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1.0 INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to be prepared for projects
such as Southpoint Estates which could have potentially signif-
icant impacts on the environment. Environmental Impact Reports
are devised to identify individually or cumulatively significant
environmental effects brought on by the project. The document
further suggests measures to mitigate the environmental impacts
jdentified during preparation. The EIR process also encourages

community input into the project development.

The Lead Agency for a project is "the public agency which has the
priciple responsibility for carrying out or approving a project"
(Calif. Admin. Code, Section 15030). The environmental documents
are either prepared by the Lead Agency directly or contracted out.
The Santa Barbara County Resource Management Department, acting as
Lead Agency, prepared an Initial Study to determine the potentially
significant impacts associated with the Southpoint Estates project.
It is included in this document as Appendix A. The Initial Study
along with the consultant's "Statement of Work", define the scope

of this report.

In preparing the EIR for the proposed Southpoint Estates project,

the report preparers have made maximum use of pertinent policies,
guidelines, and existing reports and documentation. Primary planning
documents referred to in this report (but not incorporated by
reference) include:

e Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan and Comprehensive
Plan EIR (80-EIR-3)




@ Environmental Impact Report for the Orcutt 13 Project
(79-EIR-1)

® Environmental Impact Réport for the Meadowview Estates
Project (82-EIR-7)

e Environmental Impact Report for the Foxenwood South
Project (79-EIR-19)

o Noise Element for the City of Santa Maria

Copies of these documents can be found on file at the County Resource
Management Department.

BACKGROUND

The Southpoint Estates project was previously assessed in 1979 as
part of the Orcutt 13 EIR. This report assessed the entire devel-
opment of 163 single family residential units. This project was
ultimately approved by the Board of Supervisors.

Of these units, 38 have been constructed and an additional 37 are
now under construction. The proposed project involves 86 dwelling
units (plus two additional units already existing on the site) and
would complete development of the tract.

Due to expiration of the original tentative tract map, this final
phase of the Southpoint Estates project required a new planning
application. Although the proposed project is virtually the same

as the origina]ly proposed project, much of the information contained
in the Orcutt 13 EIR required updating. Additionally, specific
environmental topics not previously identified as significant in the
former document could now be considered significantly adverse.



2.0  SUMMARY/IMPACT MATRIX

The Impact Matrix (Table 1) summarizes the impacts of the proposed
project as determined by this EIR. The only significant unavoid-
able impact for which the decision makers must issue a statement
of overriding considerations was found in the area of cumulative
water demand. The water made available through the urban runoff
recharge program has-been totally committed and further water
demands would increase the overdraft in a highly impacted ground

water basin.

Significant impacts which can be feasibly mitigated for which the
decision maker must issue findings, were found in the areas of:

o Noise - a portion of the site is subject to high levels
‘of traffic generated noise.

e Cumulative Traffic - all proposed projects in the area
will increase existing traffic congestion

Adverse impacts found not to be significant were found in the areas
of: project generated traffic, project specific water use, energy,

and cumulative Toss of open space.
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

PROJECT APPLICANT

S.P.E. Corporation
647 Camino de los Mares #200
San Clemente, CA 92672

PROJECT LOCATION AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION

The Southpoint Estates site is located east of downtown Orcutt.
" The proposed project is the-final phase of a three phase housing
development, and is bounded to the north by'the two previous
phases of Southpoint Estates (Phase 2 is currently under construction).
Further north are older single family homes. Bordering the project
site on the south is Clark Avenue with low density residential uses
and commercial development. Broadway Street constitutes the
western boundary with a sizeable mobile home park and vacant land.
Highway 135 (Orcutt Road) and its adjacent frontage road are east

- of the proposed project.

The Southpoint Estates site is 55.7 acres. Included in the project
is a non-adjoining 4 to 5 acre parcel to the northeast, surrounded
by Phase 1 of the development. The assessor's parcel numbers for the

subject property are:
e 105-180-39
e 105-020-12
e 105-020-25
e 105-020-050

Please refer to Figures 1 and 2 for Regional and Local Settings.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The objectives of the proposed project are to provide 86 single family
‘dwelling units. The realization of this project would accomplish the
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applicant's goals of completing development of the tract.

‘PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

The applicant prbposed subdivision of 55.7 acres into 94 lots.
Lots 1-86 are in the northern}24.acres of the site and would be
developed for single family residential use. The remaining

Tots 87, 88, 89, 92, and 93 would be reserved for Open Space.
Together these lots constitute the remaining 31.5 acres of the
site and are located in the lower flood plain area on the southern
portion of the site which is bisected by Orcutt Creek. Lots

90, 91, and 94 are intended for the private road system within the
project {see Figure 3 and Table 2).

As part of the construction phase of this project grading would
occur over much of the site to prepare for future building pads
and roadways. The project engineer estimates the need for approx-
jmately 40,000 cubic yards of grading, and expects to follow
‘existing topography as much as is feasible.

Of the proposed units; 65 would be 3-bedroom, the remaining 21,units
would be 4-bedroom. The homes would be constructed on 8,000 square
foot lots and would range in size from 1,400 square feet to 1,700
square feet. Phase II of the Southpoint Estates project consisted
of 3-bedroom and 2 bath homes selling for $95,000 to $106,000. The
applicant states that the low end of this current phase»is expected
to sell for under $100,000 (Dennis Bethel & Assoc.; 11/1982). However,
given that Phase III includes 4-bedroom units, the report preparers
feel that a reasonable estimate for this phase would be $105,000 to
$115,000. This range would allow most units to be priced within
the middle income range. Currently, the County of Santa Barbara
~classifies middle income housing as having maximum sales prices of

12



L

$107,550 for a 3-bedroom unit, and $114,250 for a 4-bedroom unit

(see also Appendix C). While middle income housing is considered
to be below market rate housing, technically it is not considered
“affordab]evhousing." However, middle income housing does comply
with the intent of Housing Element Policy #25 (see also 6.1-Growth

Inducement). The residences are designed to be similar to existing

homes in the earlier phases of Southpoint Estates. Construction of
the residential development is expected to take about 8-12 months.

13
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TABLE 2
CONCEPTUAL LAND USE BREAKDOWN

Percentage
Use Square Footage = of Property
Residential Lots 753,433 31
Recreational Area 140,000 ' 6
Open Space 1,370,370 . 56
Roads and Walkways 144,560 6
Landscaping 18,800 1
100%

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The 55.7 acre project site js currently undeveloped. Topographic
conditions range from nearly level ground to slopes of approximately
30 percent. Soils on-site are of the Marina Sands series. Annual
grasses and occasional shrubs can be found on the property. The
site is heavily wooded in some areas with stands of eucalyptus
trees. Orcutt Creek is an intermittant stream which traverses the

southern portion of the project site.

Grading has already occurred on lots 21-24, 34-41, and 63-71 as part
of the current building phase under Grading Permit No. 94181. Steep,
erodible slopes have been created along the naturally occurring slope
bordering the southern side of the proposed lots. Lots 11-14 and
26-31 are covered by a mature eucalyptus grove.

15



CONSISTENCY WITHAADOPTED GOALS AND POLICIES

land Use Element. The Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan

Land ‘Use Element designates the site as single family residential

of 10,000 square foot Tots. The zoning designation for the
Southpoint Estates project site is 10-R-1-PR-0 (Planned Residential,
3.3 units per acre with oil dri]]ﬁng over]ay).‘ The proposed project,
an Open Space subdiviﬁion, is in conformance with both land use and
zoning designations.

The Land Use Element (August 1982) also contains the goals and policies
which are "...designed to encourage the qualities that make this County
unique" (p. 80). Adopted goals and policies in this Element which are
relevant to the proposed Southpoint Estates project, include the:

o Hillside and Watershed Protection Policies
° Flood Hazard Area Policies

Specifically, the Hillside and Watershed Protection Policies state in
part that: '

1. Plans for development shall minimize cut and fill operations.
Plans requiring excessive cutting and filling may be denied -
if it is determined that the development could be caried out
with less alteration of the natural terrain (p. 86).

2. Al1 developments shall be designed to fit the site topography,
soils, geology, hydrology, and any other existing conditions
and be oriented so that grading and other site preparation is
kept to an absolute minimum. Natural features, landforms, and
native vegetation, such as trees, shall be preserved to the
maximum extent feasible. Areas of the site which are not
suited to development because of known soil, geologic, flood,
erosion or other hazards shall remain in open space (p. 86).

. In general, this project would seek to minimize grading and expects to
follow existing topography as much as is feasible. No building is pro-
posed for areas with steep slopes. Potential conflict arises out of

the development of lots 32 and 33, the western most two lots southfof
Hartnell Road. They have very little buildable area as currently

16
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shown and would require extensive fill in the flood plain in order

to become buildable. Due to the complex nature of these modifications,
it is recommended that these lots be deleted and added to the existing
Open Space lot 92. In addition, disturbance to the eucalyptus groves
(as described in the Environmental Setting) should be minimized

during grading and construction.

The pertinent Flood Hazard Area policy states that:

1. A1l development, including construction, excavation, and
grading, except for flood control projects and non-structural
agricultural uses, shall be prohibited in the floodway unless
off-setting improvements in accordance with HUD regulations

- are provided. If the proposed development falls within the
floodway fringe, development may be permited, provided creek
setback requirements are met and finish floor elevations are
above the projected 100-year flood elevation, as specified
in the Flood Plain Management Ordinance (p. 89).

_As discussed previously, portions of lots 32 and 33 may encroach upon
" the 100-year flood plain upon completion of grading and fill activities.

For this reason, it is recommended that these lots be deleted and added
to the existing Open Space lot 92. The County Flood Control and Water
Agency also requires a 50 foot setback from the top of the embankment.

Environmental Resources Management Element (ERME). The property is
shown to have the potential for f]odd, airport safety, and noisé
problems according to the ERME map. The flood hazard was previously
discussed under the Land Use policies of this section. Airport safety
and noise problems are discussed in Sections 4.1 and 4.2 respectively.

Noise Element. Under Policy #2 of the Noise Element, residential units

are defined as noise sen;itive uses. Accordingly, the proposed project
should comply with the following Noise Element policies: ‘

17



1. In the planning of Tand use, 65 dB Day-Night Average Sound
Level should be regarded as the maximum exterior noise
exposure compatible with noise-sensitive uses unless noise
mitigation features are included in project designs.

3. Noise-sensitive uses proposed in areas where the Day-Night
- Average Sound Level is Ldn 65 or more should be designed
so that interior noise levels attributable to exterior

sources do not exceed CNEL 45 when doors and windows are
closed. An analysis of the noise insulation effectiveness
of proposed construction should be required, showing that
the building design and construction specifications are
adequate to meet the prescribed interior noise standard.

4. 'Residential uses proposed in areas where the Day-Night

Average Sound Level is 65 dB or more should be designed

so that noise levels in exterior living spaces will be Tess

than Ldn 65. An analysis of proposed projects should be

required, indicating the feasibility of noise barriers,

site design, building orientation, etc., to meet the pre-

scribed exterior noise standard.
The proposed project would be inconsistent with these policies in that
lots 74-79 are within the 65-69 dBA Ldn noise contour. At this time ,
no noise mitigation has been proposed by the applicant and an acoustical
analysis is not on file with the County (Steve Shively, Engineer, 11/1982).

Noise problems are discussed in detail in Section 4.2.

18



4.0 POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS,
SETTING, IMPACT, AND MITIGATION MEASURES

4.1  AIRPORT APPROACH ZONE

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The project site is currently undeveloped and is located approximately
two miles south of the Santa Maria Airport. Planning documents which
apply to the proposed project in determining airport land use con-

siderations are:
e Airport Land Use Plan for Santa Barbara County

ot

@ Master Plan for the Santa Maria Public Airport

Land use compatibility with the Safety Zone III designation of the

) Santa Maria Airport and left turn approach patterns are examined in

¢ ' this section. The Safety Zone Areas I, II, and III designated by the
Santa Barbara County Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP) delineate degrees
of hazard and restrict development of new projects which are incom-

oo patible land uses within the airport vicinity. According to the
ALUP, the Southpoint Estates site is located within Safety Zone III
and is also directly underneath the left turn approach zone '
(see Figure 4). The threshold for review on residential land in

} Safety Zone III is a density of more than four housing units per

acre.

PROJECT IMPACTS

Airport safety land use restrictions are designed to minimize the
potential tragedy of an airplane crash. Land uses within close
proximity to airports are regulated such that Toss of life and
property would be minimized. Airport Districts have also taken
measures to encourage safety of surrounding uses. Operational

- flexibility at the Santa Maria Airport has been restricted due to
urban encroachment to the north, east, and south of the airport.
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However, these operational 1imits which do not allow best use of
the airport facilities have resulted in the achievement of accept-

able safety standards.

The Southpoint Estates site is‘zonéd for 3.3 units per acre and is
designafed "planned Residential." This designation has allowed the
construction of the proposed units on the northern half of the prop-
erty (86 lots), leaving the southern 31.5 acres reserved for Open
Space. This design was originated to accomodate the floodway area,
while taking advantage of the maximum allowable units. As proposed,
there would be a density of approximately 3.5 units per acre in the
built portion of the subdivision. When the Open Space 1ots are
averaged in, the density over the entire property becomes 1.5 dwelling

Consequently, the proposed subdivision is in conform-

units per acre.
The potential

ance with the density standards established in the ALUP.
for safety and land use impacts have been determined to be adverse but

not significant.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The proposed project is consistent with the guidelines for development
within Safety Zone III as stated in the ALUP and therefore no mitigation

measures are required.
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4.2  'NOISE
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The proposed project ;ite'iS'current1y subject to noise impacts
generated from aircraft using the Santa Maria Airport as well as
from vehicles traveling along Highway 135. Additional noise
impacts would occur as a result of construction and subsequent
occupancy of the propbsed units.

Airport Noise. The subject property is located approximately two
miles south of the Santa Maria Airport. The California Airport
Noise Standards describe an airport as having "noise problems" if

residential uses, schools, or other specified land uses are situated
within the 70 decibel (dBA) Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL)
contour. The CNEL noise measure considers noise level and length
of exposure within a community area. 1In 1972, it was determined
that the Santa Maria Airport did not have a "noise problem" since
the 70 dBA and the 65dBA contours were contained entirely within

the airport boundaries (S.B. County Comprehensive Plan Noise Element).
The reader is also referred to Figure 5. Using the year 2000
projection of aircraft operations, the Master Plan for the Santa
Maria Public Airport found that the 65 dBA contours were still con-
tained within the airport property lines. Therefore, the noise
impacts due to overflight at the proposed site are currently of a
low to moderate level.

Highway Noise. The proposed subdivision would be located directly
west of the frontage road and Highway 135. The highway is expected
to be the primary source of a significant noise impact associated
with the project. The County of Santa Barbara uses the Average
Day-Night Noise Level {Ldn) as the measurement for describing noise
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impacts (CNEL and Ldn ére similar noise measurements and usually
agree within 1 dB). The Noise Element establishes a 65 dBA th

as the maximum exterior noise exposure compatible with residential
land uses. In addition, residences proposed within the 65 dBA Ldn
contour should be designed so that interior noise levels attributable
to exterior sources do not exceed 45 dBA Ldn when doors and windows
are closed. At present the 65 dBA Ldn contour extends onto the

eastern most portion of the property.

Project Generated Noise. Currently, ambient noise’ levels on-site
and in the project vicinity are primarily affected by short-term
construction activities related to Phase II of this project, and
vehicular and operational noise attributable to existing residences
in the neighborhood. Present noise levels associated with existing
uses on-site and in the vicinity range from Tow to moderate. ’

PROJECT IMPACTS

Airport Noise. Aircraft operations would contribute to the noise level
on the site in the form of intermittant single-event noise incidents.
Aircraft using the Santa Maria Airport 6n approach would fly directly
over the project site, however this route is not normally used on
departure (see Figure 4). The future residents would experience
sporadic levels of relatively high noise exposure from this source.
Given that this project is outside of the 65 dBA contour, established
noise standards would not be exceeded. Therefore, the airport noise
jmpact upon the proposed project is considered to be adverse but not
significant. However, future occupants of the proposed subdivision
would still be subj%ct to aircraft noise of a level that is likely to

be considered a nuisance.
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Highway Noise. The bortion of the proposed project Tocated within
the 65 dBA Ldn noise contour would contain Lots 74-79, which consti-
tute the eastern 7% of the project. Lots 74 and 79 have existing
dwelling units which would remain upon approval of the remaining lots.
These six lots along the frontage road are expected to experience
exterior noise levels ranging from 65-69 dBA Ldn. The expected
vehicular noise generated is directly related to traffic volume on
Highway 135. The anticipated noise levels constitute a potentially
significant impact to future residents. At this time the applicant
has not incorporated noise mitigation measures into the project

description.

Project Generated Noise. The proposed project has the potential to
incrementally contribute to ambient noise levels in the vicinity
during project construction and subsequently upon occupancy of the

units.

Construction related noise impacts would be intermittant and relatively

short-term in nature (8-12 months). Due to proximity to Phases I and II,

however, construction related activities would contribute to ambient
noise levels. While this increase is not judged to be significant,
existing residences could be adversely affected. Construction related
noise generating activities can be regulated such that impacts are
minimized.

Vehicular traffic and resultant noise increases attributable to future
occupants of the proposed subdivision could affect édjacent phases.
However, it is judged that this traffic would be dispersed throughout

the entire private road system such that increases in ambient noise

levels would be negligible. Such dispersal would be accomodated by

the extension of Hartnell Road through to Broadway. In addition,
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vehicles trave]ling within the residential area are not expected to
be moving at speeds high enough to generate significant noise impacts.

MITIGATION MEASURES

In order to fully mitigate the anticipated noise impacts to Lots 74-79
to acceptable levels, an acoustical analysis performed by a registered
acoustical engineer should be required. The report should demonstrate
that the proposed project is in compliance with the California State
Noise Insulation Standards and the Santa Barbara County Noise Element
for exterior and interior noise thresholds, by offering mitigating
alternatives to achieve these standards. (Recommended by the con-
sultant).

Appropriate operational mitigation measures might include (all consultant
proposed) :

o Use of sound attenuation barriers such as berms or walls,
possible supplemented by dense vegetation

® Proper orientation and/or height restrictions

® Reduced window area or double pane windows
If effectively implemented, these mitigation measures could reduce
potentially significant impacts to non-significant levels. '

Reduction of construction related noise impacts should include (all
consultant proposed):

® Restriction of on-site construction activities to weekdays
between 8 a.m. to 5 p.m.

@ . Upon completion of Hartnell Road, entrance from the west
(Broadway) would reduce ambient noise levels in the vicinity
of existing phases

These measures would help reduce potentially adverse noise impacts.
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4.3  TRAFFIC
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The project site is Jocated just north of Clark Avenue and
"gld Orcutt", and west of State Highway 135 (Orcutt Express-
Access to the site is from Orcutt Frontage Road onto

way).
the project road system from the east, and Stansbury Drive

via Twitchell Street on the north. The regional street system

is shown in Figure 7.

Clark Avenue south of the site is a four lane major road with
left turn channelization. Traffic counts performed on 8/4/82
(Siemer, Dept. of Transportation, 1982) west of State Highway 135
show a total volume of 7740 (24 hour east and west combined).
East of Highway 135, the totals are 5577 westbound and 5515 east-
bound. Capacity of Clark Avenue is approximately 3000 vehicles

per hour.

Along the west side of the project site Broadway Street is desig-
nated as a collector by the Comprehensive Plan Circulation Element

(1980). It is designed to extend from Clark Avenue in 01d Orcutt

" to Foster Road near the Airport. Broadway is not completed between

Hartnell Street and Foxenwood Drive. As future development takes
place in this area, it will be the responsibility of the developer
to complete this section of roadway. The intersection of Broadway

and Clark Avenue is controlled by a four-way stop sign.

To the north of the project site, traffic circulation is accomplished
on the residential streets of the Foxenwood development. By utilizing
Foxenwood Drive and Broadway, traffic can reach Foster Road and
Highway 135. South of the project site circulation is accomplished
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via Orcutt Frontage Roéd,and Clark Avenue. The intersection of
Orcutt Frontage Road and Clark Avenue is adjacent to the Highway 135
southbound on and off ramps. This results in a confusing inter-
section geometry and causes some peak hour congestion.

PROJECT IMPACTS

The internal circulation of the proposed project itho be on a
private road system with controlled access at three points: Hartnell
Road at Pacific Street, Twitchell Street off Stansbury Drive, and
Wilson Drive off Orcutt Frontage Road. The completion of Hartnell
Road through the project site will improve internal circulation and
allow access to 01d Orcutt via Broadway. This would remove the
necessity of having to use the frontage road and slightly congested
intersection at Clark Avenue for access to 01d Orcutt.

Because of the intersection geometry of the Orcutt Frontage Road/
Clark Avenue/Highway 135 southbound ramps intersection, there can be
some delays even though the traffic volumes indicate the intersection
is operating at level of service (L0S) A (see Appendix B). During the
morning peak hour approximately 20 percent of the vehfc]es turning

left from the frontage road onto Clark Avenue make an immediate right
turn onto the southbound on ramp of Highway 135. Waiting for the
opportunity to do this creates dueues of 10 to 15 cars. Since outbound
morning peak hour traffic is critical for this movement, the project

generated traffic was analyzed for the morning peak hour.

The project proposes the development of 86 residential units which
would result in the generation of 860 vehicle trip ends (VTE) per

day (ITE, 1979). Approximately 10 percent or 86 trips would originate
from the project during the morning peak hour. These trips would be
distributed over the local roadways with 20 percent going north through
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Foxenwood to Foster Road, 10 percent going south on Broadway,

and 70 percent would use the Orcutt Frontage Road to Clark Avenue.
These 60 additional trips would not change the LOS A for this
intersection although they would add incrementally to the existing
congestion fesu1ting from the~intefsection geometry. |

Caltrans has considered signalizing the Clark Avenue/Highway 135
intersection, but the frontage road is too close to the off ramp.

The cost of realignment would be too prohibitive to make the improve-
ment (Siemer, Dept. of Transportation, 1982). The eventual complietion
of Broadway will relieve some of the congestion at this intersection '
by providing a second access route to 01d Orcutt and Clark Avenue for
the residential areas north of the project site. At the time Broadway
is completed, a traffic signal may be needed at the intersection of
Clark Avenue and Broadway.

.MITIGATION MEASURES

The County Department of Transportation has determined that no mitigation
measures would be required of this project. As part of the project plans
the applicant will be improving the section of Broadway that fronts on
this parcel. The need for signalization of the Clark Avenue and Broad-
way intersection is under review (Siemer, 1982).

- 31



4.4  WATER SUPPLY/DEMAND

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Water supply for the proposed project would be delivered from
the California Cities Water Company (CCWC), which derives its
supply from the Santa Maria Groundwater Basin. This groundwater
basin is currently experiencing an overdraft estimated at

20,000 acre feet per year (AFY), while the safe yield is 79,000
AFY (Santa Barbara County Water Agency, 1977). Considerable
dewatering has been occurring and has been estimated for the
period 1918-1975. For the entire Santa Maria Groundwater Basin,
dewatering is estimated to average 23%, but it is greater in the
Orcutt area (S.B. County Water Agency, 1977).

California Cities Water Company demand is currently about 13%

of the total demand on the groundwater basin (assuming the

demands are 13,200 AFY and 99,000 AFY respectively). The CCWC

has the capacity to produce an additional 1600 AFY (Bi11 McDonald,
CCWC, 1982) which could serve about 4000 additional units (assuming
0.4 AFY/unit). Because of the large overdraft in the Santa Maria
Groundwater Basin and continuing water demands, the S.B. County
Flood Control and Water Conservation District initiated a program
of recharging urban runoff. 1In 1979, the S.B. Flood Control set

up an accounting system for the urban recharge program where an
estimated 900 AFY of additional recharge could be recovered from
existing development as mitigation for new water demand. Since that
time, 100% mitigation has been required, an average of 35% from

the proposed projects, with the remainder made up from the 900 AF
"bank". As of November 1981, 98% of the "bank" was committed

(Bob Partie, S.B. County Flood Control, 1982).
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PROJECT IMPACTS

Water demand for the project has been estimated to be 37.3 AFY
(Initial Study, Appendix A).  This demand is less than 79 AFY
which is the currently applicable threshold for determining a
significant impact. This amount (79 AFY) is 0.1% of the esti-
mated annual safe yield of the Santa Maria Groundwater Basin,
which is the methodology recommended by the "Guidelines to
Making Findings and Overriding Considerations" prepared in 1979
by the Santa Barbara County Department of Environmental Resources.
Guidelines for determining significance thresholds are under
review with some revision for decreasing the threshold (Doerner,
S,B. County Resource Management Department, 1982).

This}pboject is the resubmittal of a prevﬁously approved pﬁoject.
This portion of the project was not completed within the time frame
of the tentative map; and a new planning application was required
before the final phase could be constructed. Since the complete
project was accounted for under the 900 AF "bank" set up for
mitigation, the water demand not used is assumed to be forfeited

to projects filed before this resubmittal (Doerner, 1982).

Only 55% of the water demand of this projecf can be assumed to be
mitigated by participation in the urban recharge program because
the "bank" has been fully committed. This project therefore has
a non-mitigated demand of 24 AFY. For purposes of this report,
the current status of the urban recharge accounting system for
mitigation is estimated to be the f011owing:
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TABLE 3

COMMITMENT OF WATER FROM
URBAN RECHARGE PROGRAM

Demand AFY
Committed by November 1981 ) . 880
Additional projects accepted for 1
processing in 1982 ‘ 110
Additional projects accepted for 2
processing in 1981 332
Proposed Southpoint Estates project 243

TOTAL 1347

Original Southpoint Estates project

committed, not used 35
TOTAL POSSIBLE COMMITTED ) 1312
Available 300
DEFICIT 412

1Bob Partie, S.B. County Flood Control

" 2Total demand based on 1281 units (S.B. County RMD) and an average
of 0.4 AF/unit; 65% of total demand for mitigation accounting

3Based on 65% of total demand
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Thus, the 100% mitigation that has been used cannot continue.
While this proposed project does not exceed the currently
accepted threshold of significance, the cumulative impact of .
" proposed projects greatly exceeds that threshold and should be
be considered significant and unavoidable.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The impacts caused by the proposed project could be reduced by
the following mitigation measures (consultant proposed):

¢ The applicant must comply with State requirements and
County Ordinance 2948 for water conservation

° Insta]]at1on of water conservat1on devices for all

plumbing fixtures and landscaping with drought to]erant»
vegetation

¢ Investigate the feasibility of utilizing reclaimed

wastewater, stored rainwater, or household grey water
for irrigation
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5.0 REVIEW OF REGIONAL IMPACTS

The proposed project was originally reviewed in the Orcutt 13 EIR
(79-EIR-1) as part of TM 12,679. Site specific impacts reviewed in
that document for which there is no change, include: Air Quality,
Biology, and Archaeology. The appropriate sections are incorp-
orated by reference into this document (79-EIR-1; p. 29-34; the
report is on file at the County Resource Management Department).

Noise impacts have been restated in Section 4.2.

Regionally significant impacts at the time of the Orcutt 13 EIR
were found in areas of:
° Losﬁ,of Open Space
Water Sﬁpp]y
Air Quality
Demand for Public Services
Traffic
Recreation
Housing
Sewage Treatment
Fire Protection
Noise -
Cost to Local Government
Urban growth has continued since the Orcutt 13 projects, with 1500
to 2000 more housing units proposed per year, although far fewer have
actually been built. For example in 1981, 2863 parcels were created
and 1461 permits issued. There was a program instituted to decrease
the water supply impacts by instituting urban recharge, but the benefits
have been committed to existing development proposals. Traffic impacts
have been decreased by improvements at critical intersections and
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implementation of the Circulation Element of the Comprehehsive
Plan. Fire protection has been improved by the building of a

new fire station in the Orcutt area. Other regional impacts have
occurred with 1ittle mitigation. Some low cost housing has been
required as a result of the implementation of the Housing Element.
The sewage plant inflow has been recalibrated, ahd an Air Quality
Management Plan is being prepared (Greg Mohr, Resource Management
Department, 1982). Generally, cumulative impacté arising from
unmitigated regional impacts will continue to occur because of the
moderate to high rate of growth in the area.
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6.0 OTHER CEQA CONCERNS

6.1 GROWTH INDUCEMENT

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The community of Orcutt has grown rapidly in recent years,
partially in response to increasing employment opportunities
at Vandenberg Air Force Base, Tocated about 16 miles to the
soufh. Orcutt has experiented an annual population increase
of about 3.3% between 1975 and 1980. Growth inducing concerns
are those characteristics of a project which tend to encourage
or foster population and/or economic growth in the project
vicinity. This section identifies growth inducinq impacts on

a project specific and cumulative basis.

PROJECT IMPACTS

Construction. The applicant has estimated that the construction
phase of this project would be 8-12 months. In light of the current
surptus of local workers, and the relatively small size of the
project, the construction phase of the development is not expected
to draw on a large segment of the construction industry.

Extension of Urban Services. The extension of public service
infrastructure into a previously underdeveloped area can be con-
sidered growth inducing. The Southpoint Estates site, howéver, is
surrounded by existing and planned development on all sides, and
consequently services have already been extended to the project

vicinity.

Housing Impacts. Generally, provision of housing units is a result
of increased population encouraged by employment opportunities in a
given area. The housing market is often characterized by high
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costs in relation to wages paid. The Housing Element sets
forth policies that seek to offset the traditionally high costs
of housing. Housing Element policies relevant to this project
are: ' ’

24. Because of the need for affordable housing in the
- unincorporated areas of the County and 1imited land,
water, and other resources available to provide for
development, new residential development of 10 units

or more which makes provision for -affordable housing
shall be encouraged.

25. In all residential developments of five units or more,
at least 25% of all units should be affordable to low,
moderate, or middle income households as defined in
the Housing Element. To this end, the density bonus
provisions specified in the Hous1ng E]ement may be
utilized.

The intent of these policies is to encourage provision of below
market rate housing. Only low and moderate income level housing
is termed "affordable housing." Middle income housing is not
specifically "affordable" (i.e. does not qualify for fast tracking
or bonus density). It is however, still considered below market -
rate and complies with the intent of the Housing Element policies
(Ruth Ann Collins, Resource Management Department, 11/9/82). This
project is expected to fall within the middle income range, with
estimated sales prices of $105,000 to $115,000. It appears then,
that this project would comply with Housing Element policies.
Therefore, on a project specific basis, the proposed development
is not likely to have a growth inducing impact that would contribute
significantly to escalation of housing costs in the Orcutt area.
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Phase III of the Southpoint Estates project is one of many(housing
projects which have been proposed in recent years in the Orcutt
area. Table 4 shows recent development activity for this area.

TABLE 4
PROPOSED, APPROVED, AND RECENTLY BUILT PROJECTS1
Project (1982) Type _ Units
- Foxenwoods Condominiums 94
Mohawk Village - Condominiums 32
' Orcutt Creek - Mixed Residential Use 608
Molina Flynn - = ‘ Condominiums 32
Meadow View Condominiums 67
" Bi11 Eames Condominiums 40
Porter Highlands SFD 110
Coast Valley _ Condominiums 136
BFM Mixed Residential Use 266
Project Activity (1981) 2868
' 4253

SOURCE: Santa Barbara County Resource Management Department
September 1982

1This 1ist includes projects in process, not recorded, recorded,
and projects with permits.
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These projects have a growth inducing potential which could
cumulatively affect open space and housing costs in the area.

Open Space. The accumulated acreage permanenfly removed from
open space status due to the projects Tistéd in Table 4, is
considerable. However, some projects such as Southpoint
Estates have allocated open space areas. Many other projects
consist of condominium developments involving some type of
clustered design and provision of open space. As long as these
projects occur within the urban-rural boundary line, the cumu-

lative loss of open space is considered to be adverse but not
significant.

Housing Impacts. Building activity in the Santa Maria/Orcutt area
is in part a response to the perceived demand for housing created
by employment opportunities at Vandenberg Air Force Base Tocated
16 miles to the south. The Santa Barbara County Resource Manage-
ment Department study entitled Housing Impacts and Mitigation
Measures Associated with the Planned Expansion of Vandenberg

Air Force Base (April 1982), determined that direct and indirect
employment associated with the VAFB expansion coupled with other
normal increases in the North County's growth over time will
greatly affect the area's housing market. Projections indicate

a direct work force of 4,965 employees by 1985, accompanied by

an estimated indirect work force of 4,541 workers. Employment
impacts should peak (9,506 total workers) in 1985, then gradually
decrease through 1988 (p. vi). Totaling the households required
as a result of normal growth with those required by the VAFB work
force, a projected need of approximately 9,000 housing units in the
North County by 1985 has been identified (p. vii).
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However, employment at VAFB is both cyc1ica1 and subject to vari-
ation from current projections. If the projected Tevel of employ-
ment is not met, overbuilding in this area is a possibility. Table
4 indicates total project activity in 1981-1982 of 4,253 units. If
all units were to be built, the Santa Maria/Orﬁutt area would Tikely
be providing more than its share of necessary housing in the near
future. The incremental contribution of the proposed Southpoint
Estates subdivision to the local housing stock is considered to be
adverse but not significant because not all proposed units in this
area are expected to be built, and the proposed project is antic-

ipated to provide needed below market rate units.

MITIGATION MEASURES

To help reduce cumulatively adverse growth inducing impacts the
following measures which have been suggested for other projects

in the area, are recommended:

e . The County of Santa Barbara should develop a growth
management program for the Santa Maria/Orcutt area
that will provide a guideline growth rate for housing
based upon economic trends in the area, to prevent
overbuilding and provide adequate delivery of public
services. A monitoring process should be included to
adjust the rate of building permit approvals when
economic conditions change.

¢ As part of the growth management program, specific
criteria regarding preservation of open space as well
as development with high density, clustered residential.
designs should be made an essential part of the program.
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6.2 WATER QUALITY
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The local water quality condition in the éupply wells of the

~California Cities Water Company is considered to be relatively
good based on an average total dissolved solids (TDS) concen-
tration of 620 mg/1. This good quality is due to the method _
of recharge in the Orcutt area as contrasted with the remainder
of the Santa Maria Groundwater Basin. Recharge in the area of
Orcutt is considered to be mainly from deep penetration of
rainfall and local streambed percolation as contrasted with the
relatively mineralized inflows to groundwater in the Sisquoc and
Santa Maria River areas. The project wastewater would be treated
by the Laguna County Sanitation District. V

PROJECT IMPACTS
The pfoject would create an additional 10 acres of impervious
surfaces (Initial Study, Appendix A) which increases runoff and
decreases water quality. The project is designed for surface
runoff to drain to a central storm drain which empties into
Orcutt Creek and is collected in the retention pond immediately
upstream of Hartnell Road. The surface runoff could pick up
various substances associated with the impervious surfaces as

well as particulates from erosion, especially during construction
phases, because of the increased magnitude and concentration of
flows. The increased discharge of effluent from the wastewater
treatment plant would also have an impact on the Orcutt water

quality. All these impacts can be considered adverse but not
significant.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

The following mitigation measures are suggested as a means of
reducing impacts to water quality (consultant proposed):

To reduce erosion during construction, grading and
removal of vegetation should be conducted during

- the dry months and vegetative cover should be est-

ablished on exposed soil prior to the wet months.
Ensure that drainage is directed into the street

storm drain and not directly over the steep slope
bordering the southern edge of the proposed lots.
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6.3 ENERGY

SETTING AND IMPACTS

The proposed project is a residential development of 86 units,
which would have a short and long term effect on energy con-
sumption. Short-term energy impacts would occur during con-
struction and would be insignificant. Long-term impacts would
consist of an increase in electrical and natural gas consumption,
as well as gasoline, from increased traffic. These increases

are estimated annua]1& to be 639,840 kilowatt hours of electricity,
9,417,000 cubic feet of natural gas, and 62,780 gallons of gas-
oline (see Appendﬁx A, Initial Study). These requirements are

a small percentaée of available energy capacities. The applicant
has arranged for service to the proposed project by Southern
California Gas Company and Pacific Gas and Electric Company. This
incremental increase in service is judged to be adverse but not
significant.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The following mitigation measure is suggested:

e Solar energy systems could provide savings for both
hot water and space heating. No additional mitigation
measures are proposed other than following County and
State codes for energy conservation. (Consultant proposed).
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6.4  BENEFICIAL IMPACTS

The local economy would experience a minimal increase in
revenues, services, employment, and sales in response to the
Southpoint Estates proposed subdivision. The County property
tax revenues would increase by about $94,000 (1% of the approx-
imate total sales value). In addition, this development could

potentially offer units at below market rates. .
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7.0  ALTERNATIVES

NO PROJECT

" The "No Project" alternative would maintain the site in its undeveloped
state as open space. All significantly adverse environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project would be avoided under this altern-
ative, however, the applicant's objectives would not be accomplished.

CLUSTERED DEVELOPMENT

This is a feasible alternative which would allow for either attached or
detached units. Clustering would achieve environmental benefits such as
the conservation of resources, the preservation of additional open space,
and the possible preservation of on-site eucalyptus trees. A reduction

in water demand would also follow. Clustering could accomplish a reduction

in environmental impacts without jeopardizing the objectives of the
applicant.

BONUS DENSITY

This alternative would implement an incentive program to encourage the
provision of affordable housing. In return for allowing a higher density
development, the applicant would be required to provide some low and
moderate income housing as a condition of approval. Implementation of
the bonus density program would satisfy the need for affordable housing
and would facilitate a housing mix of diverse income levels within the
same subdivision. Although this would comply with the Santa Barbara
County Comprehensive Plan Housing Element goals and policies encouraging
affordable housing, the increased density option has the potential for
greater impacts on water demand, traffic, airport land use, and noise
factors. A rezone would be required to implement this alternative.

LOWER DENSITY ALTERNATIVE ; .
Reducing density could proportionally reduce project related water,
traffic, airport land use, and noise impacts. However, the Tower density
residential development would most likely increase the cost of the indi-
vidual units making them accessible to a narrower range of income groups.
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Mohr, Greg, Senior Planner, Resource Management Department

Partie, Bob, Santa Barbara County Department of Flood Control
and Water Conservation District

Sakowicz, Eric, Senior Planner, Project Manager, Resource Management
Department ‘

Shively, Steve, Project Engineer, Dennis Bethel and Associates

Siemer, Brent, Transportation Planner, Santa Barbara County
Department of Transportation

8.2  REFERENCES

City of Santa Maria, 1980, City of Santa Maria Noise Element

Human Environmental Research Corporation, 1982, Bischof's 01d World
Report (82-EIR-2).

Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), 1979, Trip Generation:
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Subdivision (80-EIR-6).
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Santa Barbara County, 1981, Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan.

Santa Barbara County, 1982, Housing Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Associated with the Planned Expansion of Vandenberg Air Force
Base.

Santa Barbara County, 1979, Noise Element of the Comprehensive Plan.

Santa Barbara County Department of Environmental Resources, 1979,
Foxenwood South (79-EIR-19).

Santa Barbara County, .1982, Meadowview Estates (82-EIR-7).
Santa Barbara County, 1979, Orcutt 13 (79-EIR-1).

Santa Barbara County Water Agency, 1977, Adequacy of the Santa Maria
Groundwater Basin.

Santa Maria Public Airport District, 1979, Master Plan for Santa Maria
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8.3  REPORT PREPARATION,TEAM

This report was prepared by P.L.U.S. (Planning Land Use Services).
P.L.U.S. has no financial interest in the approval or disapproval

of the proposed project. The staff who participated in this work
are:

Laurence T. Jones, M. Admin., Principal

Bruce E. Ross, M.S., Project Manager

Charles B. Wasserman, Consulting Hydrologist -
Vicky S. Blum, M.A., Planner

Patricia S. Miller, B.A., Principal
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSLESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRL
(Pevised and Fffective 1-12-81)
COUNTY O SANTA BARBARA

DEPARTMINT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

TNSTRUCTTONG :

This questionnaire is ro be used for ‘all non-exempt projects
requiring environmental review under CLQA and the County of
~anta Barbara Lnvirconmental Guidelines. Answer all questions.

Ilse "MA" where question is not applicable.

wWhere "yves"™ or "maybe" are checked, include an argument form presentation
rubstant iating or refuting the tentative conclusion of potentially
Attach additional explanatory

sipnificant impact in each area.
< heets, 1f needed.  TInclude the recommended research to be performed

Je ewaluatre these impact areas along with those considered to be-
mo-lerately or highly adverse. Such pesearch should focus on the
1evel of the potential environmental change and mitigation and/

or alternatives which can be tailored to reduce or eliminate the

impacts.




SANTA HAKBARA
YIRGHMENTAL PFGOIVP"
UDY CHEOCKLIST # REFOPRY

DFUA*F
STAIT

General Information

1. PROJECT INFNWMATION:

APPLICANT NAML AND ADDRESG: LEAD DFPT./: . OTR LOGH:

S.P.E. Corporation T 13,345 3671.
647 Camino de los Mares #200
San Clemente, Ca 92672

AGTCNGOR'S #:105-180-39, 105-020-12, ACREACL: 55 72
105-020~-25, 105-020-050

PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL DO:i''S: 79-ETR-1 on site 79-EIR-19 adjacent
to north T 12,679

SUFERVISORIAL DISTRICT: s5ep
COMPREHENSIVE FLAN LAND USE DHESIGNATION: Residential 10,000 SF
ZONING DISTRICT: 10-R-1-PR )

PROJECT LOCATIOM: Orcutt; North of Clark Ave. and west of State
Highway 135 (interchange with Clark). Residences along North side of
Orcutt Creek.

PO DEO(‘]""‘U ‘7('”’ » Cf{}"(“/ Qv s5mATLH TN

Subd1v1510n of 55.72 acres into 92 lots, 86 ‘of these are to be developed
for Residential use. Previously approved in Tract 12,679, 79-EIR-1.

2. ENV!RONMENTAL CYTTInG:

Orcutt Creek flood plain and surrounding land-open grassland with
surrounding Eucalyptus. Existing tract 12679 to north.

3. TMPORTANT ISSUES:

SOURCT WATER: Southern Cal Water
SOUPCE SEWLRS: Laguna Sanitation
ARCHALOLOGY: none

TRAFFIC/AIR QUALITY: 79-EIR-1 cumulatively significant

HIGH FIRE HAZARD AREA: no

ACRTCULTURAL CONCTRMS. (including loss of prime ap. larnin,
threats to ag. preserves): pon-prime soils

DR
Reviged 1l-10-71 A -1-



3, (Cont.)

SETEMTC/GEGLOCTE HATAKDS (inclucing proximity to faults,

and structural responses of soile): No nearby faults.

Soil types: MaE, RS, MaC, Cuh, TcG : .

RTOLOGICAL CONCERNS (including rare or endangered species):
open grassland/flood plain, no endangered plants.

GROWTH INDUCEMLNT: ?

1. Staff Comments:

Poor photos, was there previous farming on-site?

111. Potentinslly Sipnificant Cffects Checklist:

YES MAYBE NO

CEIOLOGTE PROCELGLS: Will the proposal result in:

i

1.

. Lxposure to or production of unstiable
+arth conditions such as earthquakes,
tancsliden, coil creep, mudslides, ground
failure  {including expansive, compressible,
coilapsible soils), liguefaction, tsunamis,

or similar hazards? X

compaction 40,000 yas®cut and £ill

b. Dispuptions, displacements,
cuts, fills,

ar overcovering of the soil by

or extensive grading? X
~. Parmansnt ~hanpges in topography? X
A. The destruciion, covering or modification
ol any unique peologic or physical features? %

. . . . soi i -
e. Any incrcase in wind or water erosion of Soils onsite are egid
suils, either on or off the site? . X . able

f. Any increase in flood hazards?

¢. Chanyes in deposition or erosion of beach
nands or- dunes, or changes in siltation, depo-
cition cr srosion which may modify the channel
of a river or streamca the bed of the ocean or
any bay, inler or lake? .




h. The placem <f sepric drsposal systems
in impermealle :oils witi. severe constraints
to disposal of liquid effluent?

e e X
i. Is the project near a:n ac*ive earthquake
fault? (Explain location). - X
2. AIR OUALITY: Will the p.oposal result in:
a. The viclaticn ¢f any -mbient air quality
standaprd, a substantial -ontribution to an
existing or proiscted ail, guality violation,
CO hotspots, «r nxpose se:nsitive receptors to
substantial poilutant concenirations?
Project specific? X
Cumulatively? X
b. The creaticn of objsctionable oders? _ . .X
c. Extensive <ust generation? during grading _ X
d. Alteration of 2!r moviment, moisture or
temperature, or any chanie in climate, either
1meilly or repinnally? E . X__
@. Imission o pollutant  from direct ( ),
indirect € ), srsclonavy () or mobile( )
sources in quant$flable - mounts? X
. . . 1lbs/pk, hz.
AIP POLLUTAMT CFTELRATION (All in tons7/year
Follutant Total
S 3.36
{NOx) 4.22
(mox)y -
(o) 30.62
Particulate -
3. WYATER RYUSGHRCLS: Wili t..e proposal result in:
a. Changes in currents, or t.e course or
diprsction of water movem.nts, in either
marine or fresh waters? : : X"
b. “hanges in percolatio: raves, drainage
patterns o ‘he rate and amo:nt of surface
water punofft? X
c. Alterations ro the course or flow of
ficod watep:s? X

A, vnange it dhe emount f surface water
in any water Lody? (eqge-eutiophication) X




3. (Cont.) YES

«+. Discharp. into surfacc -atens, or in any
alteration of surface water quality, in-
rluding but not limited to temperature,
dissolved oxyren, turbidity, or thermal

NO

water pollution?

f. Alteration of the direction or rate of
ilow of pround waters?

7. Change in the quantity of ground waters,
aither throurh direct additions or with-
Arawals, or through interception of an aquifer

by cuts or excavations? X

h. Overdraft of any groundwater basin?
Or, a substantial increase in the existing
overdraft of any groundwater basin(s)? X

i. The substantial degradation of water

guality?

j. The contamination of a public water

supply?
k. Substantial interference with ground

water recharge?

1. Substantial reduction in the amount of
water otherwise available for public water

supplies?

m. Exposurc ci people or property to water
related hazards such as flooding, or acceler-

ated runoff?

n. Placing the project in a 10f-year

flood plain?

. Ris} of salt water intrusion?

Is the project a!lowed meter hook-ups to an

existing water cowpany?

Does the projecl propose to supply residential
develnpment from existing or new private

X

water wells?

Project would create approximately 10 acres of impervious surface

and would contribute further to the current overdraft.

WATLR DEMAND CALCULATTONS:
SEE CALCULATIONS minimum 37.3 AFY

oy




FLORA: Wili the provosal result in: YFS MAY SR

a. Change in the diversity of species, or
number of any species of plants (including
trees, shrubs, grass, crops, and aquatic
plants?)

sepy
o

b. Reduction of the numbers of any unique,
rare or endangeraed species of plants?

c¢. Introduction of new specins of non-
native plants inte an ar<a ( ), or in a
barrier to the normal revlenishment of
existing specins ( )2

d. Reduction in acreage of any agricultural
erop?

e. Change in hzbitat for existing species?

f. Introduction of pesticides, disease,
toxicity, animel life, human habitation,

or other factors that would change or hamper
the existing ccosystem?

g. Loss of or disturbance to a unique, rare,
or threatened plant community?

FAUNA: Wili the -roposa’. result in:

a. Change in the diversity o¥ species, or
numbers of any species or animals (birds,
land animals innluding reptites, fish ana
ghellfish, i «wnthic organisms or insects)?

b. Reduction of the numbers of any unique,
rare: or endangered speciss of animals?

¢. Introduclion of new species of enimals

into an area?

d. Deterioration of existing fish or wild-
1ife habitat?

«. lLoss of habitat for restiang species?

f. Loss of feeding area, ~costs, etc?

£. Introduction of barri.rs to movement
of any resident or migrazory fish or wild-
lif= species?

o Introduction of factors adverse to the
existing ecologic balance?




NOISE: Will the proposal result in: YES MAYBE NO

fle

Lxposure of people to severe noise levels?
Day .
Hight

b. Substantial increase in the ambient noise
levels for adjoining areas?

¢. Violarion »f Santa Barbara County
Comprehensive Plan Noise Element standards? X

d. Confliet with adopted Airport Noise

Contours? X

Primarily those structures nearest Highway 135 and the adjacent

frontage road.

POLLUTING SOURCLS (light, glwe, vibration,
smoke, etc). Will the proposal vesult in:

a. New light or glare?

b. Vibrations which may affect adjoining
areas? X

c. Smoke, ash, or dust?

d..Spoil, tailings, or overburden?

RIS¥ OR UPSET: Will the proposal result in:

a. A risk of an explosion or the rele .se of
hazapdous substances (including, bu® not
limited to nil, gas, biocides, bacteria,
roviec substances, pesticides, chemicals or
radiation) in the event of an accident or

upset conditions?

b. Possible interference with an emergency
response plan or an emergency evacuation
: X

plan?

&, The creation or a potential public health
X

nanaed?

b~




LAND USE: Will the »proposal result in: ES MAYBY MG

g

a. A conflict with exisiing Comprehensive . .
Plan land use designaticns or Zoning District? X

b. A conflint with adopted environmental ) s
plans and goals of the community where it
is located? . . X

c. The induction of substantial growth
or eooncentration of population? X

d. Displacement cf a large number of people? X

e. The conversion of prime agricultural land
to non~agricultural use, or impair the agri-
cultural productivity of prime agricultural

land? X

f. Leap-frog development? _ ) X

g¢. The extension of sewrr trunk lines with
capacity to serve new development beyond
this propoced project? X

L. The loss of substantial amounts of
open space? X

i. Conflicts with adopted airport safety
zones? X

j. Conflicts with the County's Local
Coastal Plan? . ] X

k. Conflicts with the Censervation Element,
Neise Element', Safety arl Seismic Safety

Tlement, Land !se Eleme:t, Fousing Flement,
AQAP, or LRMI™? . X

The project will further contribute to growth in the Orcutt area,

loss of open space in the area, extensive grading, conflicts with

the Airport approach zone, and conflicts with policies associated

with the L.U. element of the Comprehensive Plan.

PURLIC SERVICTS: Will thas proposal have an effect
upon, or result ia a need for new or altered
sovernmental services 1in any oI the following

araeacs?

based on number of units

a. Tire protection? - X
b. Police protection? X
2. Schools? X
. Parks c¢r other rvecrestioral facilities? X

#. Maintenance of public facilities
including roads? X

f. Hospital or ambulance service? . X

g. Other governmental services? (e.g. public
works, drainape channels, culverts, etc.) X

School generation is approximatelvy 27 students with approximately

18 to elementary schools that are nearing capacities.




UPILITIES: Willi the proposal result in a YES MAYEL NO

nre-d for new svstems or substant.al alter-
ations to the following vtllitiles?

a. Power or.natural‘gas? X
b. Communication systems? X
c. Water? X
d. Sewer or septic tanks? ¥
e. Storm water drainage?

X

f. Solid waste?

g. Will the proposal preach any published
national, state, or local standards relating
to solid waste or litter control? X

Water is still having pressure problems, Laguna is nearings.its

75% limit. However, this project is within current limits.

TRANSPORTATINN/CTRCULATION: will the
proposal result in: :

a. Generation of substantial additional
vehicular movement in relation to existing
tpaffic load and capacity of the street

system? v
b. Effects on existing parking facilities,
. or demand for new parking? X
¢. Substantial impact upon existing
transportation systems? X
d. Alterations tc present patterns of
~ipeulation or movement of people and/or
poods? X
o. Alterations to waterhorne. rail or
air traffic? X
F. Increase in traffic hazards to motor
vehicles, biecyclists or pedestrians? e.g.:
sight distance X
ingress/egress X
peak hour load X
general road capacity X
truck or bLus/auto incompatibility X
railroad crossings X
encroachment on or conflict with hiking,

biking, or equestrian trails

SEE CALCULATIONS AND DISTRIBUTION

ADT Calculations:
688 AWDVE

55 AM PEAK

82 PM PEAX




13.

AUSTHETICS: Will the proposal result in: YES

a. The obstrucrtion of any scenic vista or
view open to the publlv, or will the proposal

result in the creation of an aesthetlcally
offensive site open to public view?

nry

b. A substantial, demonstrable negative
aesthetic effect?

X

¢. Tunetionally incompatible structures?

X

Loss of natural open space to a more intensive residential use

1b,

ENCRGY: Will the proposal result in:

a. Substantial increase in demand; especially
during peak periods, upon existing sources of
energy?

b. Requirement for the development of new
sources of energy?

c. Non-compliance with ewisting energy
standards?

d. Substantial increase in transportation
cnergy demand?

Active solar

Passive solar

tind power

. Energy savings through recycling, con-
struction material, insulation, siting,
design, orientation?

X
X
X
e, Yses of alternative energy sources, including:
X
X
X
Other (specify ) X
X
X

g. Wasteful or excessive use of energy?

Lnergy use calculations

Estimated gasoline consumed per year by project 62,780

Estimated annual therms (natural gas) for project

N/A

Estimated annual KWh for »roject N/A

Estimated potential energy savings which could be realized
if alternative energy sources or mitigation applied:

Describe  No Solar proposed

-G



YES MAYBE NO

MINFRALS € SUILS:; Will the proposal result in:

a. Mineral ore extraction?

b. Loss of Class I or Il soils, or land
qualifying as prime due to agricultural cash

crops?

<. Threat to paleontological materials?

d. Sand or gravel removal?

ET PR (VR

e. Soil depletion due to polluting sources?

FTRE HAZARDS: Will the proposal result in:-

a. Introduction of development into an existing
high fire hazard area?

b. Project-caused high fire hazard? P

¢. Development of structures beyond safe
Fire Dept. response time?

d. Introduction of development into an area
without adequate water pressure for fire

fighting? .
Without adcquate access Or fire roads? X

e. Introduction of development that will
hamper fire prevention techniques such as
controlied burns or backfiring in high fire

hazard area?
New people result in more calls further taxing a limited system.

X

RICREATTON: Will the proposai result in:

a, Confliet with established recreational
uses of the areca?

b. Substantial impact on the quality or

quantity of existing recreational

npportunities? e.g., over use of an area

wiih constraints on numbers of people,

vehicles, animals, etc. which might safely %

une the area?

w]0-




18, HOUSINC: Will the proposal result in:

a. Substantia’ impact on existing housing,

or create a dumand for aiditional housing? X

b, Provision of low or modérate income

housing? X
c. Damolition or conversion to non-residential

use, nf existing dwellings? e
d. “onversion ~f rental units to condo-

miniums? X

Using Regional Growth Impact IStudy (RGIS) formulae,

~ compute housing drmand generared by commercial,

industrial, or preenhouse prcjects:

These homes will be selling for $100,000 to $125,000 depending on unit
type. No provision is made for affordable units.

19. ECONOMICS: Will the proposal result in:

A. Mnw emplovment? (Include rough calcu-
lations if available) X

h. Additiona: rax revenues? X

. Tneprease: ausesnsed vi tues? X

#

4. Tnerease whoinsale/retail sales? X

n. Tnerease? demand for goocs or services?
(including secondary services) X

€. Other cconomic impact (specify_ - ) X

g. Is there a -emonstraved market need for
proposed project? X

20. ARCHAEOLOGICAL RLSOURCE i@ Will the proposal result in:

a. Disruptrion, alteration, destruction, or

adverse effect on a prehistoric or historic
archaeological site (except as part of a

goientific study)? Y

b. Disruptiun or remova. of burials or )
cemetery? %

~. Inducement ro trespaising, vandalizirng,
nr sabotaginpy sacred ard ceremonial places? X

-

. U(ficiai repistratica or recording -of
an archaeolongical site" X

Identity of sites:
Arch Phase I survey should be conducted on. site.




YES MAYBE

CULTURAL/ETHNIC RESOURCES: Will the proposal result in:

a. The potential to cause a physical change

NO

which would affect unique ethnic values?

. Adverse physical or aesthetic effects
on a building, structure, or property
of historic or cultural significance

Lo the ethnic community?

c. The introduction of disruptive visual

- or auditory elements or other alterations

to the immeidate environment of the cultural

resources in question?

d. Indirect effects on the cultural resources
of the area? (Identify below). Examples of
indirect effects would include the induced
growth of surrounding areas, or vandalism
arising from increased access to the cultural

resource.

e. The potential to conflict with or restrict
existing religious, sacred, or educational

uses of the area?

f. Tnvironmental effects which will cause sub-
stantial adverse effects, either directly or
indirectly, on the ethnic group? (Identify

balow).

. lLong range, cumulatively adverse effects
on the area's cultural resources? (Identify
below). Cumulative effects could occur, for
rxample, if the project triggered subsequent
actiivities such as rural development, in-
creased population density, urbanization

or other such activities that may incremen-

tally impaet the cultural resource.

h. Any favorable consequence for the cultural
resources identified? (Identify below)..
Beneficial effects might include action that
encourapes appropriate use of historic
buildings, decisions serving to enhance the
cultural settings, and activities that en-
courage a revitalization of traditional ethnic
practices, values, arts, and crafts, or

registration of an historical site.

-12=



22, CUMLATIVI/LICWT AND

LONG TTRM IMPACTS:

Several project are occuring and are planned in the vicinity of this

HrerMeadowview,—M

ina-Elynn,—-Oxrocutt Cxreek,

Old World, Fundamentallst Baptist Church, numerous

-with—these-other-projests—will-add -

incrementally and potentially significantlly to SPElelC env, topics
hoots—public—and-municipa

—inetuding—traffic—water—use,—s5€

and fire protention.

1--services,

27, [NUGRMATION 5S0URCLS:
a. County heparraents (e rele department{s) consul<ed?:
N . - P _‘—_\\
Pul:me,[?:;;) mnsportarion,) Public Works,(Flood Zontrnt,”
CE;;;;:)HeaLrh, and Speai.nl Districts, Orcutt Union School
pistrict, Cal Cities Water
b. Cther Sourees (Cheek !hose sournes used):
g field work Ag presecrve ma
¥ calculavions x__ flood conirel man:s
__X_ project plans other toachnleal o ioie e
romprehensive Plan: (Reports, suprvevsn, -
__X__ Seismi. Safety/Safvty ¥ treffic studies/vecor’
Llemant
{\ e - - -
¥ _ Tonservation Eleme t X planrlng Files/
X Hoise fienent gra-ilng nlans
__X 9pen Space flement eievaitnnlarahive:s ca
k . renderings
—_x_. Cireutaticn Tlement published geolomicai @ s,
reports
_x _ DRMU ¥__ blant maps
x zoniny maps X archaeological maps & report.
__X_ soils mapu/reports X animal maps
___i__ topographical maps (Other)

M, TUINATINN MEASURTS: The following mitigation measures, i°
|nr‘L;nd ST, rhis project, woild avoid potentially signif.
adverae environmental efecti:

Several mltlgatlon measures can be incorporated into pro;ect design

——pians= t3ru

duct:on in lawn areas, {3)more ingress egress points to better dis-
———tribute—traffie : ; & i !

gignalization of the 135/Clark Avenue intersection;

(5)use of inovative

———internal-wakter-conservation-devicesrfive——airflush-toilets);—{6luse

of some solar assisted energy conservatlon measures;

(7) implementation

—nfsone-greenbelt-recreati ;

numbers.

I .



Tv. Mandatory Findings =of Significance YLS MAYBI  NO

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade

the quality of the environment, substantially.

caduee the habitar of a fish or wildlife species,

cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below

self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a

plant or animal community, reduce the number or

restrict the range of a rare or cndangered plant

or animai or eliminate important examples of the

major periods of California history or prehistory? %

b. Does the project have the potential to

achi eve short-term, to the disadvantage of
long-term, environmantal goals? (A short-term
impact on the environment is one which occurs
in a relatively brief, definite period of time
while long-term impacts will endure well into

the future.) X

c. May any aspects of the project either indi-
vidually or cumulatively cause a significant
effect on the environment, regardless of whether
+he overall effect of the project is adverse or
beneficial? (Section 15080). :

(A project may impact on two or more separate
resources where the impact on each resource is
relatively small, but where the c¢ffect of the
total of those imapcts on the environment is
significant; it may aiso be viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects
of other current projects, and the effects

of probable future projects). X
d. Does the project have environmental effects
which cdn cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly? X

e. Is ‘there, or anticipated to be, a substantial
body of opinion that considers or will consider
the effect of the project to be adverse?

(Section 15081). X

f. Are there conflicting points of view as to

the project's effect which would require investi-
gation of potentially significant adverse impacts
in an LTR? (Woodland Hills). .

v Project Impact Summary:
Potentially significant impact areas include: (1)air Quality degredation;
7 :3+t i +oTr7 i 185 Wi € ALUP;

(5)and aesthetic concerns. In addition Arch concerns may occur.

-Mapy.of these i ssues—have—beer—identirfied-—trthe Urcutt 13 EIR. Because
(l)tpls dgcumen? @s.old; (2) environmental conditions have changed in
JqmLqJgEdaaxa—xaeaﬂ&éy7—an&—+3+issues~nct‘prevtﬁu§1y Touiid to be
significant may be significant at this time. Therefore, I recommend
an_update to -the-Oreutt—i3—EFR-—simitariy—to tmat WoTR done for Meadow

View Estates.

-lle




VI, Recommendarion by 4" Utaff: On the basis of the [nitial
the sta-l of the Nepartment of nvironmental Resourres:

firvje with enrtainty tha: the proposed projeet wil
a significant impact ‘on ithe environment and that a
shouild be preparcd.

4

Finds that the proposed project WILL MNOT have a significarn:!
I effret on the environmen: anc, therfore, recommends tha!
an N be prepuared, . .

With Public Hearing Without PubLlic Prapine
Yinds that !rhough the proposed project could have a Toan!
effect on the environment, there will not he a signil:
effaect in Lhis cace because the mitigation measures : e

into the REVISED PROJECT DESCRIPTION (copy attached) |
successfully mitigated the potentially significant impacr=. U8 o
recommend the preparation of an ND.

Finds that the proposed iroject MAY have a significant i ..
the environment, and reccmmends that an { MYNIR ( jfnoucosl 70F
te prapared. ’
Circle one: In-house

Consultant update of Orcutt 13

Porentially significant <dverse impact areas: Geotech, Air Quality,

Water, Airport Land Use, Traffic, Aesthetics, Archaeology

Finds that from existing documents (previcus FNiIR's that
m addandun {rontaining updated and site-specifin . N
a 15067/150+35 should be prepared.

. - TR}
An atiitional daposzit of money should be reguestal: Vif we

79-EIR~-1

Proavious derogment

5/7/82

DATL :

PROJECT EVALUATIR: Eric Sakowitz

Yii. Determinarion by bBnvironmenta®: Rewources Divector

{:} I agree witih the staff conclusions, Freparation of ihe
approoriate document may proceed.

[:] T 0BG MOT agrer with the stafi conciusions. The followiny actions
will be taken: .

T require consultation a:rd Further information prior tn making
ny determination.

DATE: __5/10/82

STGNATURE: Albert J. McCurdy

VIIT. follow-!u Pinding (To be com: leted by DER staff):

DATL:

e oo e e C— - Jr—

CIGNATURL:




APPENDIX B

ok DEFINITION OF LEVEL OF SERVICE

Service
Level Type of Flow Delay Maneuverability

A Free Flow No vehicle waits Turning movements are
longer than one easily made, and nearly
red indication. all drivers find free-

dom of operation.

B Stable Flow The number of Many drivers begin to
vehicles waiting = feel somewhat resticted
through one red within groups of
indication is vehicles.
increased.

C. Stable Flow Occasionally Backups may develop
(Design vehicles may have behind turning vehicles.
Level) to wait through Most drivers feel some-

more than one . what restricted, but
red indication. "not objectionably so.

D Approaching Delays may be Maneuverability is

Unstable Flow substantial during severely limited
short periods, during short periods
but excessive due to temporary

" backups do not backups.
occur.

E Unstable Delay may be great There are typically
(Capa- Flow -up to several long queues of ve=-
city) signal cycles. hicles waiting

upstream of the
intersection.

F Forced Excessive delay. Jammed conditions.

Backups from other
locations may restrict
or prevent movement

of vehicles at the
intersections under
consideration.

Flow

Throughout the entire range of levels it should be realized

that some vehicles will arrive during a red indication and will
have to stop. For any single intersection, then, even the
highest level of service may involve some stops. These
descriptions also apply to non-significant intersections, except

for references to signals.

SOURCE: S.B. County RMD, S.B. Savings, 79-EIR-20




o
o
(o}
P
&0
g 2
o P
: &
o - & ~N-
- 52 L8 o 140
B o Tl
p o ~
o O o) - ~t
N ALY ON
Ne) M.
2 =
w e
.o &
= =
o , . , 356 1l 284 t
~F ‘ . t 188
24 - - : ,
0 | o 516 3
S| 48L - o) m \ A

)

Clark Avenue

AM peak hour Counts
7330 - 8:30
September 1, 1982

252

Highway 135 Onramp



CRITICAL MOVEMENT SUMMATION

Approach Volumes

Divide by Number of
Lanes

Opposing Lefts

TOTAL

Critial Movements

Intersection Total

LOS

WB

284

142

24

166

430

L84

242

188

430

(576)

292

146

146

146
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- Santa Barbara County. =

RESQURCE RANASEMENT DERARTMENT

) Deputy Directors
DIANNE GUZMAN, AICP Comprehensive Planning — Kirvil Skinnarland, AiCP
Director ) Environmental Review — Albert McCurdy

Current Planning — Jeff Harris

MEMO TO: Resource Management Department Staff

FROM: Kirvil Skinnarlandf =
DATE: October 14, 1982
RE:  °  Revised Maximum Sales Pricesand Rents for Low, Moderate,

and Middle-Income Housing, 1982-83

Effective this date, the maximum sales prices and rents for low, moderate,
and middle-income housing have been revised as follows for 1982-83:

Low Moderate Middle

Bedrooms Persons Rentl/Sales  Rent/Sales  Rent 2/Sales
Studio 1 279 33,450 502 60,250 627 75,300
1 2 321 38,250 574 68,850 717 86,050
2 3 460 43,000 645 77,450 807 96,800
3 4 481 47,800 717 86,050 896 107,550
4 5+ 544 50,800 762 91,400 952 114,250

1) Low income rental rates are based on existing Fair Market Rents (FMR's)
established periodically for areas in Santa Barbara County by the
Department of Housing & Urban Development (HUD). These rental rates
should be confirmed with the County Housing Authority office for the
area in which the project is located.

2) Middle-income rent levels are not defined in the Housing Element and,
therefore, should be used only as guidelines. The rents shown are
based on the following: (a) a middle-income household earns up to 150%

of the County median and (b) a middle income household should spend no
more than 30% of its gross income on rent,

The maximum sales prices and rents listed above, with the exception of middle
income rents, are based on the definitions of affordability, policies, and pro-
grams of the Housing Element of the County's Comprehensive Plan.

LOW INCOME: Low income households are defined as households with an
annual income of 80% of the County median income as
established by HUD. Low income housing rents at no more
than 25% of income of lower income households or is available
for occupancy under the Section 8, Rental Assistance Program

or its successor; or sells at no more than 2 times the 80%
median income figure.

123 East Anapamu Street, Santa Barbara, CA 92101 (805) 963-7135 —




MODERATE INCOME: Moderate income households have annual gross incomes of

‘ between 80% - 120% of the County median income figure.
Moderate income housing rents at no more than 30% of income
of moderate income households, or sells at no more than

3 times the 120% median.

MIDDLE INCOME: Middle income housing sells at no more than 3 times 150%
of the County median income level. Middle income housing
is not housing affordable to low or moderate income house-
holds and is not eligible for density bonus policies or

fast-track processing.

The revised 1982-83 maximum sales prices and rents are based on a Santa Barbara

County median income of $23,900. This median income figure was determined by the -
Resource Management Department Comprehensive Planning Division because of uncertainties
and delays related to the availability of new median income figures from HUD. The
1982-83 median was derived by increasing the 1981 HUD median for the County ($22,500)
by 6.3 percent-- the increase in the CPI for the Los Angeles-Anaheim area from

July 1, 1981 to July 1, 1982,



APPENDIX D

Comments and Responses

Minutes of the Public Hearing

Comments on the Draft EIR

a. Dennis Bethel, Agent for the applicant

b. James W. Burns, Santa Maria Joint Union High School District
c. John Evans, County Department of Transportation

d. K. George Philip, Air Pollution Control District
e

Greg Mohr, County Resource Management Department
Comprehensive Planning Division

Responses to Comments



COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA
DEPARTMENT OF RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

MINUTES
January 20, 1983

1. 82-ND-99. TPM 13,408. T. Richards. AP# 103-021-01 and
TPM 13,429. L. Bassett. AP# 103-021-02. Orcutt Area
Fifth Supervisorial District. = Two adjoining property
owners, Mr. Richards and Mr. Bassett, propose to divide
their respective one acre parcels into three lots for a
total of six parcels each approximately 12,950 square
feet net. Water service would be provided by California
Cities Water Company and sanitary service by Laguna County
Sanitary District. A shared access road wculd be provided
between the two existing parcels to serve the proposed four
interior lots. The project is located approximately 500
feet west of the intersection of Hobbs Lane and Hummel Drive,
on the South side of Hobbs Lane, commonly known as 480 Hobbs

Lane.

ERIC SAKOWICZ

Four areas of potential significance were identified in the
Negative Declaration (ND). It included impacts associated
with Water Use, Flora, Noise and Circulation issues. Net
water use of approximately 6 acre feet per year. The Santa’
Maria Area draws water from the Santa Maria Basin which is

) currently in a state of overdraft. Because of additional
water use that this project would generate it would contribute -
cumulative to the continued overdraft of that water basin,
however on a individual basis it was not consider significant.

Flora: Primary associated with the trees located on the
site. Approximately 11 trees were identified on the project
site some of which were Oak trees. The EIR identifies that
two Oak trees could be impacted by the access road as cur-
rently planned as part of this project. Applicant has agreed
to take all measures necessary to modify the identified loca-
tion of this road should that these trees shall be preserved
onsite. If this changes are made on map these changes would

be reduce to insignificant levels.

Noise issues raised, primarly associated with Airport Approach
zone. Located north of the project site. It is estimated

that noise within the project could exceed 75 decibals. Average
noise during the course of day on the project site will be

65 decibals is limitation by the County as being significant
because the project would have periodic noises in excess of this
the average would be much lower. Those impacts are considered
adverse but not significant.

Circulation issues were also describe in the Negative Declara-
tion primarily associated with the creation of flag lots. Flag



MINUTES
January 20, 1983

2. 82-EIR-16.. 82-GP-6. Murphy Et Al. AP# 141-041-01. Santa Ynez
Valley area. Third Supervisorial District. The applicant
proposes a Comprehensive Plan change from a land use designa-
tion of 40 acre minimum parcel size to 20 acres minimum parcel
size. If the amendment is approve, the applicant intends to
apply for a rezone and tentative parcel map. The project site

is located in the central Santa Ynez Valley, between the town
of Santa Ynez and Ballard.

ERIC SAKOWICZ, ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNER:

The loss of agriculture lands seems to be the key issue.
Other issues were Water Supply, Flood Hazard, Traffic and
Circulation. Continuance was to clarify those specific
item identified in the addendum that was prepared.

GREG CLARK, PAUL HALME LAW OFFICE:

In response to the letter dated 12/13/82 and it does appear
responsive in part to our concerns, but our real concern at
this time extensive and current modificaticn made to the EIR
none of the applicants, GCaounty staff or the public have had
an opportunity to review the results of the final EIR.

Laurence Jones, PLUS:

We review the 11/30/82, and in response to that I met with
Alice Kingsbury revised a draft response on the issues

published on 12/13/82. Appropriate text changes will be made
to the body of the document.

JEFF HARRIS, DEPUTY DIRECTOR:

Do you wish to respond?

GREG CLARK, PAUL HALME LAW OFFICE:

We would like to see the actual result ofcthe text before it
is given to the decision makers. Pg. 23 Along with the manda-

tory worst case scenario will be the best case. We have a hard
time understanding.

JEFF HARRIS, DEPUTY DIRECTOR:

California Environmental Qualtiy Act first of all mandates
it doesn't suggests that the County, City or whatever entity
is making the Environmental Review address ultimate impacts,
the key word here is ultimate and you can interpet that as
worst case if you wish. We have to look at the ultimate
impact of what your client proposal is. So you have to be
aware that whenever you read and EIR your going to get a
worse case s¢enario. Now there is also a section in a EIR
that usual addresses, beneficial aspects of the project if
there are any. Even though there may be disagreements with



DENNIS BETHEL & ASSOCIATES, INC

q CIVIL ENGINEERS

122 West El Camino, Suite-C . Santa Maria, California 93454 - . (805) 928-7666

January 10, 1983
DB-30001

Santa Barbara County
Department of Resource Management
624 West Foster Road
Santa Maria, CA 93455

SUBJECT: Southpoint Estates E.I.R. (82-EIR-18)

Dear Eric Sakowicz:

We have reviewed the subject E.I.R. and wish to submit the followingAcomments:

1. We are not in total agreement with the figures used and the conclusions
reached with respect to water impacts. ‘

(::) 2. (Page 3, Page 33) We know of no adopted County policy which forfeits
water recharge rights for ongoing projects, or which forfeits the
benefits of the recharge system which was conceived and constructed

by this project.

(::) 3. (Page 12) What evidence does the preparer of this E.I.R. have to
substantiate that homes in this project will start at $105,000 to
$115,000. We will be building the same homes that were built in
Phase I and Phase II. We have demonstrated that we can provide
architecturally pleasing, well built homes at an affordable price.
The preparer of this E.I.R. has made a very irresponsible statement
and we request that it be corrected or substantiated.

(::) 4, (Page 17) There is no encroachment into the 100 year flood plain.
This can be substantiated by the Santa Barbara County Flood Control

District.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

Dennis Bethel P.E.

DB:jc ’ RECEIVED
JAN 111983

S. B. COUNTY
RESOURCE MGT. DEPT.




January 6, 1983

Department of Resource Management
Division of Environmental Review
105 East Anapamu Street

Room 103

Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Attn.: Jeffrey T. Harris
SUBJ.:  Draft Environmental Impact Report # 82-EIR-18.

AP #105-180-39/AP #105-020-50,12,25
Fifth Supervisorial District

At this time, the school district is awaiting the decision
of the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors regarding
. the ordinance involving developer fees for new construction.
The sclool district will be affected by any residential con-
struction when the growth of student population is realized.

No definite comments can be made until the Board of Trustees
has taken a position. In the meantime, our comments are that
any construction that will create student housing facilities
problems will be considered an inmpact. ’

James W. Burns
Assistant Superintendent
Business Services

e
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COMMENT NOTIFICATICON

for ND's and EIR's
WITH a Public Hearing

(Optional for Non-County Departments)

SUBJECT: 82-EIR-18. TM 13,345. South Point Estates Corp. Orcutt area. AP#105—180-39 and
AP#105-020-50,12,25, Fifth Supervisorial District.

the -
Written Comments Due: Friday, Januvary 14, 1983

Public Hearing Date: Thrusday, January 20, 1983

Department of Resource Management Conference Room

Location :
624 West Foster Road, Santa Maria, CA 93455

PLEASE RETURN TO: DEPARTMENT OF RESOURCE MANAGEMENT, DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW,
‘ 105 East Anapam Street —Room 103, Santa Barbara, California, 93101,

before the due date for written comments.

FROM:

"Please Check One:

e .
L [ ' This Department has enclosed comments with this notification.
———— V

This Department has NO ¢omment concerning this document.

RS

Planning (Current, Comprehensive Planning, Subdivision Committee)
Planning - Landscape Planner

Agriculture Commissioner

A:Lr Pollutlon Control D:Lrector

Flre Preventlon Control Offlcer

Flood Control :

Grading/Public Works

Health Department/Environmental Division
Superintendent of Schools/Lino D. Mautino
Surveyor

Petroleum Administrator

LAFCO - Office of Regional Programs

Parks Department/John Dohm

Area Planning Council

ES:df




COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA

Department of Transportation
COURT HOUSE, SANTA BARBARA, CALIFORNIA 93101

LELAND R. STEWARD
DIRECTOR OF TRANSPORTATION

TELEPHONE 3
HAROLD L. PURDY ADMINISTRATION/ENGINEERING
DEPUTY DIRECTOR (805) 963-7178

WILLIAM G. MENCHEN - ‘ i MAINTENANCE/CONSTRUCTION
DEPUTY DIRECTOR {805) 964-0788

January 6, 1983

 RECERALD
MEMORANDUM b g 183
". ’ b TR L Y NP
s RESOURCE MaT. LECT.
TO: Jeff Harris
FROM: John Evans

SUBJECT: 82-EIR-18, Tentative Map Tract 13,345 -
Southpoint Estates

This Department appreciates this opportunity in making the
following comments regarding the above subject. (p.p. 28, 4.3)

<:> 1. A more indepth traffic study regarding the
entire Clark Avenue/State Highway 135 inter-
change should be made. This includes traffic

movements for all freeway ramps and frontage
roads.

(:) 2. Comment should be made regarding the west
frontage road which is presently being ex-
tended from Foxenwood Drive to Foster Road
and what impacts will be created at Foster

Road and State Highway 135 intersection due
to this exten51on.

JLE/bs



COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA '« HEALTH CARE SERVICES
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT

315 CAMINO DEL REMEDIO, SANTA BARBARA, CALIFORNIA 93110 « PHONE (805) 964-8658

g

_____ {E ISH
DI‘REC:" ‘axk“ﬁou_LU'noN ONTROL

LAWRENCE HART, M.D., M.P.H.

- DIRECTOR 3
HEALTH CARE SERVICES A ~ "
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL OFFICER N ¢ N \% J
" tQAN T
MEMORANDUM SR N
j e \J"": ? !
N n\?mi et O~
“‘E:U e
TO: The Department of Resoruce Management L

FROM: K. George Philip, Air Pollution Control Engineer
SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Report, 82 - EIR - 18
Southpoint Estates

This draft, forwarded to us, did not discuss cumulative
additions to air pollutants among cumulative effects. Peak hourly

emission figures are given in the body of the checklist and since
no calculation of assumptions used were given, this could not be

checked. -

The cumulative result of pollutant emissions is the important
feature that needs to be considered for an evaluation like this.
So, we have modified the tabulation of project activity (page 40)
in the Orcutt area to include pollutant emissions. Assumptions used
in the calculations are attached. The emission factors used could
probably stand further refinement for future calculations.

We appreciate leaving out of lengthy, vague and wide ranging
discussions in the EIR which tends to thwart efforts to get to facts
that are pertinent. However, if the Department of Resource Manage-
ment would specify a brief chapter for Air Pollution to be included,
that would help. It is suggested such chapter should contain:

(a.) tabulation of new projects of the year and emission estimates,
(b.) tabulation of the previous five years' projects and their
emissions. This as well as tabulation in (a) should be for develop-
ment areas that DRM defines so they are comparable from one EIR to
another. .(c.) a map showing proximity to existing potential pollu-
tant handling sources. Mines, petroleum wells, dumps, units with
APCD permits/applications could be identified as pollutant handling
sources. Proximity needs to be defined probably in terms of feet for
small sources while "large" or dangerous sources would need to take
a larger area into the definition. (d.) a map showing location of
proposed temporary sprinkler system that would cover the graded area,
frequency and duration of such sprinkling for effective dirt sup-
pression or equivalent system defined in effective details. Inches
of watering (similar to inches if rainfall) would be the most specific

description of watering.

(1)




Page 2 of 2

The above are requested as basic minimum facts towards air
pollution impact statements. More than usual lack of such data in
this EIR has prompted these comments.

/( /czr;e 72{\/[‘//3

K. GeorgéyPhlllp
Air Pollution Engineer

KGP:1s

Copy: - John B. English, Director, Air Pollution Control
James H. Schneider, Engineer Inspector, APCD



ORCUTT AREA

" CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

. Phase III of the Southpoint Estates project is one of many housing projects which have

been proposed in recent years in the Orcutt area. Table 4 shows recent development

activity for this area.

TABLE 4
1

PROPOSED, APPROVED, AND RECENTLY BUILT PROJECTS ™
Emissions into air, lbs/day

PROJECT (1982) TYPE UNITS| CO HC NO_ S0, PM
Foxenwoods Condominiums 94 42,96 5.45 25.0 0.42 2.91
Mohawk Village Condominiums 32 14,62 1.86 8.51 0.14 0.99
Orcutt Creek Mixed Use 608 | 277.86  35.26  161.73  2.74  18.45
Molina Flynn Condominiums 32 14,62 1.86 8.51 0.14 0.99
Meadow View Condominiums 67 30.62 3.89 17.82 0.30 2,08
" Bill Ames Condominiums 40 ~18.28 2,32 10.64 0.18 1.24
- Porter Highlands SFD 110 50.27 6.33 24,86 0.50 3.41
" Coast Valley Condominiums 136 62.15 7.89 36.18 0.61 4,22
BRM . Mixed Use 266 | 121.56 15,43  70.76  1.20  8.25

SUB TOTAL . . . 1385 | 632.95  80.33  368.41 16.23 42.94
In tons/yr « « . » « « (115.50) (14.66) (67.23) (1.13) (7.84)
Project Activity (1981) . . . 2868 | 1308.39 166,05 761.56 12,88 88.75
In tons/yr . . . . . . (283.78) (30.30) (138.97)  (3.49) (24.06)

TOTAL . . . 4253 | 1943.62 244,67 1131.30  19.14 131.84
In toms/yTr « « « « » » (354.71) (44.65) (206.46)  (3.49) (24.06)

SOURCE: Santa Barbara County Resource Management Department
September 1982

' This proposal, addition of 86 units '
to Southpoint Project 39.30 4,99 22.88 0,39 2.67

1. . . . . , . . .
This list includes projects in process, not recorded, recorded and projects with permits.

40

NOTE: Material enclosed by lines is addition made by APCD to page 40 of EIR,
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Comprehensive Planning

Cherie Jones—=> G&A2EG
, R &
. COMMENT NOTIFICATION .

for ND's and EIR's
WITH a Public Hearing

(Optional fo;: Non~-County Departments)

SUBJECT 82-EIR-18. ™ 13,345. South Point Estates Corp. Orcutt area. AP#105—180—39, and
AP#105-020-50,12,25. Fifth Supenn.sorlal District.

the

Public Hearing Date:

PLEASE RETURN TO:

FROM:
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Resbonses to Comments

Dennis Bethel, Agent

Thank you for'your comment. The water demand situation in the
Orcutt area is in a constant state of flux. We utilized the
best data available at the time the document was prepared.

The recharge rights resulting from this project are not forfeited
and were in fact applied to the final water demand calculation.
However, the 900 AFY recharge "bank" from existing development
has been fully committed. Because this project expired, the
water allocation from the "bank" was reallocated to the other
projects filed before the reapplication for this project.

Unfortunately housing prices are not static but constantly move
upward. The $105,000 to $115,000 price range was given in the
County's RFP and the Consultant basically agrees with it, even
though housing prices are difficult to forecast. The homes
would still be affordable to middle income families at these

rates.

The revised flood boundary map prepared by the Army Corp of

Engineers (1981) available in the County Flood Control District
office shows the flood elevation in the project vicinity to be
approximately 310 feet. Portions of Lots 32 and 33 are within

this area.

James W. Burns, Asst. Superintendent of Schools

Thank you for your comment.

John Evans, County Department of Transportation

A more in-depth study of this intersection should be made.
However, because this project only affects one leg of the
intersection, County staff decided it was beyond the scope
of work for this project. For more details, see the traffic
report prepared for the Bischof 01d World Project by Assoc-

jated Transportation Engineers.

The extension of the west frontage road would relieve the
necessity of northbound vehicles travelling through the

Foxenwood development. Any increase in the number of vehicles
utilizing the Foster Road/State Highway 135 intersection would
Tikely be small as most would be using that intersection ’
regardless. Any vehicles using the Foster Road/ State Highway 135
jntersection instead of the Clark Avenue/State Highway 135/
Frontage Road intersection would result in decreased traffic at
the second intersection. The inpacts of the frontage road

should be addressed in the environmental impact report for that

project.




8. K. George Philip, Air Pollution Control Engineer

The discussion of Air Quality impacts was found by County staff
to be beyond the scope of this EIR. 'We appreciate your concern
and are including all the documentation provided with your
comment in this Appendix.

9. Greg Mohr, Senior Planner, Comprehensive Planning Division

Most of the changes recommended by Mr. Mohr were made in the text
of the Final document.



