
 Roof runoff discharged via gutters and downspouts to landscaped areas for
filtration and percolation;
 Runoff from landscaped areas to be directed to catch-basins and onsite
stormdrain system;
 Water collected by the catch-basins and conveyed by stormdrains to an
underground detention and infiltration system with a 30,000 cu. ft. capacity;
and,
 Stormwater from the detention/infiltration system would be discharged below
pre-development rates to the curb/gutter on Cortona Drive.
Per the submitted drainage analysis for the project, pre-construction peak flows
for the 2-year event would be 2.94 cfs, for the 5-year event 7.60 cfs, for the 10year event 11.12 cfs, for the 25-year event 15.77 cfs, and for the 100-year event
22.84 cfs (Flowers & Associates, November 4, 2009). Post-development peak
flows subject to the proposed drainage control infrastructure (e.g. onsite surface
infiltration areas, catch basins, stormdrains, underground storage/percolation
improvements, etc) are estimated at 2.91 cfs for the 2-year event, 5.41 cfs for the
5-year event, 10.65 cfs for the 10-year event, 15.76 for the 25-year event, and
17.07 cfs for the 100-year event.
None of the proposed stormwater control system would be constructed in any
sensitive resource area onsite nor would project discharges into Tecolotito Creek
necessitate additional drainage/erosion control improvements within the creek
channel since the post-development discharge rate for the two year up to the 100
year events would remain below the pre-development condition. Therefore,
construction of needed drainage control system elements would not result in any
significant impact on sensitive environmental resources, either on or off site.
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d)

The City’s adopted Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual includes
water duty demand rates for a variety of land uses. For residential development
at approximately 20 units/acre (the proposed project is at 19.3 units/gross acre),
the per unit duty demand factor is 0.23 acre feet/year (AFY). In addition to
domestic consumption, project landscaping is estimated to consume
approximately 0.04 AFY/1,000 SF. Applying these demand factors to the
proposed project, domestic water for project would be 39.33 AFY and demand
for landscaping water would be 6.53 AFY for a total estimated water demand of
45.86 AFY. Given the GWD’s existing supply of 3,618 AFY above its current
demand (15,554 AFY), project water demand represents 1.3% of this supply
above current demand levels. Therefore, it appears that the GWD has sufficient
water to supply the proposed project without necessitating acquisition of
additional water entitlements and/or construction of new water supply facilities.
However, the applicant has yet to provide a Can and Will Serve letter from the
GWD. Until such a commitment is given by the GWD, a final determination as to
the availability of an adequate water supply to serve the proposed project cannot
be made. Therefore, the availability and adequacy of the GWD’s water supply to
serve the proposed project is considered a potentially significant water supply
impact.

f)

The City’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual provides solid
waste generation factors for a variety of land uses. Using the rate for multi-family
residential development (2.65 people/unit x 171 units x 0.95 tons/year = 430.5
tons/year), the proposed project would generate approximately 430.5 tons per
year. The quantity of solid waste to be disposed of at landfills (non-recycled
waste) is typically estimated at 50 percent of the total volume of solid waste
generated. The non-recycled waste from the proposed project is therefore
estimated at 215.25 tons per year. This amount is well in excess of the City’s
project specific threshold of 196 tons per year. Therefore, the proposed project’s
specific impact on solid waste disposal capacity at the Tajiguas Landfill would be
considered potentially significant.

g)

The proposed project would not result in the generation of any solid waste that
did not comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to
solid waste. Associated impacts would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts
As the proposed project would not necessitate the need for new drainage control
facilities that could impact sensitive environmental resources, project contributions to
such cumulative impacts would be considered less than significant. Since project
generated effluent and water demand is considered potentially significant, project
contributions to cumulative water and service demand would also be considered
potentially significant. Finally, given that the project would resulting in a potentially
significant, project specific solid waste impact, its contribution to cumulative solid waste
impacts would also be considered potentially significant.
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Preliminary Mitigation Measures
1.

The applicant shall obtain and submit to the City a Can and Will Serve letter for
the project from the Goleta Water District (GWD). Plan Requirements and
Timing: The required GWD Can and Will Serve letter shall be submitted to City
staff prior to issuance of any LUP for the proposed project.
Monitoring: City staff shall verify compliance prior to issuance of any LUP for
the project.

2.

The applicant shall obtain and submit to the City a current Connection Permit
from the Goleta West Sanitary District (GWSD). Plan Requirements and
Timing: The required GSD Connection Permit shall be submitted to City staff
prior to issuance of any LUP for the proposed project.
Monitoring: City staff shall verify compliance prior to issuance of any LUP for
the project.

3.

Outdoor water use shall be minimized. Plan Requirements:
measures shall be implemented in the final landscape plan:

The following

a)
b)
c)
d)

The final landscaping shall use native and/or drought tolerant species;
Drip irrigation or other water-conserving irrigation shall be installed;
Plant material shall be grouped by water needs;
Turf shall constitute less than 20% of the total landscaped area proposed
under the final landscape plan;
e) No turf shall be allowed on slopes of over 4%;
f) Extensive mulching (2” minimum) shall be used in all landscaped areas to
improve the water holding capacity of the soil by reducing evaporation and
soil compaction; and
g) Soil moisture sensing devices shall be installed to prevent unnecessary
irrigation.
Timing: The final landscape plan shall include these requirements and shall be
reviewed and approved by City staff and DRB. The applicant shall implement all
elements of the final landscape plan prior to final inspection.
Monitoring: Prior to final inspection, City staff shall verify installation according to
plan.
4.

Indoor water use shall be minimized. Plan Requirements: The following
measures shall be implemented in project building plans:
a) All hot water lines shall be insulated;
b) Re-circulating, point-of-use, or on-demand water heaters shall be installed;
c) Self regenerating water softening shall be prohibited in all structures; and
d) Lavatories and drinking fountains in public areas shall be equipped with selfclosing valves, as determined necessary by Planning and Environmental
Services.
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Timing: Project building plans shall include these requirements. Indoor water
conserving measures shall be implemented prior to occupancy clearance.
Monitoring: Prior to final inspection, City staff shall inspect to verify installation
according to the approved building plans.
5.

Recycled/non-potable water, if available, shall be used for all dust suppression
activities during grading and construction. Plan Requirements and Timing:
This measure shall be included as a note on all plans submitted for any LUP,
grading, and/or building permit. Evidence of availability, or lack thereof, of
recycled/non-potable water for dust suppression shall be provided to the City
prior to issuance of any LUP and/or grading permit for the project.
Monitoring: City staff shall site inspect to ensure that reclaimed/non-potable
water is being used for dust suppression unless the applicant demonstrates to
the satisfaction of City staff that such water is not available for dust suppression
purposes.

6.

Demolition and/or excess construction materials shall be separated onsite for
reuse/recycling or proper disposal (e.g., concrete and asphalt). During grading
and construction, separate bins for recycling of construction materials and brush
shall be provided onsite. Plan Requirements and Timing: This requirement
shall be printed on all plans submitted for any LUP, grading permit, and/or
building permit.
Materials shall be recycled as necessary throughout
construction. All materials shall be recycled prior to occupancy clearance.
Monitoring: City staff shall verify compliance through all phases of permitting
and construction.

7.

A Waste Reduction and Recycling Plan (WRRP) shall be submitted to the
Community Services Department for review and approval. The plan shall include
the following measures, but is not limited to those measures. Said plan shall
indicate how a 50% diversion goal shall be met during construction. Demolition
and/or excess construction materials shall be separated onsite for
reuse/recycling or proper disposal (e.g., concrete asphalt). During grading and
construction, separate bins for recycling of construction materials and brush shall
be provided onsite. The applicant/property owner shall contract with a City
approved hauler to facilitate the recycling of
all construction
recoverable/recyclable material (a copy of contract to be provided to the City).
Recoverable construction material shall include but not be limited to asphalt,
lumber, concrete, glass, metals, and drywall. At the end of the project, the
applicant/developer shall submit a Post-Construction Waste Reduction &
Recycling Summary Report documenting the types and amounts of materials that
were generated during the project and how much was reused, recycled,
composted, salvaged, or landfilled. Plan Requirements and Timing: This
requirement shall be printed on all LUP, grading and construction plans.
Materials shall be recycled as necessary throughout construction. All materials
shall be recycled prior to final inspection.
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Monitoring: City staff shall site inspect during construction and prior to permit
compliance sign-off to ensure waste reduction and recycling components are
established and implemented.
8.

The applicant shall develop and implement a Solid Waste Management Program.
The program shall identify the amount of waste generation estimated during
processing of the project. Plan Requirements: The program shall include, but
is not limited to, the following measures:
a) Provision of a recyclable materials storage area of at least 50 SF within the
project site that is approved by Marborg.
b) Implementation of a green waste source reduction program focusing on
recycling of all green waste generated onsite.
c) Development of a Source Reduction Plan (SRP), describing the
recommended program(s) and the estimated reduction of the solid waste
disposed by the project.
d) Implementation of a program to purchase materials that have recycled
content for project construction and/or operation (i.e., plastic lumber, office
supplies, etc.). The program could include requesting suppliers to show
recycled materials content. To ensure compliance, the applicant shall
develop an integrated solid waste management program, including
recommended source reduction, recycling, composting programs, and/or a
combination of such programs.
Timing: The applicant shall submit a Solid Waste Management Program to the
City for review and approval prior to approval of any LUP for the project. All
program components shall be implemented prior to occupancy clearance and
shall be maintained in perpetuity.
Monitoring: Prior to final inspection, City staff shall ensure compliance with the
Solid Waste Management Plan.

Residual Impact
To be determined.
EIR Scope-of-Work
1.

2.

The EIR consultant shall peer review the applicant’s drainage report and
establish the hydrological environmental baseline for the proposed project. The
EIR consultant shall also establish the project’s environmental baseline for water
supply, sewer service, and solid waste disposal.
The EIR consultant shall describe the criteria for determining the significance of
any public service/facility impacts resulting from the proposed project, including
the Initial Study checklist questions, direction provided in CEQA and applicable
CEQA case law, and applicable City, State, and Federal regulations and
standards relating to the provision of adequate utilities and services.
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3.

4.

5.

The EIR consultant shall identify and evaluate project specific impacts, as well as
project contribution to cumulative impacts, on utility systems including water,
sewer, and solid waste disposal, as well as drainage control facilities.
The EIR consultant shall review and evaluate the feasibility and effectiveness of
the mitigation measures identified in the initial study for impacts to water, sewer
service, solid waste disposal, and drainage control facilities, as well as identify
and discuss other feasible mitigations measures to reduce potentially significant
impacts to less than significant levels as appropriate.
The EIR consultant shall provide statement of residual impacts.

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
Potentially
Significant
Impact

a. Does the project have the potential
to substantially degrade the quality of
the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below selfsustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal
community, substantially reduce the
number or restrict the range of a
endangered, rare, or threatened
species, or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?
b. Does the project have the potential
to achieve short-term environmental
goals to the disadvantage of longterm environmental goals?
c. Does the project have impacts that
are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means
that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects
of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects.)
d. Does the project have environmental
effects which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?

Less Than
Less Than
No
Significant Significant Impact
With
Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
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15.

PREPARERS OF THE PROPOSED FINAL MITIGATED
DECLARATION, CONTACTS, AND REFERENCES

NEGATIVE

This document was prepared by City of Goleta Planning and Environmental
Services Department staff.
Contributors and Contacts: The following individuals participated in the
analysis of the proposed project or otherwise furnished information vital to
preparation of this document.
City of Goleta
Steve Chase, Director, Planning and Environmental Services
Steve Wagner, Director of Public Works
Patricia Miller, Planning Manager
Jim Biega, Contract Traffic Engineer
Marti Schultz, Principal City Engineer
Public Agencies
Carrie Bennett, Goleta Water District
Captain Glenn Fidler, Santa Barbara County Fire Department
Eric Gage, Santa Barbara Air Pollution Control District
Molly Pearson, Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District
Nick Bruckbaurer, Santa Barbara County Flood Control District
Chris Shaeffer, Caltrans District 5
References: The following documents were consulted during preparation of this
document and form the basis of the relevant findings and conclusions:
Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Resolution No. 2010-06, June 2010.
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) Technical Advisory;
CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change Through the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review dated June 19, 2008, available at the OPR
website, www.opr.ca.gov.
CAPCOA; CEQA & Climate Change, January 2008
California Air Resources Board (CARB); Recommended Approaches for Setting Interim
Significance Thresholds for Greenhouse Gases under the California Environmental Quality
Act, Preliminary Draft Staff Proposal, October 24, 2008
City of Goleta, Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, 2003
City of Goleta, General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan, 2006
City of Goleta General Plan Background Report No. 25, June 20, 2004
City of Goleta General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan EIR, September, 2006
City of Goleta Stormwater Management Plan, February, 2010
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Department of Justice, Office of the California Attorney General; Global Warming Measure,
December 9, 2008
Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger; California Executive Order S-3-05, 2005
Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger, Assembly Bill 32, The California Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006, Assembly Bill 32, Health and Safety Code Section 38500 et. seq.
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research; CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing
Climate Change through California Environmental Quality Act Review, June 2008
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research; OPR Proposed CEQA Guidelines
Amendments, April 2009
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research; Senate Bill 97, 2007
ICF Jones and Stokes; Goleta General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report, July 2009
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change: http://www.ipcc.ch/
Montreal Protocol: http://www.unep.org/ozone/pdfs/montreal-protocol2000.pdf
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District; CEQA Guide, June 2009
Santa Barbara County, Air Pollution Control District, Clean Air Plan, 2008:
http://www.sbcapcd.org/cap.htm
State of California, Air Resources Board, Preliminary Draft Staff Proposal
Recommended Approaches for Setting Interim Significance Thresholds for Greenhouse
Gases
under
the
California
Environmental
Quality
Act,
2008:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/localgov/ceqa/meetings/102708/prelimdraftproposal102408.pdf
State of California, California Energy Commission: http://www.energy.ca.gov/
Goleta Water District, Water Supply Assessment, May 22, 2008
US Soil Conservation Service, Soil Survey of Santa Barbara County, South Coastal Part
Federal Emergency Management Agency, Flood Insurance Rate Map Santa Barbara
County, California (Panel 1362 of 1835; Map Number 06083C1352F), September 30,
2005.
CSA Architects Architectural, Site, and Landscaping Plans, February 3, 2010
Flowers & Associates, Preliminary Grading & Drainage Plan, October 30, 2009
Flowers & Associates, Preliminary Drainage Analysis, Cortona Apartments November 4,
2009
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ATE, Cortona Apartments Project Traffic & Circulation Study, January 22, 2010
Hoover & Associates, Preliminary Soil Engineering & Geological Hazards Evaluation,
8.82 Bermant Parcel, January 23, 1998
Fuscoe Engineering, Inc., Preliminary Hydrology Study for the Joslyn Properties, April 4,
2000
Rachel Tierney Consulting, Biological Assessment, 6830 Cortona Drive, August 14,
2009
Wilcoxon Archaeological Consultants, Results of a Limited Archaeological Subsurface
Testing Program in Conjunction with Future Commercial Development, February 7, 1998
Duke McPherson, Tree Protection Plan, 6830 Cortona Drive, April 23, 2009
16.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. City of Goleta Agricultural Suitability and Productivity, Initial Study Screening
Assessment
2. Project Plans (11” x 17” reductions)
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ATTACHMENT 1
City of Goleta Agricultural Suitability and Productivity
Initial Study Screening Assessment
1. Parcel Size 5-10 acres (4-6 points)

Assigned

5

2. Soil Classification Class I (14-15 points)

Assigned

14

3. Water Availability Land does not have developed
water but adequate supply
potentially available (3-7 points)

Assigned

5

4. Agricultural Suitability Highly Suitable for irrigated
grain, truck, or orchard
crops (8-10 points)

Assigned

8

5. Existing/Historic Use Vacant land; fallow or never
planted (1-3 points)

Assigned

3

6. General Plan Designation Residential, 5 acres or
less (0 points)

Assigned

0

7. Adjacent Land Uses Immediately surrounded w/urban
uses & no buffers (0-2)

Assigned

1

8. Agricultural Preserve Cannot qualify (0 points)

Assigned

0

9. Combined Farming Operations No combined
operations (0 points)

Assigned

0

Total Points Assigned

36

ATTACHMENT 2
Project Plans (11” x 17” reductions)

