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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM and
INITIAL STUDY

1. PROJECT TITLE: Cortona Apartments; Case 09-140-DP/10-099-OA

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

3. CONTACT PERSON AND PHONE NUMBER: Alan Hanson, Senior 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
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6.. 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 672-
square 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 (O-setback)
property line and within five (5) feet of the side property line.

7. APPROVAL REQUIRED BY OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES: None

8. SITE INFORMATION:

ite Inform

Existing General

Plan Land Use Mgdium Density (R-MD), maximum 20 units/acre; minimum 15
. ) units/acre

Desighation
Zoning Ordinance, Article lll, Chapter 35 of the Municipal Code (Inland Zoning
Zone District Ordinance) zoned Design Residential, 20 units/acre (DR-20)
Site Size 8.86 acres gross
Present Use and
Development Undeveloped

North: " Union Pacific RR ‘
Surrounding South: Cortona Drive/Business park zone M-RP
Uses/Zoning , East: Business park zoned M-RP

West: Business park, zoned M-RP

Existing: Cortona Drive
Access Proposed: Cortona Drive
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ite Information e
Water Supply: Goleta Water Dlstrlct (GWD)
Sewage: Goleta West Sanitary District (GWSD)
Power: Southern California Edison
Natural Gas: Southern California Gas Co
Utilities and Public Cable: Cox Cable
Services Telephone: Verizon
Fire: Santa Barbara County Fire Department; Station
11/Station 14
School Districts: Santa Barbara High School District/Goleta Union
School District

9. 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 1(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 case-
by-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, non-
native 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.

10. 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

EEEEN(EEEEEEEEE(NW

11. DETERMINATION
On the basis of this environmental checklist/initial study:

El | 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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| 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.

| 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.

| 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.

Niir S Ywildbpe 15 Sty 2010

Patricia S. Miller, Manager, Current Planning Division Date

12,

(a)

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

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)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

(9

(h)

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.

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.

“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).

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.

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.

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

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.

13. ISSUE AREAS:

AESTHETICS
Would the project: ; Potentially Less Than Less Than | No See Prior
Significant Significant With Significant |lmpact | Document
Impact Mitigation . Impact
Incorporated
a. Have a substantial adverse m

effect on a scenic vista?

b. Substantially damage scenic
resources, including but not
limited to, trees, rock . m
outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic
highway? :

c. Substantially degrade the .
existing visual character or u
quality of the site and its
surroundings?

d. Create a new source of
substantial light or glare which m
would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?

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.




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

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 360° 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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d)

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. '

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 begranted 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. _

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.

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 rewew 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. -

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

10



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

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) Type of irrigation proposed;

b) All existing and proposed trees, shrubs, and groundcovers by species;
c) Size of all plantings; and

d) 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
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10.

the landscape installation and maintenance agreement, including at least a 3-
year 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.

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.

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.

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.

12
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EIR Scope-of-Work

1.

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 bu1ld|ngs 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.

13
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AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES

Potentially
Significant
Impact

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:

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

See Prior
Document

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 non-
agricultural 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 4528), 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? ’

Existing Setting

The project site is undeveloped and contains almost entirely Class | soils.
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

14
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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 | 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 Wiliamson 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.

15



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

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 Potentially Less Than Less Than No See Prior
criteria established by the Significant Significant Significant | Impact Document
applicable air quality management Impact _With Impact
or air pollution control district may | M't'gat""’t" g
be relied upon to make the neorporate
following determinations. Would
the project:
a. Conilict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable ||
air quality plan?
b. Violate any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an u
existing or projected air quality
violation?
¢. Resuitin a cumulatively
considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the u
project region is in non-attainment | (short-term -
under an applicable federal or cumulative ég’:rg'ttii:,";,
state ambient air quality standard construction impacts)
(including releasing emissions mpacts)
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?

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.
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
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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 (O;), carbon monoxide (CO),
nitrogen oxide (NO,), particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM,,), and
particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM,s). Although there are no
ambient standards for volatile organic compounds/reactive organic gases (VOCs/ROCs)
or nitrogen oxides (NOy), they are important as precursors to Os.

Ozone air pollution is formed when nitrogen oxides (NO,) 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 PMyg include grading, demolition, agricultural tilling, road dust,
mineral quarries, and vehicle exhaust.

The County currently violates the State 8-hour ozone and PM;, 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:

e |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

e 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 (PM,o), 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) .

d)

As the APCD no longer has quantitative standards for construction emissions of
ozone precursors such as ROCs or NO,, 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 PM,, dust for a project of this size is estimated to
be 44.49 Ibs/day. However, as the City has no threshold for construction
generated PM,,, such an air quality impact is considered adverse but less than
significant.

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

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)

d)

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 NO, are estimated at 19.57 and 13.49 Ibs/day
respectively. As the estimated emission levels (operational + vehicular) of ROCs
and NOy do not exceed the City’s threshold of 25 Ibs/day, resulting, long-term air
emissions generated by ‘the proposed project are considered less than
significant. :

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 (PM;o & PM,s). 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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e)

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.

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

c)

‘Short-term Construction Contributions to Cumulative Impacts:

As noted above, the County violates the State standard for airborne particulate
matter (PMo). As project grading would generate almost 45 lbs/day of PM;,
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. :

¢) 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
¢) 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: City staff shall perform periodic site inspections to verify
compliance.

3. 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 equnpment 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 em|SS|on 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 pre-
combustion 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.

21



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

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. :

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 prlor
to their occupancy of any unit within the project.

b) Notice of MTD bus routes and schedules shall be posted and maintained up-
to-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 appllcant
for review and approval by City staff prior to any LUP approval.

Monitoring: City staff shall verify compliance prior to any LUP approval as weII
as prior to any final inspection.

Residual Impact

To be determined.

EIR Scope-of-Work

1.

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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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: Potentially Less Than Less Than | No See Prior
Significant | Significant With |Significant [impact | Document
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

a. Have a substantial adverse effect,
either directly or through habitat
maodifications, 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?

¢. Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act (including, but not limited to, n
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 n
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 n
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?

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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b,e)

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.

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 % 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
frees 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.

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.

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 non-
native, 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 1%. Construction beginning prior to February 1% 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.

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. = Basedon 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.

8. 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)/

9. The EIR consultant shall prepare a statement of residual impacts based on
implementation of all mitigation identified in the EIR.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Less Than

Would the project: Potentially Less Than No See Prior
‘ Significant Significant [Significant {Impact | Document
Impact With Impact
Mitigation

Incorporated

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?

¢. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or v ||
unique geologic feature?

d. Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal |
cemeteries?

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 073-140-
016 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, SBa-
54 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 | 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 S|gn|f|cance of
such a resource would be materially impaired.

Project Specific Impacts

a) As the project site is undeveloped, there are no State or locally Iisted or eligible
historic structures or resources onsite. Therefore, project lmp|ementat|on 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, arc-
shaped 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 re-
deposited 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 unauthorlzed
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. 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. :

2. The EIR consultant shall to determine if additional survey work in the area is
necessary to accurately establish the environmental baseline for the project.
3. 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.

4. 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.

5. 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.

6. 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.

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

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

See Prior
Document

Expose people or structures to
potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving:

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.

Strong seismic ground shaking?

Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?

Landslides?

Result in substantial soil erosion
or the loss of topsoil?

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,
liguefaction, or collapse?

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?
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Would the project: Potentially Less Than Less Than No See Prior
Significant Significant Significant | Impact Document
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

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

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)

b)

d)

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 % 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,
liguefaction is considered unlikely at the project site during a severe ground-
shaking 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 un-
engineered fill would be addressed through foundation design. As such, geologic
hazards posed by seismicity or unstable soils are considered less than
significant.

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.

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.

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.

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
The EIR consultant shall be installed in association with project grading. The
BMPs shall be placed at the base of all cutffill 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.

¢) 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 15" to November 1%) 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 compietion.
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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.

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.

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: Potentially Less Than |Less Than | No See Prior
Significant Significant |Significant impact | Document
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

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?

‘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

: 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
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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 (CO,), methane (CH,), nitrous oxide (N,O), 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. CO,
is released into the atmosphere when solid waste, fossil fuels (oil, natural gas, and coal),
and wood and .wood products are burned. N,O is emitted during agricultural and
industrial activities, as well as during combustion of solid waste and fossil fuels. CO,
and N3O 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;

o 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;

e Potential increase in the severity of winter storms, affecting peak stream flows and
flooding;

e 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.
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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 CO, and is
responsible for approximately 2% of the world’s CO, 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 CO, equivalent
(COge) (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
Callifornia 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.

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
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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 (CO.e), or approximately 30% from the
State’s projected 2020 emission level of 596 MMT of CO.e 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 strategles 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.

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 CO, 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.
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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 mcreasmgly 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
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 CO.el/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 CO,efyear that is still being developed (CARB, Draft Staff Proposal, 2008).
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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 CO, 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 CO, emissions are modeled and
reported from various project types (CAPCOA, 2008). »

The URBEMIS model does not contain emission factors for GHGs other than CO,,
except for methane from mobile sources, which is converted to CO.e. This may not be a
major problem since CO, is the most important GHG from land development projects
- (CAPCOA, 2008). It also constitutes approximately 84% of all GHG emissions in
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 modellng
software, which is the most current version available.
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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 CO,
emission levels (unmitigated) would be 7,113.83 Ibs/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 CO,
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 short-
term 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 comparitive analysis.

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;
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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) Instaliation of low NO, 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;

I) 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
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.
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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.

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).

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.
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HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

See Prior
Document

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?

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?
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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 | 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
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
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