COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA

Planning and Development

www.sbcountyplanning.org

Draft Mitigated Negative
Declaration 23NGD-00007

PLSB, LLC Residence & Accessory Structures

20CDH-00000-00022 & 23CUP-00001
March 2024

Applicant Agent

PLSB, Inc. Appleton Partners LLP
PO Box 29374 911 Chapala Street

San Francisco, CA 94129 Santa Barbara, CA 93101

(805) 965-0304

For More Information Contact Katie Nall, Planner, Energy Minerals & Compliance
P: (805) 884-8050 E: nallk@countyofsb.org




PLSB, LLC Residence & Accessory Structures, Case Nos. 20CDH-00000-00022 & 23CUP-00001 March 2024
Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration, Case No. 23NGD-00007 Page 1

1.0 REQUEST/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project is for a Coastal Development Permit, Case No. 20CDH-O0000-00022, to allow the demolition
of the existing residence, garage, guest house, greenhouse, and shed, and allow for the construction of a
new 5,282-square-foot residence, a 760-square-foot detached garage, 754-square-foot storage room
above garage, 770-square-foot cabana, 765-square-foot guesthouse above cabana as well as a new
backup generator, hardscaping, and landscaping. The 28-foot tall main residence includes an 8-foot tall
cupola at the center and the accessory structures are proposed to be 27-feet above existing grade. Also
proposed is a Minor Conditional Use Permit, Case No. 23CUP-00001, for the installation of a new 16-foot
tall, 40-square-foot greenhouse. The proposed project will require approximately 1,200-cubic-yards of cut
and 3,000-cubic-yards of fill. The project will result in the removal of 42 trees throughout the property
including native and nonnative species. The parcel will be served by the Carpinteria Valley Water District,
the Carpinteria Sanitary District, and the Santa Barbara County Fire District. The property is a 2.02 acre
parcel zoned 8-R-1 and shown as Assessor’s Parcel Number 005-400-041, located at 3393 Padaro Lane in
the Toro Canyon Community Plan area, First Supervisorial District.
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FIGURE 2. DETACHED ACCESSORY STRUCTURES: GARAGE, CABANA, STORAGE ROOM, & GUESTHOUSE - EAST ELEVATION.
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FIGURE 3. SITE PLAN SHOWING STRUCTURAL STRINGLINE BETWEEN 3389 AND 3433 PADARO LANE.

2.0 PROIJECT LOCATION

The project site is located at 3393 Padaro Lane, in the Toro Canyon Plan area, First Supervisorial District.
The 2.02-acre subject parcel (APN 005-400-041) is situated between Padaro Lane to the north and the
Pacific Ocean the south.

2.1 Site Information

Comprehensive Plan Coastal, Coastal Commission Appeals Jurisdiction
Designation Toro Canyon Plan Area: Rural Area, Existing Developed Rural

Neighborhood. RES-4.6 (Residential - 4.6 units per acre)
Zoning District, Ordinance Article Il Coastal Zoning Ordinance.

Residential 8-R-1, 8,000 sf minimum lot size

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Overlay - Eucalyptus windrows / Monarch
butterflies

Design Control Overlay, Flood Hazard Overlay - Toro Canyon Creek

Toro Canyon Plan

Site Size 2.02-acres

Present Use & Development | Single Family Residence and Accessory Structures

Surrounding Uses/Zoning North: Padaro Lane, Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR), Highway 101
South: Pacific Ocean

East: 8-R-1, Single Family Residence

West: 8-R-1, Single Family Residence

Access Padaro Lane

Public Services Water Supply: Carpinteria Valley Water District
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Sewage: Carpinteria Sanitary District
Fire: Carpinteria - Summerland Fire Protection District
Other: Carpinteria Unified School District

3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
3.1 PHYSICAL SETTING

The project site is located within a fully developed residential neighborhood along Padaro Lane, which
includes various combinations of narrow lots, large existing homes, flood control easements, sandy beach
and state tideland areas. Most parcels within the neighborhood are sized between 7,000 square feet to
one acre, oriented perpendicular to Padaro Lane and the ocean. The subject parcel, at 2.02-acres, has the
largest acreage within the neighborhood. Padaro Lane is a two-lane roadway located south of Highway
(HWY) 101 and the Southern Pacific Railroad tracks, connecting to Highway 101 and Via Real.

The property is developed with a 2,931-square-foot two-story single-family residence with a maximum
height of 21-feet above existing grade, and the following ancillary structures: a secondary residence; a
two-car garage; a garage, office and carport structure; a garage/workshop; a greenhouse; and a gazebo.
Most of the accessory structures are unpermitted. All of these structures have hardscape patios and
walkways around and/or adjacent to them. The single-family residence was built in 1935; the construction
dates of the ancillary structures are unknown but they appear to have been built after 1935. A rock
revetment, which predates 1972, is present on the southern edge of the parcel between the beach and
the landscaped grass. The revetment received repair and augmentation through permits 83-CP-58 & 85-
CDP-97 and prevents major shoreline erosion. The property is accessed via a gated gravel driveway that
begins at Padaro Lane and extends to the main residence and the ancillary structures.

The entire property, except for about 12,050-square-feet that extends onto the beach, is landscaped with
a variety of ornamental trees, shrubs, herbs, a small fruit orchard, and a small turfgrass lawn. During the
2021-2022 season, approximately 25,000 monarchs, or 10 percent of the entire western population,
aggregated on the property on one redwood tree, several surrounding eucalyptus trees, and one pine
tree. All the 25,000 butterflies clustered in an area less than three-fourths of an acre on the property.

3.2 ENVIRONMENTAL BASELINE

The environmental baseline from which the project’s impacts are measured consists of the physical
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as described above

4.0 POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS CHECKLIST

The following checklist indicates the potential level of impact and is defined as follows:

Potentially Significant and Unavoidable Impact: A fair argument can be made, based on the substantial
evidence in the file, that an effect may be significant.

Significant but Mitigable: Incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from a Potentially
Significant Impact to an Insignificant Impact.

Insignificant Impact: An impact is considered adverse but does not trigger a significance threshold.

No Impact: There is adequate support that the referenced information sources show that the impact
simply does not apply to the subject project.

Beneficial Impact: There is a beneficial effect on the environment resulting from the project.
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Reviewed Under Previous Document: The analysis contained in a previously adopted/certified
environmental document addresses this issue adequately for use in the current case and is summarized in
the discussion below. The discussion should include reference to the previous documents, a citation of the
page(s) where the information is found, and identification of mitigation measures incorporated from the
previous documents.

4.1 AESTHETICS/VISUAL RESOURCES
Potent. Significant No Reviewed
Will the proposal result in: silg:a:rl.oaiz?' Mithi’::ble et Blr:n’::f(i:;igl P:Je':,?::s
Impact Document
a. The obstruction of any scenic vista or view X
open to the public or the creation of an
aesthetically offensive site open to public
view?
b. Change to the visual character of an area? X
c. Glare or night lighting which may affect X
adjoining areas?
d. Visually incompatible structures? X

Existing Setting: The project site is located at 3393 Padaro Lane, approximately 0.5 miles northwest of
the Padaro Lane and Santa Clause Lane intersection. The site is within the Padaro Lane Existing Developed
Rural Neighborhood (EDRN), which is a Rural Neighborhood located south of U.S. 101 and north of the
Pacific Ocean. This area was developed in 1920 as the Town of Serena and was laid out and characterized
by long narrow lots oriented perpendicular to Padaro Lane, formerly the Coast Highway, to the ocean.
Today, the area is a mix of primary and secondary residences. The lots are generally larger at the western
end of Padaro Lane, becoming narrower with smaller lots toward the eastern end. Architectural styles
vary widely throughout the neighborhood. The Toro Canyon Plan identifies this area as a scenic corridor
and the Coastal Plan identifies the area as a view corridor overlay designation.

No streetlights exist along Padaro Lane and road shoulders are undeveloped, but densely vegetated along
the north and south sides of the street. Most parcels on the south side of Padaro Lane have heavy
plantings of predominantly non-native, ornamental trees (Monterrey cypress, black acacia, and
pittosporum) with scattered ornamental shrubs along the property lines. This, along with tall fencing along
the property lines, and dense trees on the north side of Padaro Lane effectively blocks views from Hwy
101 to the south. To the north of the site, small portions of Paredon Ridge are visible through the dense
vegetation. The primary public viewshed of the project site is from Padaro Beach. When looking north
from the beach, large single-family residences, accessory structures, flagpoles, and a rock revetment are
visible, back dropped by dense vegetation along Padaro Lane and the San Ynez Mountains. Although most
residences within the vicinity are built directly adjacent to the rock revetment, the closest five parcels to
the property vary between a 30 and 130-foot setback from the revetment.

The proliferation of large dwellings, often from 5,000, to 20,000 square feet in size, also is altering the
neighborhood’s rural character. Dwellings of this size often pose neighborhood compatibility issues if the
size of the homes is larger than those in the existing neighborhood. Residents have expressed concern
over building heights and the scale of new homes, which often obstruct or degrade ocean and mountain
views from public roads, trails, and private homes. New development also alters natural visual resources
of the area, such as land formations (e.g. rock outcroppings and ridgelines), creeks, and existing
vegetation. New roads and driveways also produce adverse visual impacts if not carefully sited and
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designed. Inappropriate grading, landscaping or structural design for new or expanded roads can create
adverse changes in the area’s rural and semi-rural character.

Currently, the property is screened from Padaro Lane by existing dense vegetation and fencing. A 1,800-
square-foot work shed in the northeast corner of the lot and a 1,350-square-foot garage in the northwest
corner are briefly visible from Padaro Lane over the 6-foot tall wooden fence along the northern edge of
the property. The western and eastern property lines are fenced off by a 6-foot tall wooden and metal
wire fence, and the southern edge of the private, landscaped portion of the property is fenced with a 4-
foot tall brick wall. There are no public views from Padaro Lane over or through the site to the ocean. A
boulder seawall revetment exists approximately 10-feet south of the brick wall and separates the
developed and landscaped portion of the property from Padaro Beach. The portion of the property that
extends onto the beach is not fenced and is open to the public. The main residence, gazebo, and accessory
structures are all visible from Padaro Beach.

FIGURE 4. AERIAL VIEW OF EXISTING PADARO LANE NEIGHBORHOOD.

County Environmental Thresholds. The County’s Visual Aesthetics Impact Guidelines classify coastal and
mountainous areas, the urban fringe, and travel corridors as “especially important” visual resources. A
project may have the potential to create a significantly adverse aesthetic impact if (among other potential
effects) it would impact important visual resources, obstruct public views, remove significant amounts of
vegetation, substantially alter the natural character of the landscape, or involve extensive grading visible
from public areas. The guidelines address public, not private views.

Impact Discussion:

(a)._Obstruct scenic vista or create offensive site from public view. The project proposes to demolish all
onsite structures and rebuild a main residence, cluster four individual accessory structures, and place
a greenhouse on the existing developed residential lot within the Padaro Lane EDRN. The site wall
along the northern property line would remain in place, but modified to allow for the construction of
two entry gates, a main and service gate. The western gate would be 20-feet wide and the eastern
gate would be 16-feet wide. Both gates would be 6-foot tall with 8-foot tall piers. Site visibility from
nearby transportation corridors is limited due to the short viewing timeframe associated with the
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faster rates of vehicle travel along HWY 101 and the screening from dense vegetation and fencing
along Padaro Lane. These initial demolition and construction activities, including the associated heavy
construction equipment, heavy haul truck trips, construction workers, construction and demolition
wastes, etc., would be visible form Padaro Beach. However, construction activities would be
temporary and would generally occur over a limited area and for a short period of time (e.g., generally
over a period 12-24 months). The project does not include extensive grading visible from public areas.

Once constructed, the proposed residence and greenhouse would be visible from Padaro Beach,
however, the proposed dwelling and greenhouse would be similar in bulk and scale to existing
development and vegetation in the surrounding neighborhood. The project would result in the
relocation of 6 trees and the removal of 42 trees throughout the property including native and
nonnative species (See Table 1 and Figure 7 in Section 4.4 Biological Resources). Because of the dense
vegetative backdrop of the site, removal of these trees would not be noticeable from Padaro Beach
(See Figure 6). The main residence would be setback 216-feet from the rear property line, and 100-
feet from the rock revetment adjacent to the beach. Per Local Coastal Plan Policy 3-4, new oceanfront
structures and additions shall not be located closer to the ocean than adjacent structures to minimize
or avoid impacts on public views from the beach. The proposed main residence does not cross the
“stringline” created from the existing neighboring structures, ensuring that the proposed residence
does not infringe on mountain views from the beach (Figure 3). The greenhouse would be located
seaward of the stringline but it's encroachment into the residential stringline is visually insignificant
due to its limited height, design, and building materials. The greenhouse is made of glass and green
painted metal (Figure 5). Other accessory structures that encroach into the stringline along Padaro
Beach include gazebos, flagpoles, and raised decks on surrounding properties. The South Board of
Architectural Review (SBAR) reviewed the location of the greenhouse and residence on June 16, 2023
and determined they were appropriately located for the lot as long as no light is permitted within the
greenhouse (MM-Aesth-01).

The 28-foot tall main residence includes an 8-foot tall cupola at the center. Even at this height, the
residence does not intrude into the skyline as seen from Padaro Beach (Figure 5) due to existing
vegetation along Padaro Lane. Aesth-02 requires that all exterior surfaces of the structures match the
surrounding environment, such as with earth tones and non-reflective paints. A color and materials
board was submitted to SBAR on June 16, 2023 ensuring compatibility with this requirement. The
approved exterior features include a sandstone veneer wall skirt, gray driftwood wall shingles, cedar
shake roof tiles, and white trim. Therefore, the residence would not be conspicuously visible
compared to other residences along Padaro Beach. Aesth-03 would reduce temporary impacts to
visual resources by requiring construction site cleanup and debris clearing during construction
activities. A low intensity lighting plan, to be approved by the SBAR, is required to minimize the bulk
and visibility of the structures visible from Padaro Beach. The proposed residence would be 5,282-
square-feet in size, while neighboring properties range between 1,000 and 7,000-square-feet. The
project would not obstruct or degrade ocean and mountain views from public viewpoints and no
natural visual resources would be impacted as a result of project construction.

Therefore, the proposed development would not significantly obstruct public views from any public
road or from a public recreation area to, and along the coast, and impacts to scenic vistas would be
less than significant with mitigation.

(b, d). Change Visual Character of the Area. The current configuration of the lot includes multiple small
coastal cottage style structures placed sporadically throughout the site. Therefore, the proposed
Project may incrementally change the existing visual character of the project site and the Padaro Lane
neighborhood by consolidating, centering, and increasing the massing of these structures. Although
the main residence has a similar proposed height as existing residences along Padaro Lane, 28-feet
above existing grade, the size of the main residence appears to have larger massing than other two-
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story residences along Padaro Lane due to architectural features which exacerbate the perception of
its height and scale. However, at 5,282 net square-feet on a 2.02-acre lot, the proposed residence has
a floor area ratio of 6% while the average FAR in the neighborhood is 9.8% (average taken from the
neighboring four properties on either side of the subject lot). Proposed landscaping would consist of
low-growing native species along the coastal side of the property, progressively getting taller closer
to Padaro Lane in an effort accentuate the vegetative backdrop of the property from the perspective
at the beach.

FIGURE 5. RENDERED VIEW OF MAIN RESIDENCE AND GREENHOUSE FROM PADARO BEACH. NEIGHBORING PROPERTIES SHOWN TO
DEMONSTRATE SCALE OF NEARBY STRUCTURES.

As shown in Figure 5, most Padaro Lane single-family dwellings are built close to their southern
property lines, along Padaro Beach. The neighboring property to the east is an exception, as it is set
back uncharacteristically far. Therefore, the main residence is designed further back from Padaro
Beach than other properties in the area to comply with stringline requirements (Local Coastal Plan
Policy 3-4). As previously discussed in subsection a., structural stringline minimizes impacts on public
views by pushing new development further away from the beach. The proposed site plan design
depicts the main residence and greenhouse within a 0.2-acre development area near the southern
portion of the 2.02-acre property and a 0.05-acre development area for the accessory structures in
the northwestern portion of the property, leaving the center and northern end of the property
relatively vacant. This design approach was intentional for biological purposes. The clustered
accessory structures and the main residence would be as far away from the existing Monarch Roosting
site as possible and require the least amount of tree removal as feasible this is further discussed in
Section 5.4 Biological Resources.

The South Board of Architectural Review (SBAR) reviewed the project’s architectural style, mass, bulk,
scale, and neighborhood compatibility on June 16, 2023 and indicated the project was acceptable with
the recommended color, materials, and lighting restrictions identified in Aesth-01 & Aesth-02.
Therefore, the proposed project would not introduce a visually incompatible structure, and impacts
to the visual character of the low-density residential neighborhood would be less than significant with
mitigation.

(c). Create Glare or Night Lighting. Impacts resulting from glare or night lighting are considered potentially
significant as the project involves construction of a residence and accessory structures located near
Padaro Beach. Inappropriate night lighting installed within the Cupola and greenhouse or on entry
gates could create glare and spillover into public areas and neighboring parcels. To prevent this
impact, mitigation measure Aesth-01 prevents lights from being installed within the cupola or
greenhouse. Aesth-01 also requires that all exterior project lighting would be dark sky compliant and
comply with applicable County regulations, requiring that lighting be low-intensity, low-glare, and
hooded to prevent spillover onto adjacent properties. Overall, the proposed project would not create
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a new source of substantial light that would adversely affect adjacent light-sensitive areas or a new
source of glare that would substantially affect day or nighttime views in the area. Therefore, project
impacts associated with light and glare would be less than significant with mitigation.

Cumulative Impacts: The implementation of the project is not anticipated to result in any substantial
change in the aesthetic character of the area since the development is visually compatible with residences
in the neighborhood. Thus, the project would not cause a cumulatively considerable effect on aesthetics.

Mitigation and Residual Impact. The following mitigation measures would reduce the project’s aesthetic
impacts to an insignificant level:

MM-Aesth-01 Lighting. The Owner/Applicant shall ensure any exterior night lighting installed on the
project site is of low intensity, low glare design, minimum height, and shall be hooded to direct light
downward onto the subject lot and prevent spill-over onto adjacent lots. No unobstructed beam of
exterior light shall be directed toward any area zoned or developed residential. The Owner/Applicant
shall install timers or otherwise ensure lights are dimmed after 10 p.m. Additionally, no lights may be
hung within glass structures onsite including the cupola and greenhouse. PLAN REQUIREMENTS: The
Owner/Applicant shall develop a Lighting Plan for P&D and BAR approval incorporating these
requirements and showing locations and height of all exterior lighting fixtures. TIMING: P&D and
BAR shall review a Lighting Plan for compliance with this measure prior to issuance of a Coastal
Development Permit for structures. MONITORING: Compliance Monitoring staff shall inspect
structures upon completion to ensure that exterior lighting fixtures have been installed consistent
with their depiction on the final Lighting Plan prior to Final Building Inspection Clearance.

MM-Aesth-02 Building Materials. Natural building materials and colors compatible with surrounding
terrain (e.g., earth-tones and non-reflective paints) shall be used on exterior surfaces of all structures,
including fences. Plan Requirements and Timing: Materials shall be denoted on all plans, including all
plans for future residential development enabled by the proposed Project. All structures shall be
painted prior to the issuance of Final Building Inspection Clearances. Monitoring: P&D compliance
monitoring staff shall inspect prior to the issuance of Final Building Inspection Clearances.

MM-Aesth-03 Construction Clean-up. The Project site shall be cleared of all excess construction debris
following the initial construction activities associated with the Project. Plan Requirements and
Timing: This requirement shall be noted on all plans. Debris clearance shall occur prior to issuance of
Final Building Inspection Clearances for future residential development enabled by the proposed
Project. Monitoring: P&D compliance monitoring staff shall inspect prior to issuance of Final Building
Inspection Clearances.

With the incorporation of these measures, residual impacts would be insignificant.

4.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

Poten. Significant No Reviewed

. . Signif. but Insignif. Impact / Under
Will the proPosaI result in: and Mitigable Beneficial Previous
Unavoid. Impact Document

a. Convert prime agricultural land to
non-agricultural use, impair agricultural land X
productivity (whether prime or non-prime) or
conflict with agricultural preserve programs?

b. An effect upon any unique or other farmland of
State or Local Importance? X
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Impact Discussion:

(a, b). The project site is zoned for residential uses (8-R-1, 8,000-square-foot minimum lot size). The project
site does not contain a combination of acreage and/or soils which render the site an important
agricultural resource. Additionally, the site is located on/adjacent to Padaro Beach. Beaches have no
agricultural value. The site does not adjoin and/or would not impact any neighboring agricultural
operations.

Mitigation and Residual Impact. No impacts are identified. No mitigations are necessary.

4.3a AIR QUALITY

Poten. Signif. No Reviewed
Signif. But Insignif. Impact / Under
and Mitigable Beneficial Previous
Unavoid. Impact Document

Will the proposal result in:

a. The violation of any ambient air quality standard, X
a substantial contribution to an existing or
projected air quality violation, or exposure of
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations (emissions from direct, indirect,
mobile and stationary sources)?

b. The creation of objectionable smoke, ash or X
odors?

c. Extensive dust generation? X

County Environmental Threshold. Chapter 5 of the Santa Barbara County Environmental Thresholds and
Guidelines Manual (as revised in July 2015) addresses the subject of air quality. The thresholds provide
that a proposed project would not have a significantimpact on air quality if operation of the project would:

e emit (from all project sources, mobile and stationary), less than the daily trigger for offsets for
any pollutant (currently 55 pounds per day for NOx and ROC, and 80 pounds per day for PMio);

e emitlessthan 25 pounds per day of oxides of nitrogen (NOXx) or reactive organic compounds (ROC)
from motor vehicle trips only;

e not cause or contribute to a violation of any California or National Ambient Air Quality Standard
(except ozone);

e not exceed the APCD health risk public notification thresholds adopted by the APCD Board; and
e be consistent with the adopted federal and state Air Quality Plans.

No thresholds have been established for short-term impacts associated with construction activities.
However, the County’s Grading Ordinance requires standard dust control conditions for all projects
involving grading activities. Long-term/operational emissions thresholds have been established to
address mobile emissions (i.e., motor vehicle emissions) and stationary source emissions (i.e., stationary
boilers, engines, and chemical or industrial processing operations that release pollutants).

Impact Discussion:

(a-c). Potential Air Quality Impacts. The scope of the project includes demolition of the existing residence,
garage and accessory structures, and allows for the construction of a new residence, detached garage,
storage room, cabana, guesthouse, and greenhouse. The proposed project would require
approximately 1,200-cubic-yards of cut and approximately 3,000-cubic-yards of fill for construction as
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well as landscaping installation. The project would not result in new vehicle emissions (i.e., new
vehicular trips to or from the site would be fewer than 100) because a single-family residence and
accessory structures are currently constructed on the subject lot. Project construction would require
site preparation, grading, building construction, paving, and architectural coating activities, which
would temporarily produce air pollutant emissions. Project-related grading activities would have the
potential to cause short-term fugitive dust that could have the potential to impact nearby residential
uses. Project related grading would also contribute to regional emissions of PM10 and PM2.5. Dust
emissions resulting from project-related construction would be reduced to the extent feasible
through the implementation of County Grading Ordinance and the Air Pollution Control District
requirements, which require the implementation of standard dust control measures (Air-01). It would
not involve new stationary sources (i.e., equipment, machinery, hazardous materials storage,
industrial or chemical processing, etc.) that would increase the amount of pollutants released into the
atmosphere. The project would also not generate additional smoke, ash, odors, or long-term dust
after construction. The project’s contribution to global warming from the generation of greenhouse
gases would be negligible. Long-term emissions are typically estimated using the CalEEMod computer
model program. However, the proposed single-family residence is below threshold levels for
significant air quality impacts, pursuant to the screening table maintained by the Santa Barbara
County APCD. Therefore, the proposed project would not have a potentially significant long-term
impact on air quality.

Cumulative Impacts. The County’s Environmental Thresholds were developed, in part, to define the point
at which a project’s contribution to a regionally significant impact constitutes a significant effect at the
project level. In this instance, the project has been found not to exceed the significance criteria for air
quality. Therefore, the project’s contribution to regionally significant air pollutant emissions is not
cumulatively considerable, and its cumulative effect is insignificant.

Mitigation and Residual Impact:
The following mitigation measures would reduce the project’s air quality impacts to an insignificant level:

MM-Air-01 Dust Control. The Owner/Applicant shall comply with the following dust control components
at all times including weekends and holidays:

a. Dust generated by the development activities shall be kept to a minimum with a goal of
retaining dust on the site.

b. During clearing, grading, earth moving, excavation, or transportation of cut or fill materials,
use water trucks or sprinkler systems to prevent dust from leaving the site and to create a
crust after each day’s activities cease.

c. During construction, use water trucks or sprinkler systems to keep all areas of vehicle
movement damp enough to prevent dust from leaving the site.

d. Wet down the construction area after work is completed for the day and whenever wind
exceeds 15 mph.

e. When wind exceeds 15 mph, have site watered at least once each day including weekends
and/or holidays.

f. Order increased watering as necessary to prevent transport of dust off-site.

g. Cover soil stockpiled for more than two days or treat with soil binders to prevent dust
generation. Reapply as needed.

h. If the site is graded and left undeveloped for over four weeks, the Owner/Applicant shall
immediately: (i) Seed and water to re-vegetate graded areas; and/or (ii) Spread soil binders;
and/or; (iii) Employ any other method(s) deemed appropriate by P&D or APCD.

PLAN REQUIREMENTS: These dust control requirements shall be noted on all grading and building
plans. PRE-CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS: The contractor or builder shall provide P&D monitoring
staff and APCD with the name and contact information for an assigned onsite dust control monitor(s)
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who has the responsibility to:

a. Assure all dust control requirements are complied with including those covering weekends

and holidays.

b. Orderincreased watering as necessary to prevent transport of dust offsite.

c. Attend the pre-construction meeting.

TIMING: The dust monitor shall be designated prior to grading permit issuance. The dust control
components apply from the beginning of any grading or construction throughout all development
activities until Final Building Inspection Clearance is issued. MONITORING: P&D processing planner
shall ensure measures are on plans. P&D grading and building inspectors shall spot check; Grading
and Building shall ensure compliance onsite. APCD inspectors shall respond to nuisance complaints.

4.3b AIR QUALITY - GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Greenhouse Gas Emissions - Will the project: Poten. Signif. No Reviewed
Signif. But Insignif. Impact / Under
and Mitigable Beneficial Previous
Unavoid. Impact Document
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly X

or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on
the environment?

b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or X
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases?

Existing Setting:

The County of Santa Barbara’s Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Energy and Climate Action
Plan (ECAP) (PMC, 2015) and the 2016 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory Update and Forecast (County
of Santa Barbara Long Range Planning Division, 2018) contain a detailed description of the proposed
project’s existing regional setting as it pertains to GHG emissions. Regarding non-stationary sources of
GHG emissions within Santa Barbara County specifically, the transportation sector produces 38% of the
total emissions, followed by the building energy (28%), agriculture (14%), off-road equipment (11%), and
solid waste (9%) sectors (County of Santa Barbara Long Range Planning Division 2018).

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(b) states that a lead agency “should focus its analysis on the reasonably
foreseeable incremental contribution of the project’s [GHG] emissions to the effects of climate change.”
A project’s individual contribution may appear small but may still be cumulatively considerable. Therefore,
it is not appropriate to determine the significance of an individual project’s GHG emissions by comparing
against state, local, or global emission rates. Instead, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
recommends using an established or recommended threshold as one method of determining significance
during CEQA analysis (OPR 2008, 2018). A lead agency may determine that a project’s incremental
contribution to an existing cumulatively significant issue, such as climate change, is not significant based on
supporting facts and analysis [CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a)(2)].

Environmental Thresholds.

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7, Thresholds of Significance, the County developed and
adopted its Interim Thresholds of significance for determining the significance of a project’s GHG
emissions through analysis on the reasonably foreseeable incremental contribution of the project’s
emissions to the effects of climate change. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7(a) states, “[a] threshold of
significance is an identifiable quantitative, qualitative or performance level of a particular environmental



PLSB, LLC Residence & Accessory Structures, Case Nos. 20CDH-00000-00022 & 23CUP-00001 March 2024
Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration, Case No. 23NGD-00007 Page 12

effect.” Projects that comply with an applicable threshold would normally have an insignificant effect on
the environment. Projects that exceed or otherwise do not comply with an applicable threshold may have
a significant effect on the environment and, as a result, may require project modifications or mitigation
measures to avoid or reduce those effects to insignificant levels. The following thresholds reflect this
general guidance as well as the specific guidance set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 regarding
the significance of impacts from GHG emissions.

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4, County staff should consider the following factors, among others,
when determining the significance of impacts from GHG emissions on the environment: (1) the extent to
which the project may increase or reduce GHG emissions as compared to the existing environmental
setting; (2) whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that applies to the project;
and (3) the extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement
a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions (e.g., CEQA Guidelines
Section 15183.5, Tiering and Streamlining the Analysis of Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Subsection (b)). The
County recommends the use the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) to estimate
operational and construction GHG emissions from projects. CalEEMod, developed for the California Air
Pollution Officers Association (CAPCOA) in collaboration with the California Air Districts, estimates project
emissions based on the types of proposed land uses, sizes, location within the state, and approximate
start dates of construction and operations.

The thresholds framework consists, first, of a numerical threshold (Screening Threshold) and, second, an
efficiency threshold (Significance Threshold). The County based the Screening Threshold on the types of
land uses that the County permitted over a 10-year period (2010 —2019). The County set the Screening
Threshold at a level that captures the “fair share” of emissions from new development consistent with its
2030 GHG emissions target. The County based the Significance Threshold on the targeted level of
emissions from new development in 2030 and projected population and employment for the
unincorporated county for the same year. The Interim GHG Thresholds recommend that land use projects
be first assessed against a screening threshold of 300 MTCO,e/year. Staff would compare the quantified
GHG emissions against the 300 MTCO,e/year Screening Threshold using the Board-adopted Size-Based
Project Screening Criteria Table, which lists the types and sizes of projects that would typically emit less
than 300 MTCO.e/year. If the estimated GHG emissions are less than the Screening Threshold, staff can
conclude that project would have an insignificant environmental impact, and the project would
require no further analysis. For projects that exceed the screening threshold, a service population
threshold of 3.8 MTCO.e is recommended.

A numeric significance threshold is applicable to development projects of various land use types, such as
residential, commercial, and mixed-use. The numeric threshold is the emissions level below which a project’s
incremental contribution to global climate change is less than “cumulatively considerable” and, therefore,
the project would have an insignificant impact. The numeric screening threshold is 300 MTCOE per year
and is used to determine the significance of the project’s GHG emissions.

Impact Discussion:

(a, b). Based on the project description above, the proposed project would not result in any greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions, either directly or indirectly, as compared to the existing environmental setting.
As a result, no impacts related to GHG emissions are anticipated.

Mitigation and Residual Impact. No impacts are identified. Therefore, no mitigation is necessary.
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4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Poten. Signif. No Reviewed
Signif. But Insignif. Impact / Under
and Mitigable Beneficial Previous
Unavoid. Impact Document

Will the proposal result in:

Flora

a. Aloss or disturbance to a unique, rare or threatened X
plant community?

b. Areduction in the numbers or restriction in the X
range of any unique, rare or threatened species of
plants?

c. A reduction in the extent, diversity, or quality of X
native vegetation (including brush removal for fire
prevention and flood control improvements)?

d. Animpact on non-native vegetation whether X
naturalized or horticultural if of habitat value?

The loss of healthy native specimen trees? X

f. Introduction of herbicides, pesticides, animal life, X
human habitation, non-native plants or other factors
that would change or hamper the existing habitat?

Fauna

g. Areduction in the numbers, a restriction in the X
range, or an impact to the critical habitat of any
unique, rare, threatened or endangered species of
animals?

h. Areduction in the diversity or numbers of animals X
onsite (including mammals, birds, reptiles,
amphibians, fish or invertebrates)?

i. A deterioration of existing fish or wildlife habitat (for X
foraging, breeding, roosting, nesting, etc.)?

j- Introduction of barriers to movement of any resident X
or migratory fish or wildlife species?

k. Introduction of any factors (light, fencing, noise, X
human presence and/or domestic animals) which
could hinder the normal activities of wildlife?

Existing Plant and Animal Communities/Setting:

Background and Methods. Santa Barbara County has a wide diversity of habitat types, including chaparral,
oak woodlands, wetlands and beach dunes. These are complex ecosystems and many factors are involved in
assessing the value of the resources and the significance of project impacts. For this project, a Biological
Report dated August 2, 2021 was prepared by Watershed Environmental Inc. in which biologist Mark de la
Garza and Peter Gaede performed surveys of the property on July 16, 2021 and July 28, 2021 (Attachment B);
an Arborist Report dated September 2, 2022 was prepared by Duke McPherson (Attachment C); and a
Monarch Butterfly Habitat Conservation and Enhancement Plan was prepared for the project site in February
2023 by Daniel E. Meade, Ph.D., Stu Weiss, Ph.D. and Kyle Nessen of Althouse and Meade, Inc. (Attachment
D). The following analysis is based on the information contained in these reports.

Physical. Site elevations range from a high of 23-feet amsl in the northern corner of the property to a low of
6-ft amsl along the southern property boundary on the beach. The property gently slopes 2-3 percent toward
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the south, toward the Pacific Ocean. There are no watercourses, creeks, streams, freshwater or brackish
wetlands, vernal pools, or seeps on the subject property. The nearest waterbody is the Pacific Ocean and the
nearest watercourse is Arroyo Paredon Creek located 700-ft southeast of the property. This creek flows in a
north-south direction into the Pacific Ocean and is an intermittent watercourse.

Flora. The 2.02-acre site is completely landscaped. The developed portion of the property is landscaped with
a variety of ornamental trees, shrubs, herbs, a small fruit orchard, and a small turfgrass lawn. The beach
consists of sand with no vegetation. The property does not contain any federally designated critical habitat.
However, within 5-miles of the site, federally designated critical habitat is mapped for the following six species
(Figure 6):

e Tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius newberryi), endangered, Arroyo Paredon (700 ft. southeast)

e Southern California steelhead DPS (Oncorhynchus mykiss), endangered, Arroyo Paredon (700 ft.
southeast), Romero Creek (2.5 mi. northwest), Carpinteria Creek (2.85 mi. southeast), San Ysidro
Creek (3.45 mi. west), and Montecito Creek (4.2 mi. west).

e Ventura march milkvetch (Astragalus pycnostachyus), endangered, Carpinteria Salt Marsh (1.05 mi.
southeast).

e (California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii), threatened, Los Padres National Forest Santa Ynez River
Watershed (3.40 mi. north).

e least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), endangered, Santa Ynez River (4.65 miles north)

e Arroyo toad (Anaxyrus californicus), endangered, Mono Creek Los Padres National Forest (4.9 mi.
north)

Monarch. Although not federally designated, the subject parcel contains a known Monarch Butterfly
Overwintering Site. Additionally, there are 2 historic monarch butterfly overwintering sites and one
potential site within 1 mile of the project site, and several others further to the west and northwest.

Trees. Table 1 provides a list of the tree types and quantity on the property, how many would be
removed, and how many would be retained. All native trees, regardless of whether they were originally
planted for landscape purposes, with a DBH of 6-inches or larger and all non-native trees with a DBH of
25 inches or larger meet Toro Canyon Community Plan Policy BIO-TC-13 (coastal) to be classified as
“protected trees”. Figure 7 shows the locations of the trees to be removed and relocated or new trees
planted, oriented around the proposed development. The property contains 82 eucalyptus trees. Most
of these exist in rows along the western and northern property line, and in a row along the gravel
driveway that leads to the garage office and carport. These trees screen the property from the street and
neighbors, and provide habitat for monarch roosting sites.

Per the Biological Report, 55 species of plants were identified on the property during the July 16 and 28, 2021
surveys. Approximately 91 percent are nonnative (introduced) and 9 percent are native to California. The
number of nonnative plant species is high but expected, given that the entire property, and all adjacent
properties except for the beach are landscaped and developed. All of the native plant species on this property
appear to have been planted as part of the landscaping. None of the existing vegetation on the property is
rare, threatened, or endangered.
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FIGURE 6. MAP OF SENSITIVE SPECIES AND CRITICAL HABITAT WIHTIN THE PROJECT VICINITY.
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TABLE 1. ONSITE TREE IDENTIFICATION NUMBER, SPECIES TYPE, DIAMETER AT BREAST HEIGHT (DBH) IN INCHES, AND NOTES ON REMOVAL,
RELOCATION, OR ADDITION. TREE IDENTIFICATION NUMBERS ARE ASSOCIATED WITH FIGURE 7, LOCATION OF ONSITE TREES.

TREE TABLE TREE TASLE {cont.)
Tree Tog i Speaes DEH (in.] Notes Tree Tog# Species DBH (in.) Notes
N 3 [ 150 S
Eucalyptus 2 0 Myoporum 81,8242
Eucalyptus 49.7 1 |unknown/orhamental 31 Remove:
Eucalyptus 316 2 |unknown/ornamental | 6.1, 5.6,4.5,4.4
5 |HesMac 335 163 [Eucalyptus 247
7 Eucalyptos 246 164 Pine 108
8 l; 225 165 | 133
9 [Fucalyptus 133 166 |Eucalyptus 164
0 Eucalyptus 234 167 56
1 Maple 124 Remave 168 |unknown/ornamental 59
2 Palm 169 [|Pine 5.3
3 Palm 170 Cypress 49
4 |Carrotwood 71 [Myoporum 51839
5 |Carrotwood 72__|Myoporum _ 52
7 [Paim 73 [Cypress 56
8 Palm 7 Pine 64
19 175 Pine 5.
20 Palm 176 Mvw 4
21 Sycamore 114 [Remove (per Arborist) 177 Palm 2.
2 Pittosporum 3 Remove 178 unknown/ornamental 4484
3 Palm 138 Relocate 179 Cypress 5.1
5 Palm 16.5 Relocate 180 Pine 3
7__|Eucalyptus 34 181 [Acacia 43
28 [Eucalyptus 183 182 [Acacia 42
29 |Pine 62 183 [Cypress 62
30 Acacia 10.2 184 |Myoporum 135
31 Acacia 77 185 Eucalyptus L7
32 |Myoporum 84 186 |Sequoia 7.2
3 Eucalyplus 435 187 Pine 13.1
4 |Cypress 20. 185 [Fucalyptus 292
5 |palm 5. 189 |unknown/ornamental 5.
5 Cypress 3 190 unknowen/ornamental 7.
7 Cypress 3. 191 Pittosporum B
38 |Eucalyptus. 332 192 |Myoporum 6.
3 Myoporum 1 193 [Eucalyptus 27.9
40 |Myoporum 102 194 |Cypress 456
4 [Myoporum 68 195 |Fucalyptus 9.7
A Eucalyptus 223 196 Cypress 43
44 Cypress 11.9 197 unknown/ornamental 36 |Remave
4! |Fucalyptus 17.5 198 |Cypress 5.1
46 Eucalyptus 118 199 Cypress 42842
47 Eucalyptus 319 200 Cypress 41
48 [Acaca 23 201 |Cypress 6.1
49 |unknown/ornamental 59 202 |Oypress 9.8
50 |Acacia 274 203 |Fucalyptus 208
|Eucalyptus a1 204 [Cypress 54
Ewliwux 158 205 [Cypress 88
o4 Eucalyptus 225 206 Cypress 17.7
Eucalyptus 25 207 [Cypress 47
56 |myoporum 6.1 208 |Cypress 2
58 Eucalyptus 84 209 Cypress .7
59 |Fucalyptus 35 210 [Cypress 5.8
50 [Eucalyptus 19, 211 |Cypress .9
1 Eucalyptus 23! 212 Eucalyptus 47
Eucalyptus 22. 3 |Myoporum 3
[Eucalyptus 1 14 4
54 Eucalyptus 11! 15 Cypress
Eucalyptus 19, 16 |Cypress
6 Myoporum 57852 17 Cypress. 1
7 Pine 116 218 Cypress .2
68 |Acacia a3 219 [Eucalyptus 1
69 Palm 333 220 Eucalyptus 53
0 Fig 56 221 Cypress 44
1 Palm 10 222 |Myoporum 36&39
Cypress L 223 |Myoporum
Eucalyptus 8. 224 |Myoporum
ucalyptus 225 [Cypross
Cypress 226 |Cypress
Fine R 227 [Cypress
B. 228 Cvpress .4
78 Palm 29.7 229 Myoporum 45
79 Eucalyptus 36 230 |Cypress 4
80 Palm 143 2 Cypress 48
81 Eucalyptus 1948117 Myoparum 4
82 Eualipws 474 33 Myoporum 84859
83 Eucalyptus 406 34 Cypress 7.1
84 Eucal 371 5 Cypress 55
85 Eucalyptus 313 36 Cypress 4
86 |Eucalyptus 3d.1 7 |Cypress
11 238 ucalyptus
25 239 [Cypress
23. Eucalyptus x
3 Eucalyptus X Cypress 7
Eucalyptus 7.5 (Cypress [
4.8 Cypress 5.7 Remove
93 Cypress 28 s ypress K [Remove
94 [Cypress 6.2 45 Cypress 5. Remove
95 Cypress 82 A ucalyptus K Remove
96 Cypress 314 & Eucalyptus 4 Remave:
97 |Eucalyptus 192 28 |Cypress A, Remove
98 Myoporum 68 4 urknown/ornamental 139 [Remove
929 Myoporum 78 250 Myoporum b8ESS Remave
100 M Tum 84 251 Palm 93
101 |Eucalyptus 2 251 [palm 9.1 |
233 2 |Pepper TA4E58 emove
13 3 |unknown/ormamental 74 Remove
19.9 >4 Palm 102
104 255 istand Oaks {108" Box| New
229 258 Istand Oaks. 108" Box) _ |New
105 257 sland Oaks (108" Box]  |New
108 [Eucalyptus 279 258 [island Oaks (108" Box) _[New
¥ |Eucalyptus 183 0 |island Oaks.
| 198 260 [island Oaks.
Eucalyptus 374 261 Island Oaks
Eucalyptus 21 62 California Sycamore
11 Eucalyptus 312 63 California Sycamore
114-137 |Orchard {fruit trees) | various {Remave o4 California Sycamore.
158 |Acacia 52 5 |Coast Redwood 48" Box, INW
1 Myoporum 44 66 |Coast Redwood 48" Box| New
156 |Myoporum 84 57 |Coast Redwood (48" Box) _ |New
1 (Palm 75 268 Coast Redwoad (48" Box) [New
1 Myoporum 6.5 269 |Coast Redwood (42" Box) lNew
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Fauna. Wildlife species expected to inhabit the site include common urban-acclimated species identified
below. On July 28, 2021 a nesting bird survey was completed and 5 inactive passerine bird nests were found
on the property as well as 8 turkey vultures roosting in four eucalyptus trees along the western property line.
No raptor nests were found. The CNDDB indicates that the following special status animal species have the
potential to occur in the area: Northern California legless lizard (Anniella pulchra), tidewater goby
(Eucyclogobius newberryi), Monarch butterfly overwintering population. No special status wildlife species
were found during the biological surveys, but common wildlife species observed include southern alligator
lizard (Elgaria multicarinata), western fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis), American crow (Corvus
brachyrhynchos), Allen’s hummingbird (Selasphorus sasin), band-tailed pigeon (Columda fasciata), black
phoebe (Sayornis nigricans), California towhee (Pipilo crissalis), cliff swallow (Hirundo pyrrhonota), dark-eyed
junco (Junco hyemalis), house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), spotted
towhee (Pipilo maculatus), turkey vulture (Cathartes aura), Botta’s pocket gopher (Thomomys bottae), and
Merriam’s chipmunk (Eutamias merriam) (Figure 4).

Overwintering Monarch butterflies. The surrounding neighborhood has supported large aggregations of
overwintering monarch butterflies for at least four decades at several locations along Padaro Lane. The
subject property’s site is located on the northeast corner of the property. Monarchs roost on blue gum
eucalyptus trees that line the perimeter of the property and a landscaped large redwood tree in the
center of the property (Figure 8).The site is almost entirely enclosed by a mix of eucalyptus trees, pine,
palm, and Monterey cypress trees and is one of the most populated monarch colonies in Santa Barbara
County. The aggregation area appears to be well protected from wind and provides desirable dappled
light typical of monarch aggregations. Dense perimeter trees and/or sheltering topography for wind
protection in all directions, with an interior canopy gap for a varied insolation environment, is an ideal
habitat configuration. Monarch clusters were not present at the site on March 2, 2022 (Watershed
Environmental 2022), however were observed during a follow up site visit on November 15, 2022.

Overwintering sites typically include roost trees surrounded by a larger grove of trees and shrubs that
protect clustering monarchs from the wind. Dense perimeter trees and/or sheltering topography for
wind protection in all directions, with an interior canopy gap for a varied insolation environment, is
an ideal habitat configuration. Western monarch populations have experienced a general decline since
the 1980s. Less than 2,000 monarch individuals were observed in all western aggregation sites at the
overwintering population peak during the 2020-2021 overwintering season. Remarkably, the western
population bounced back to about 250,000 in the 2021-2022 season and over 300,000 in the 2022-2023
season. In July 2022, the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) re-classified the migratory
monarch butterfly as endangered on its “red list.” However, the IUCN classification does not translate to
legal or regulatory protections for the species. Currently, Monarchs are not listed as threatened or
endangered under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). Monarch butterflies are not listed as
endangered or threatened by the USFWS. Monarch butterfly overwintering aggregation sites are
however, protected by California Fish and Game Code and by the County of Santa Barbara biological
resource protection policies DevStd BIO-TC-1.4, DevStd BIO-TC-5.1, and BIO-TC-14.

During the 2021-2022 season, 25,000 monarchs, or 10 percent of the entire western population,
aggregated at 3393 Padaro Lane. All the 25,000 butterflies clustered in an area less than three-fourths of
an acre on the property. This large number of monarch butterflies indicates the site has the appropriate
configuration of trees and topographic location to provide microclimate and light conditions desirable for
monarch butterflies during the fall.

Thresholds. Santa Barbara County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual (2008) includes
guidelines for the assessment of biological resource impacts. The following thresholds are applicable to this
project:

Wetlands: Projects which result in a net loss of important wetland area or wetland habitat value, either
through direct or indirect impacts to wetland vegetation, degradation of water quality, or would threaten
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the continuity of wetland-dependant animal or plant species are considered to have a potentially
significant effect on the environment. Projects which substantially interrupt wildlife access, use and
dispersal in wetland areas would typically be considered to have a potentially significant impact. Projects
which disrupt the hydrology of wetlands systems would be considered to have a potentially significant
impact.

Individual Native Trees: Project created impacts may be considered significant due to the loss of 10% or
more of the trees of biological value on a project site.

Other Rare Habitat Types: The Manual recognizes that not all habitat-types found in Santa Barbara
County are addressed by the habitat-specific guidelines. Impacts to other habitat types or species may
be considered significant, based on substantial evidence in the record, if they substantially: (1) reduce
or eliminate species diversity or abundance; (2) reduce or eliminate the quality of nesting areas; (3)
limit reproductive capacity through losses of individuals or habitat; (4) fragment, eliminate, or
otherwise disrupt foraging areas and/or access to food sources; (5) limit or fragment range and
movement; or (6) interfere with natural processes, such as fire or flooding, upon which the habitat
depends.

Impact Discussion:

(a-

(d).

(e).

c). The entire property, except for about 12,050-sf that extends onto the beach, is landscaped with a
variety of ornamental trees, shrubs, herbs, a small fruit orchard, and a small turfgrass lawn. The
neighborhood has been heavily landscaped with nonnative plant species for years. The subject parcel is
fully developed with residential uses, and completely landscaped. No natural vegetation exists onsite,
therefore, the project would not result in the loss of any rare plant communities or special status plant
species. The subject property itself does not include any special status plant species that would be
impacted with the development of the project and the project would not decrease the species diversity
found onsite. The proposed landscape plan includes use of native plant species to increase the species
diversity onsite, including oak trees, California sycamore, coffeeberry, and Catalina currant (included in
Attachment A). Therefore, no impacts are expected to occur to plant species onsite.

The project includes the demolition of all structures onsite and the construction of three separate
buildings, a main residence, greenhouse, and accessory structure. The site is currently landscaped with
shrubs, herbs, a small fruit orchard, and a small turfgrass lawn as well as a variety of ornamental trees,
including tall eucalyptus, sycamore, palm, cypress, myoporum, and pine trees. The project would require
the removal of the existing landscaping and existing non-native landscape to be removed (shrubs, herbs,
small orchard, turfgrass) does not provide any habitat value due to the spread out nature and low
diversity of the vegetation. The existing eucalyptus windrows that provide raptor nesting and known
butterfly roosting sites are protected by Toro Canyon Community Plan Policy BIO-TC-14 and would
remain. No raptor nests were found during the bird surveys, but five inactive passerine bird nests and
eight turkey vultures roosting in four eucalyptus trees along the western property line were observed.
The eucalyptus, pine, and redwood trees to remain have historically been used as an aggregation site
for monarch butterflies and are therefore considered ESH. None of these trees are proposed for
removal or have the potential to be impacted as they will be protected through the project’s tree
protection plan, outlined in MM-Bio-01. Impacts to monarch species are discussed further in
subsections (g — j). The landscaping plan (Attachment A) includes planting of native plants including
meadow vegetation for the center of the property, California sycamore, coffeeberry, and Catalina
currant. The native vegetation would be better suited to provide habitat to local species than existing
vegetation. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact on existing non-native
vegetation of habitat value.

Construction of the project would require the removal of 42 trees. Toro Canyon Community Plan
Policy BIO-TC-13 states that “Native protected trees and non-native protected trees shall be preserved
to the maximum extent feasible.” Development Standard DevStd BIO-TC-13.19 (coastal) defines



PLSB, LLC Residence & Accessory Structures, Case Nos. 20CDH-00000-00022 & 23CUP-00001 February 2024
Draft Initial Study, Case No. 23NGD-00007 Page 20

“protected native trees” as at least six inches in diameter (largest diameter for non-round trunks) as
measured 4.5 feet above ground level (or as measured on the uphill side where sloped), and “non-
native protected tree” as at least 25 inches in diameter measured at this height. By applying these
protected tree size thresholds, there are 61 protected trees on this property (refer to Table 1). Of the
61 protected trees, 32 are non-native (Eucalyptus, Hesperocyparis macrocarpa, Palm, and Acacia) and
29 are native (Cypress, Sycamore, and Pine). Of the 29 protected native trees on the property, 2
sycamores are proposed for removal for health concerns as recommended by the Arborist Report
(Duke McPherson Arborist Report dated September 2, 2022). None of the 32 protected non-native
trees on the property are proposed for removal. A supplemental site diagram identifying the trees
and structures to be relocated, removed, and replaced is included in Attachment E.

Most of the eucalyptus are tall and robust with thick canopies, however, some are showing signs of
drought-stress. Trees would be removed due to health conditions, to create space for the new residential
uses, and to create a comprehensive landscaping plan. The Toro Canyon Plan development standard
DevStd BIO-TC-13.2 (coastal) states development shall be sited and designed to avoid damage to native
protected trees and nonnative protected trees by incorporating buffer areas, or incorporate mitigation
in a manner consistent with County requirements for tree replacement. Therefore, the two native
protected sycamore trees that are proposed for removal would be replaced onsite by of three new 48”
box California Sycamore trees as well as seven Island Oaks (1 in a 48” box and 6 in a 108” box), and five
new 48” box Coast Redwood trees (Table 1). In the event of additional unexpected damage or removal,
impacted native trees would be replaced onsite at a 3:1 ratio with large 24-inch box size or 1:1 ratio with
a 48" box tree (MM-Bio-01 & MM-Bio-02).

Regular pruning is essential for maintaining tree health and reducing the risk of failure. Black Acacias,
Monterey Pines, and Eucalyptus varieties are fast growing and would need to be pruned to maintain the
health of the tree and the protection of the monarch roosting site. The dead fronds of the mature Canary
Island Palm on the northwest side would need occasional removal as well. By removing dead, damaged,
or weak branches, a tree's structural integrity would increase and the likelihood of branch failure
would decrease. Every two years the entire tree population would be surveyed for changes in health and
the possible need for pruning, as recommended by the Arborist Report (Mitigation Measure BIO-03).
Safety pruning would largely be applied to the large population of Eucalyptus species most of which are
very tall and present the greatest possibility of branch breakage with consequent liability and injury.
Pruning would also help to maintain the butterfly roosting zone as free of tree work activity over as long
a period as is necessary. Impacts to individual specimen trees would be less than significant with
mitigation.

(f, k). Wildlife utilization is expected to be limited to generalist species that have a high tolerance for human
presence. Noise, dust and vehicle traffic generated by construction activities are expected to temporarily
hinder foraging activities of wildlife in the immediate project area. Typical residential activities may
introduce minor uses of residential herbicides and pesticides and new sources of light and noise
associated with human habitation. However, the site has been occupied since the 1920s and the
continuation of that use would not introduce new factors not previously experienced onsite. The
proposed project has been designed to minimize the development footprint and potential for impacts
to habitat associated with human habitation. Proposed landscaping consists of a native, non-invasive
planting palette which would minimize the anticipated need for herbicides and pesticides. Therefore,
the proposed project would not result in a significant impact associated with the introduction of
herbicides, pesticides, animal life, human habitation, non-native plants or other factors that would
change or hamper the existing habitat. Impacts from human habitation would be less than significant.

(g, h, i, j). Wildlife observed on the subject property during the July 16 and 28, 2021 surveys was limited to a
few relatively common species of birds, two reptile species, and two mammal species. The nesting bird
survey found five inactive passerine bird nests on the property and turkey vultures roosting in four
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eucalyptus trees along the western property line. No raptor nests were found. Several species of bats and
owls have a potential to forage on the property and may be roosting during the day and/or nesting in the
trees on this property. Therefore, in order to ensure project consistency with the Federal Migratory
Bird Treaty Act 20 and Section 3503.5 of the CDFW Code 21 that protects active migratory bird and
raptor nests, vegetation removal and demolition activities are conditioned to occur outside the
February 1 - September 1 bird breeding season (MM-Bio-05). If these activities must occur during the
bird breeding season, a County-approved biologist familiar with identifying raptors and other birds
shall conduct pre-construction breeding bird surveys and establish a buffer in the event an occupied
or active nest is found.

Wildlife utilization is expected to be limited to generalist species that have a high tolerance for human
presence. Therefore, the only sensitive habitat found onsite is the monarch butterfly aggregation on one
redwood tree, several surrounding eucalyptus trees, and one pine tree. A single pine tree at the west
edge of the fruit orchard also held monarch clusters. The aggregation area on the subject property is
protected by a circle of trees that creates wind protection with the redwood tree located near the
northeast wall of the circle. The site is almost enclosed by a mix of eucalyptus trees, pine, palm, and
Monterey cypress trees. Clusters were concentrated on the redwood tree with monarchs also clustering
on blue gum trees east and north of the redwood, as well as the pine.

To assess changes in sheltering dynamics around the monarch aggregation site, the Monarch Butterfly
Habitat Conservation and Enactment Plan (HCEP) modeled existing and proposed wind conditions
using microclimate airflow simulations. Current conditions identify two locations of “gaps” which
allow wind to hit the overwintering site: the South and West Gap. For proposed conditions, site plans
for the proposed buildings were georeferenced to the Study Area model. As a result of the models,
the proposed additional trees and main house height, bulk and scale contribute to greater wind
protection in the proposed condition, “plugging” the South Gap, therefore improving habitat quality
by reducing wind speeds under storm conditions where the butterflies aggregate. The size of
proposed buildings create advantageous wind breaks that help reduce strong winds, and the locations
are placed strategically in the most vulnerable gaps identified in existing canopy. Construction of the
proposed ancillary building on the west side of the property would provide wind blockage equivalent
to or better than the current wind protection from the west at the West Gap. The two story building
fills the West Gap and reduces wind speeds around the aggregation site. The additional plantings of
island oak reinforce this wind protection, creating suitable conditions in and around the monarch
clustering area (Figures 8 & 9).

In the heart of the grove opening, an existing orchard is proposed for removal and is planned to be
repurposed for the planting of a variety of nectaring plants, specifically chosen for their suitability to
overwintering monarchs. While a net loss of trees is anticipated, it is unlikely to impact the quality of
the overwintering habitat negatively. No trees where monarchs have been observed roosting are
identified for removal. Ample locations for sunning would remain, and trees planned for removal are
either too low or too far away to provide sources of dappled light. The relocation and planting of
additional trees, particularly large island oaks around the aggregation tree, further reinforce wind
protection improvements to the overwintering site (Figures 6 & 7). This design strategically utilizes
both existing and newly planted trees to conserve and augment the overwintering habitat of the
monarch butterfly. However, these wind model conclusions assume the preservation and
maintenance of existing large Eucalyptus trees with full canopies, and if they are lost, the habitat
quality would degrade. Therefore, continuous maintenance of onsite trees is required for future
health and protection of the overwintering site. The resulting enhancement of monarch habitat is
consistent with the Toro Canyon Plan policy goals and objectives, particularly Policy Bio-TC-1 which
states that “Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH) areas shall be protected and, where appropriate,
enhanced”.
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FIGURE 8. SOUTH AND WEST GAP OVERVIEW, PROPOSED CONDITIONS.
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FIGURE 9. CHANGES FROM CURRENT TO PROPOSED CONDITIONS.
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As recommended in the Arborist Report, the entire onsite tree population is required to be surveyed
for changes in health and the possible need for pruning every two years to maintain healthy trees and
therefore protect the overwintering site. A County-qualified arborist will monitor pruning activities to
ensure the health of the trees containing suitable monarch aggregation habitat is maintained.
Demolition and construction activities should avoid disturbance to the aggregation area while
monarch butterflies are present (October through March). A detailed site management plan that
specifies appropriate scheduling of activities is required to be prepared prior to any site disturbance
(MM-Bio-03) in order to minimize to the extent feasible any construction-related impacts to monarchs
and the overwintering habitat. Per the Toro Canyon Plan, the Monarch Butterfly habitat shall have a
minimum 50-foot buffer radius. The closest proposed cabana is approximately 54-feet from the
roosting site.

As discussed in subjection (e) above, construction of the project would remove 42 trees. The trees
would be replaced by 15 trees placed is areas intended to support and protect the existing monarch
roosting site. The eucalyptus trees identified in the survey as containing turkey vulture roosting sites
would not be removed. These trees would be maintained in order to protect the roosting site long
term. A County-qualified biologist is required to prepare a Monarch Habitat Management Plan for
the site, to address both short and long-term management of the monarch habitat onsite. The plan
would include details on fencing for the protected trees and roosting site, to prevent disturbance
during construction activities; pruning procedures to maintain the habitat for the life of the project,
and guidelines on how to mitigate risks from activities resulting in vibration near, or movement of
monarch clusters. The plan would be implemented by a biologist who would be present during all
ground disturbing activities if work is to take place during the overwintering season (MM-Bio-03 &
MM-Bio-04). Therefore, impacts to wildlife and habitat onsite would be less than significant with
implementation of mitigation.

Cumulative Impacts. Since the project would not significantly impact biological resources onsite, it would
not have a cumulatively considerable effect on the County’s biological resources.

Mitigation and Residual Impact. The following mitigation measures would reduce the project’s biological
resource impacts to an insignificant level:

MM-Bio-01 Tree Protection Plan. The Owner / Applicant shall submit a Tree Protection Plan (TPP)
prepared by a P&D-approved arborist and/or biologist. The Owner Applicant shall comply with and specify
the following as notes on the TPP and Grading and Building Plans:

a. All protected native and protected non-native trees shall be preserved. “Protected native trees”
refer to those as at least six inches in diameter (largest diameter for non-round trunks) as
measured 4.5 feet above ground level (or as measured on the uphill side where sloped), and “non-
native protected tree” as at least 25 inches in diameter measured at this height. No grading for
buildings, access ways, easements, subsurface grading sewage disposal and well placement shall
take place within the area within six feet of the dripline of any of these trees.

b. 43 trees will be removed per approved plans. Depict location of these trees.

6 trees will be boxed and replanted. Depict original and new location for these trees.

d. Fencing of all trees to be protected at least six feet outside the dripline with chain-link (or other
material satisfactory to P&D) fencing at least 3-ft high, staked to prevent any collapse, and with
signs identifying the protection area placed in 15-ft intervals on the fencing.
Fencing/staking/signage shall be maintained throughout all grading and construction activities.

f. All trees located within 25-ft of buildings shall be protected from stucco and/or paint during
construction.

g. No irrigation is permitted within 6-ft of the dripline of any protected tree unless specifically
authorized.

h. The following shall be completed only by hand and under the direction of a P&D approved

o
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arborist/biologist:
i.  Any trenching required within the dripline or sensitive root zone of any specimen.
ii.  Cleanly cutting any roots of one inch in diameter or greater, encountered during grading
or construction.
iii.  Tree removal and trimming.

i. Special equipment: If the use of hand tools is deemed infeasible by P&D, P&D may authorize work
with rubber-tired construction equipment weighing five tons or less. If significant large rocks are
present, or if spoil placement will impact surrounding trees, then a small tracked excavator (i.e.,
215 or smaller track hoe) may be used as determined by P&D staff and under the direction of a
P&D approved biologist.

j. The following are not permitted:

i Any trenching within the dripline or sensitive root zone of any specimen.
ii. Cutting any roots of one inch in diameter or greater.
iii.  Tree removal and trimming.

k. Grading shall be designed to avoid ponding and ensure proper drainage within driplines of oak
trees.

PLAN REQUIREMENTS: The Owner/Applicant shall: (1) Submit the TPP; (2) Include all applicable
components in Tree Replacement Plan and/or Landscape and Irrigation Plans if these are required;
(3) include as notes or depictions all plan components listed above, graphically depicting all those
related to earth movement, construction, and temporarily and/or permanently installed protection
measures. TIMING: The Owner/Applicant shall comply with this measure prior to issuance of a
Coastal Development Permit. Plan components shall be included on all plans prior to the issuance of
grading permits. The Owner/Applicant shall install tree protection measures onsite prior to issuance
of grading permits and pre-construction meeting. MONITORING: The Owner/Applicant shall
demonstrate to P&D compliance monitoring staff that trees identified for protection were not
damaged or removed or if damage, or removal occurred, that correction is completed as required by
the TPP prior to Final Building Inspection Clearance.

MM-Bio-02 Unexpected Damage and Mitigation. In the event of unexpected damage or removal, this
mitigation shall include but is not limited to posting of a performance security and hiring an outside
consulting biologist or arborist to assess damage and recommend mitigation. The required mitigation
shall be done under the direction of P&D prior to any further work occurring on site. Any performance
securities required for installation and maintenance of replacement trees will be released by P&D
after its inspection and approval of such installation and maintenance.

Damaged native trees shall be mitigated on a minimum replacement ratio of 3:1 with large 24-inch
box size or larger native trees and non-native protected trees that are removed should be replaced at
a 1:1 ratio with native or non-native drought tolerant large 24-inch box size or larger trees. If it
becomes necessary to remove a tree not planned for removal, the tree shall be boxed and replanted
if feasible. If a P&D approved arborist certifies that it is not feasible to replant the tree, it shall be
replaced at the appropriate ratio. If replacement trees cannot all be accommodated on site, a plan
must be approved by P&D for replacement trees to be planted off site.

MM-Bio-03 Monarch Habitat Management Plan. The Owner/Applicant shall submit for P&D approval a
Monarch Habitat Management Plan prepared by a P&D-approved biologist specializing in Monarch
butterflies and designed to address both short and long-term management of the monarch habitat
onsite.

Overwintering Season. The plan shall include measures to protect aggregations during the
overwintering period (October 1st — March 1°) and during proposed construction activities, as well as
provide specific guidance on how to conduct construction while minimizing harm to the monarchs
and their habitat. The plan shall also include guidelines on how to mitigate risks from activities
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resulting in vibration and excessive noise near monarch clusters. Construction activities may not occur
within 50-feet of any aggregation site.

Protection. The trees identified in Table 1 as protected shall be preserved and protected as described
in MM-Bio-01. No grading for buildings, access ways, easements, subsurface grading sewage disposal
and well placement shall take place within the area within six feet of the dripline of any of these trees.
Excavation work within or adjacent to sensitive habitats including native trees shall be avoided to the
maximum extent feasible. Where excavation must be performed within sensitive areas (as
determined by P&D), it shall be performed with hand tools only. If the use of hand tools is deemed
infeasible by P&D, excavation work may be authorized by P&D to be completed with rubber-tired
construction equipment weighing five tons or less. If significant large rocks are present, or if spoil
placement will impact surrounding trees, then a small tracked excavator (i.e., 215 or smaller track
hoe) may be used as determined by P&D staff. Construction activities may not occur within 50-feet of
any aggregation site. To avoid damage during construction, all butterfly roosting areas shall be
temporarily fenced with snow fencing, or a similar technique to cordon off cluster trees on the
property at a reasonable distance away from the cluster to prevent disturbance of monarchs during
the overwintering season by construction personnel or activity. Protective fencing shall be maintained
throughout all grading & construction activities. To prevent any accidental damage to cluster trees,
those that have been used for clustering shall be marked in advance of work with tags or flagging to
ensure tree crews and personnel do not trim, cut, or damage them. If new cluster locations are found
by the biological monitor outside the already described locations the new trees shall receive these
same protections.

Pruning. Regular tree pruning is required to maintain the butterfly roosting zone over a long period of
time. Tree care shall be staggered over time to prevent excessive canopy reduction at any one time.
For example, selective pruning shall be conducted on no more than 20% of the trees in the shelter
zone per year over a five year period. Careful reduction of weight on large eucalyptus along the
western property line to shall occur to prevent branch failures with monitoring by a qualified monarch
biologist. Any tree pruning work on the property shall be monitored and guided by a qualified
monarch butterfly specialist familiar with the site. The project arborist shall be on call for unforeseen
circumstances. The entire tree population shall be surveyed every two years for changes in health and
the possible need for pruning.

The MHMP shall include guidance to protect and enhance monarch overwintering habitat as found in
the voluntary Section 7 guidance by the US Fish and Wildlife Service posted here:
https://xerces.org/sites/default/files/publications/21-015 03.pdf

PLAN REQUIREMENTS: The Owner/Applicant shall draft and submit the MHMP to P&D for review
and approval. The HMHP shall include all plan components listed above, graphically depicting those
related to tree protection measures. TIMING: The Owner/Applicant shall submit the MHMP for
review and approval prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit. Plan components shall be
included on all plans prior to the issuance of grading and building permits. The Owner/Applicant shall
install tree protection measures onsite prior to the pre-construction meeting. MONITORING: The
Owner/Applicant shall submit to P&D compliance monitoring staff the name and contact information
for the approved arborist/biologist prior to commencement of construction / pre-construction
meeting. The Owner/Applicant shall demonstrate to P&D compliance monitoring staff that the
roosting site and trees identified for protection were not damaged or removed or if damage, or
removal occurred, that correction is completed as required by the MHMP prior to Final Building
Inspection Clearance. Permit Compliance staff shall spot check measures in the field.

MM-Bio-04 Onsite Arborist/Biologist. The Owner/Applicant shall designate a P&D-approved
arborist/biologist to be onsite throughout all grading and construction activities which may impact
native or protected trees. Duties include the responsibility to ensure all aspects of the approved
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Monarch Habitat Management Plan is carried out. MONITORING: The Owner/Applicant shall submit
to P&D compliance monitoring staff the name and contact information for the approved
arborist/biologist prior to commencement of construction / pre-construction meeting. P&D
compliance monitoring staff shall site inspect as appropriate.

MM-Bio-05 Nesting Bird Surveys. To avoid disturbance of nesting birds, including raptorial species,
protected by the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513 of
the California Fish and Game Code (CFGC), the removal of vegetation, ground disturbance, exterior
construction activities, and demolition shall occur outside of the bird nesting season (February 1
through August 31) whenever feasible. If these activities must occur during the bird nesting season,
then a pre-construction nesting bird survey shall be performed by a County-qualified biologist. Pre-
construction surveys for nesting birds shall occur within the area to be disturbed and shall extend
outward from the disturbance area by 500 feet. The distance surveyed from the disturbance may be
reduced if property boundaries render a 500-foot survey radius infeasible, or if existing disturbance
levels within the 500-foot radius (such as from a major street or highway) are such that project-related
activities would not disturb nesting birds in those outlying areas. If any occupied or active bird nests
are found, a buffer shall be established and demarcated by the biologist with bright orange
construction fencing, flagging, construction lathe, or other means to mark the boundary. The buffer
shall be 300 feet for non-raptors and 500 feet for raptors, unless otherwise determined by the
qualified biologist and approved by P&D. Buffer reductions shall be based on the known natural
history traits of the bird species, nest location, nest height, existing pre-construction level of
disturbance in the vicinity of the nest, and proposed construction activities. All construction personnel
shall be notified as to the location of the buffer zone and to avoid entering the buffer zone during the
nesting season. No ground disturbing activities or vegetation removal shall occur within this buffer
until the County-qualified biologist has confirmed that nesting is completed, the young have fledged
and are no longer dependent on the nest, or the nest fails, and there is no evidence of a second nesting
attempt; thereby determining the nest unoccupied or inactive. If birds protected under MBTA or CFGC
are found to be nesting in construction equipment, that equipment shall not be used until the young
have fledged and are no longer dependent on the nest, and there is no evidence of a second nesting
attempt. PLAN REQUIREMENTS AND TIMING: If construction must begin within the nesting season,
then the pre-construction nesting bird survey shall be conducted no more than one week (7 days)
prior to commencement of vegetation removal, grading, or other construction activities. Active nests
shall be monitored by the biologist at a minimum of once per week until it has been determined that
the nest is no longer being used by either the young or adults, and there is no evidence of a second
nesting attempt. Bird survey results and buffer recommendations shall be submitted to County
Planning and Development for review and approval prior to commencement of grading or
construction activities. The qualified biologist shall prepare weekly monitoring reports, which shall
document nest locations, nest status, actions taken to avoid impacts, and any necessary corrective
actions taken. Active nest locations shall be marked on an aerial map and provided to the construction
crew on a weekly basis after each survey is conducted. Active nests shall not be removed without
written authorization from USFWS and CDFW. MONITORING: P&D shall be given the name and
contact information for the biologist prior to initiation of the pre-construction survey. Permit
Compliance and P&D staff shall review the survey report(s) for compliance with this condition prior
to the commencement of ground-disturbing activities and perform site inspections throughout the
construction period to verify compliance in the field.

With the incorporation of these measures, residual impacts would be insignificant.



PLSB, LLC Residence & Accessory Structures, Case Nos. 20CDH-00000-00022 & 23CUP-00001 February 2024
Draft Initial Study, Case No. 23NGD-00007 Page 27
4.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES
Poten. Signif. No Reviewed
Signif. But Insignif. Impact / Under
Will the proposal: and Mitigable Beneficial Previous
Unavoid. Impact Document
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the X
significance of any object, building, structure, area,
place, record, or manuscript that qualifies as a
historical resource as defined in CEQA Section
15064.5?
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the X
significance of a prehistoric or historic archaeological
resource pursuant to CEQA Section 15064.5?
c. Disturb any human remains, including those located X
outside of formal cemeteries?
d. Cause a substantial adverse change in the X

significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in
the Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a
site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope
of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural
value to a California Native American tribe, and that
is:

1) Listed or eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local
register of historical resources as defined in Public
Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or

2) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its
discretion and supported by substantial evidence,
to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe.

County Environmental Thresholds: Chapter 8 of the Santa Barbara County Environmental Thresholds and
Guidelines Manual (2008, revised February 27, 2018) contains guidelines for the identification,
significance evaluation, and mitigation of impacts to cultural resources, including archaeological, historic,
and tribal cultural resources. In accordance with the requirements of CEQA, these guidelines specify that
if a resource cannot be avoided, it must be evaluated for importance under specific CEQA criteria. CEQA
Section 15064.5(a)(3)A-D contains the criteria for evaluating the importance of archaeological and historic
resources. Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be “historically significant” if
the resource meets the significance criteria for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources:
(A) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of California’s
history and cultural heritage; (B) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; (C) Embodies
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the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents the work
of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or (D) Has yielded, or may be likely
to yield, information important in prehistory or history. The resource also must possess integrity of at
least some of the following: location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.
For archaeological resources, the criterion usually applied is (D).

CEQA calls cultural resources that meet these criteria “historical resources”. Specifically, a “historical
resource” is a cultural resource listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of
Historical Resources, or included in or eligible for inclusion in a local register of historical resources, as defined
in subdivision (k) of Section 5020.1, or deemed significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (g) of
Section 5024.1. As such, any cultural resource that is evaluated as significant under CEQA criteria, whether it
is an archaeological resource of historic or prehistoric age, a historic built environment resource, or a tribal
cultural resource, is termed a “historical resource”.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b) states that “a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.” As
defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b), substantial adverse change in the significance of an
historical resource means physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its
immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired.
The significance of an historical resource is materially impaired when a project: (1) demolishes or
materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical resource that convey
its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in the California Register
of Historical Resources; (2) demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical
characteristics that account for its inclusion in a local register of historical resources; or (3) demolishes or
materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of a historical resource that convey
its historical significance and that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the California Register of Historical
Resources as determined by a lead agency for purposes of CEQA.

For the built environment, a project that follows the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and
Reconstructing Historic Buildings or the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and
Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (Weeks and Grimmer 1995), is generally considered as
mitigated to an insignificant impact level on the historical resource.

Existing Setting. For at least the past 10,000 years, the area that is now Santa Barbara County has been
inhabited by Chumash Indians and their ancestors. Information on file at P&D and the Central Coast
Information Center of the University of California, Santa Barbara (CCIC) documents that the area
surrounding Toro Creek south of Highway 101 was widely used by the Chumash and contains scattered
cultural remains throughout the area. Based on a record search conducted at the CCIC on (September 19,
2023), twenty-three (23) cultural resources have been previously recorded within 1-mile of the proposed
Project site, and one recorded archaeological site potentially overlaps the project site: CA-SBA-12. CA-
SBA-12 is described as a Prehistoric site with marine shell and “habitation debris” but is considered low-
density and shallow deposit of camp refuse that probably represents a seasonal camp.

A Phase | Cultural Resources Technical Report dated November 2023 was prepared for the project by
Dudek Archeologist, Heather McDaniel McDevitt. Per the Phase | Report, CA-SBA-12 is mapped on CHRIS
database maps as overlapping the proposed Project site, however, the description in the original CA-SBA-
12 site record appears to conflict with the CHRIS mapped location. The site record text states the site
location is “0.5 mile east of Loon Point bisected by 101", and not south of the rail road tracks or within the
vicinity of the project site. This conflict is supported by a 1979 survey description for the polo fields and
SPRR corridor, both north of the project site. An Intensive-level archaeological pedestrian survey of the
proposed Project site was completed on October 2, 2023 by Dudek’s Principal Investigator, Heather
McDaniel McDevitt. No cultural material was observed as a result of the Phase | survey.
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On November 21, 2023, a formal notice of application completeness for the proposed project was sent to
Julie Tumamait-Stenslie, Chair, Barbareno/Ventureno Band of Mission Indians; Kenneth Kahn, Tribal
Chairman of the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians; and Gabriel Frausto, Chairman of the Coastal Band
of the Chumash Nation. The notice provided notification of the opportunity for consultation pursuant to
Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21080.3.1 and in accordance with the provisions of Assembly Bill (AB)
52, and included a description of the proposed project. On November 30, 2023, the Coastal Band of the
Chumash Nation responded, requesting all earth disturbances associated with construction work within
the property lines be monitored by a P&D approved archaeologist and a Native American consultant. The
Barbareno/Ventureno Band of Mission Indians did not respond to the notice. On December 26, 2023, the
Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians responded requesting formal consultation for the project. A meeting
with staff took place January 18, 2024. Santa Barbara County and the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians
concluded consultation on January 19, 2024, and the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians agreed with
the determination and recommendations outlined in the Phase | Cultural Resources Technical Report
dated November 2023 and that Tribal Cultural Monitoring should be present during all ground disturbing
activities. Revised language for the Workers Environmental Awareness Program training was provided and
incorporated into this analysis. No additional resources were identified.

In the early 1900s several of the small farms in the area were subdivided into tracts. Within Toro Canyon,
the 34-acre parcel immediately east of Toro Canyon Road on Via Real was platted as the Serena Park
Subdivision. The town of Serena, laid out in long thin lots running from Padaro Lane to the ocean, was not
developed until the 1920s. Several large estates were also constructed during the 1920s and 1930s. A
Phase 1 Historic Resources Technical Report was prepared by Jay Carlander, Ph.D, dated January 5, 2021
(Attachment F). Per the report, the two-story, vernacular house built in 1935 at 3393 Padaro Lane is not
eligible for listing as a historic resource under County of Santa Barbara criteria. The twelve attendant
buildings also located on the property are not historically or architecturally significant and therefore none
are eligible for listing as a historic resource under County of Santa Barbara criteria. Because the buildings
located at 3393 Padaro Lane are not eligible for listing as historic resources under County of Santa Barbara
criteria, their proposed demolition would not result in a significant impact to a historic resource. This site
is not significant or eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) because it does not
retain sufficient integrity or provide data important to understanding prehistory.

Impact Discussion:

(a). Historical Significance. The main residence was built in 1935 and the accessory structures were later
constructed mostly in the 1960s or on unknown dates. The house has not retained design integrity
because it does not represent a high-quality example of vernacular beachside residential architecture.
Additionally, the original form of the building has been altered by a substantial west elevation addition
within the last 50 years. Although the windows and siding appear to be mostly original, the doors are
newer replacements and the materials of the west addition are newer materials added within the last
fifty years. The house does not retain integrity of feeling because its lack of design, materials, and
workmanship integrity preclude it from expressing a strong aesthetic or historic sense of a particular
period of time. Therefore, the property has not retained its historic integrity and the main house at
3393 Padaro Lane is not eligible for listing as a historic resource under County of Santa Barbara
criteria. The twelve attendant buildings also located on the property are not historically or
architecturally significant and therefore none are eligible for listing as a historic resource under
County of Santa Barbara criteria. The proposed demolition of existing buildings would not result in a
significant impact to a historic resource.

(b - d). Archeological and Tribal Cultural Resources. Based on the presence of several prehistoric resources
within proximity of the project site, the general project vicinity is considered sensitive for prehistoric
cultural resources. Additionally, the CHRIS database search mapped one (1) cultural resource, a
prehistoric site (CA-SBA-12), overlapping the proposed Project site, however this mapping may be
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inaccurate as described above.CA-SBA-12 is described as a prehistoric site with marine shell and
“habitation debris” and therefore, is considered an important and unique resource under CEQA and
is of cultural significance to the Native American community.

No cultural materials were observed during the subsequent Phase | survey, which covered all
undeveloped areas, accounting for approximately 40 percent of the proposed Project site. Applicant
proposed additional mitigation includes a supplemental pedestrian survey by a County-qualified
archaeologist to occur once existing structures, slabs and foundations have been removed (CulRes-
05). This would allow a more intensive review of the site, reaching places not currently available for
survey, and confirming the presence or expected absence of materials described in the site description
of CA-SBA-12. Based on the likelihood that the site is incorrectly mapped, together with the negative
survey findings and significant ground disturbance that has occurred since at least 1929, it appears
that if a cultural deposit does exist within the proposed Project site, it is not likely to still be intact.
Therefore, at this time and with the evidence available, it is unlikely that known significant cultural
resources, as defined by CEQA Section 15064.5, are likely to exist within the project improvement areas
proposed for ground disturbance. Or if present, the portion of CA-SBA-12 overlapping the proposed
Project site is not likely to meet the thresholds for eligibility as a significant historical resource under any
NRHP or CRHR criteria. Even if insignificant, the potential for cultural resources to be found during
construction is possible. Therefore, all earth disturbances including grading and placement of fill within
the project area would be monitored by a P&D approved archaeologist and a Native American
consultant as recommended through the AB 52 consultation process and in compliance with the
provisions of the County Archaeological Guidelines (CulRes-02). Mitigation also includes a workers
environmental awareness training by a qualified archeologist as requested through the AB 52
Consultation process (CulRes-01).

CA-SBA-12 is described as a prehistoric site with marine shell and “habitation debris” and there is no
reason to believe human remains are at the site. In the event that human remains or any
archaeological remains are inadvertently encountered during construction activities, a stop work
order (CulRes-03) would halt construction onsite and the remains and associated resources shall be
treated in accordance with state and local regulations that provide requirements with regard to the
accidental discovery of human remains. Prior to ground disturbance activities, the Applicant retained
County-qualified archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, and with experience in
California prehistoric and historic resources (experience within Santa Barbara County preferred), shall
compose a Cultural Resource Monitoring and Treatment Plan (CulRes-04).

As proposed, excavations are not expected to exceed two (2) feet below ground surface (bgs) for the
structural foundations, five (5) feet bgs for installation of utilities, and two (2) feet bgs for installation of
hard and soft scape. Therefore, ground disturbances are shallow and limited to areas that have been
previously disturbed by grading, building construction and agricultural activities resulting in a low
potential for intact cultural deposits to exist within areas proposed for ground disturbance. As a result,
the proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a prehistoric or
historic archaeological resource, disturb any human remains, or cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a tribal cultural resource. In order to comply with cultural resource policies, the
development project would be conditioned with a standard archaeological discovery clause which
requires all work to cease in the event that archaeological remains were encountered during grading,
construction, landscaping, or other construction-related activity and resources discovered during site
development are treated in accordance with the County’s Cultural Resources Guidelines (CultRes-09).
Impacts would therefore be less than significant with mitigation.

Cumulative Impacts. Since the project would not significantly impact cultural resources, it would not have
a cumulatively considerable effect on the County’s cultural resources with implementation of the
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mitigation measures described below.

Mitigation and Residual Impact. The following mitigation measures would reduce the project’s cultural
resource impacts to an insignificant level:

MM-CulRes-01 WEAP Training. Workers Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP). The Applicant will
invite a County-approved archaeologist to provide a cultural resources awareness training program
(Worker Environmental Awareness Program [WEAP]) for all personnel involved in project construction,
including field consultants and construction workers. The County will invite the Santa Ynez Band of
Chumash Indians THPO or their designee to provide a tribal cultural resources awareness training
program (Worker Environmental Awareness Program [WEAP]) for all personnel involved in project
construction, including field consultants and construction workers. The one-time WEAP training session
shall be conducted prior to any project-related construction activities in the project area. The WEAP will
include relevant information regarding sensitive cultural resources and tribal cultural resources, including
applicable regulations, protocols for avoidance, and consequences of violating State laws and regulations.
The WEAP will also describe appropriate avoidance and impact minimization measures for cultural
resources and tribal cultural resources that could be located at the project site and will outline what to
do and who to contact if any potential cultural resources or tribal cultural resources are encountered.
The WEAP will emphasize the requirement for confidentiality and culturally appropriate treatment of any
discovery of significance to Native Americans and will discuss appropriate behaviors and responsive
actions, consistent with Native American tribal values. PLAN REQUIREMENTS: The Applicant shall submit
the WEAP to the County for review and approval prior to implementation. All workers, contractors, and
visitors shall attend the WEAP prior to entering the project site and performing any work. The Applicant
shall provide copies of the training attendance sheets to County staff as a record of compliance with this
measure on a monthly basis. TIMING: The WEAP shall be reviewed and approved by the County prior to
Zoning Clearance approval. Implementation of the one-time WEAP training session shall occur prior to
the start of construction. As new crew members are added to the project WEAP training will be provided
and will require employee review and sign off by construction superintendent. MONITORING: P&D
permit compliance staff will ensure compliance with the WEAP throughout construction by review of
attendance sheets and hardhats, inspection of the site, and interviewing workers, as appropriate.

MM-CulRes-02 Cultural Resource Monitor. The Owner/Applicant shall have all earth disturbances
including scarification and placement of fill within the archaeological site area monitored by a P&D
approved archaeologist and a Native American consultant in compliance with the provisions of the
County Archaeological Guidelines. TIMING: Prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the
Owner/Applicant shall submit for P&D review and approval, a contract or Letter of Commitment
between the Owner/Applicant and the archaeologist, consisting of a project description and scope of
work, and once approved, shall execute the contract. MONITORING: The Owner/Applicant shall
provide P&D compliance monitoring staff with the name and contact information for the assigned
onsite monitor(s) prior to grading/building permit issuance and pre-construction meeting. P&D
compliance monitoring staff shall confirm monitoring by archaeologist and Native American
consultant and P&D grading inspectors shall spot check field work.

MM-CulRes-03 Stop Work at Encounter. The Owner/Applicant and/or their agents, representatives or
contractors shall stop or redirect work immediately in the event archaeological remains are
encountered during grading, construction, landscaping or other construction-related activity. The
Owner/Applicant shall immediately contact P&D staff, and retain a P&D approved archaeologist and
Native American representative to evaluate the significance of the find in compliance with the
provisions of the County Archaeological Guidelines and conduct appropriate mitigation funded by the
Owner/Applicant. If the discovery is determined significant under CEQA and avoidance is not feasible,
data recovery will likely be required. PLAN REQUIREMENTS: This condition shall be printed on all
building and grading plans. MONITORING: P&D permit processing planner shall check plans prior to
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issuance of a Coastal Development Permit and P&D compliance monitoring staff shall spot check in
the field throughout grading and construction.

MM-CulRes-04 Cultural Resource Inadvertent Discovery Plan. Impacts to cultural resources should be

minimized through implementation of pre- and post- construction tasks. Tasks pertaining to cultural
resources include the development of a cultural resource inadvertent discovery plan (IDP). The
purpose of the Plan is to 1) guide the supplemental pedestrian survey and if necessary the subsurface
testing and ensure both are conducted in accordance with professional standards as outlined by the
Office of Historic Preservation (1995); 2) outline cultural monitoring (archaeological and Native
American/Tribal) protocols and a program of treatment and mitigation in the case of an inadvertent
discovery of cultural (archaeological or Native American/Tribal) resources during ground-disturbing
phases; and 3) to provide for the proper identification, evaluation, treatment, and protection of any
cultural resources in accordance with CEQA throughout the duration of the Project. Existence of and
importance of adherence to this plan should be stated on all Project site plans intended for use by
those conducting the ground disturbing activities. PLAN REQUIREMENTS: The Owner/Applicant shall
draft and submit the Inadvertent Discovery Plan (IDP) to P&D for review and approval. The IDP shall
include all plan components listed above. TIMING: The Owner/Applicant shall submit the IDP for
review and approval prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit. MONITORING: The
Owner/Applicant shall submit to P&D compliance monitoring staff the name and contact information
for the approved archaeologist prior to commencement of construction / pre-construction meeting.
Permit Compliance staff shall spot check measures in the field.

MM-CulRes-05 Supplemental Pedestrian Survey. Once existing structures, slabs and foundations have been

removed, a thorough intensive field survey will be conducted by a County-qualified archaeologist. The
results of this survey will be reported to the County and a supplemental memo will be provided to
document the results. The removal of slabs and foundations will be monitored by a County-qualified
archaeologist and Native American Monitor. TIMING: Prior to issuance of the Land Use Permit, the
Owner/Applicant shall submit for P&D review and approval, a contract or Letter of Commitment
between the Owner/Applicant and the archaeologist, consisting of a project description and scope of
work, and once approved, shall execute the contract. Monitoring shall take place once foundations
have been removed. PLAN REQUIREMENTS: This condition shall be printed on all building and
grading plans. MONITORING: The Owner/Applicant shall provide P&D compliance monitoring staff
with the name and contact information for the assigned onsite monitor(s) prior to grading/building
permit issuance and pre-construction meeting. P&D compliance monitoring staff shall confirm
monitoring by archaeologist and Native American consultant and P&D grading inspectors shall spot
check field work.

With the incorporation of these measures, residual impacts would be insignificant.

4.6 ENERGY
Poten. Signif. No Reviewed
. .. Signif. But Insignif. Impact / Under
Will the proposal result in: and Mitigable Beneficial Previous
Unavoid. Impact Document
a. Substantial increase in demand, especially during
peak periods, upon existing sources of energy? X
b. Requirement for the development or extension of
new sources of energy? X

Impact Discussion.

(a, b). The County has not identified significance thresholds for electrical and/or natural gas service impacts
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(Thresholds and Guidelines Manual). Private electrical and natural gas utility companies provide service
to customers in Central and Southern California, including the unincorporated areas of Santa Barbara
County. The proposed project involves the construction of one single-family dwelling and associated
accessory structures. Energy use is estimated as follows:

Multiplier Project Demand

Natural Gas 54.8 million BTU per vyear
(13.7 million BTU per capita?) (assuming a 4 person household)
Electricity

(7.4MWh/yr/home PG&E; 6.9 MWh/yr/home SCE)? 6.9 megawatt hours per year

In summary, the project would have minimal long term energy requirements and a negligible effect
on regional energy needs. No adverse impacts would result.

Cumulative Impacts. The project’s contribution to the regionally significant demand for energy is not
considerable, and is therefore insignificant.

Mitigation and Residual Impact. No mitigation is required. Residual impacts would be insignificant.

4.7 FIRE PROTECTION

Poten. Signif. No Reviewed
Wil the proposal result n T | e | | sl | e,
Unavoid. Impact Document
a. Introduction of development into an existing high fire X
hazard area or exposure of people or structures,
either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?
b. Project-caused high fire hazard? X
Introduction of development into an area without X

adequate water pressure, fire hydrants or adequate
access for fire fighting?

d. Require the installation or maintenance of X
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or
other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that
may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the
environment?

e. Introduction of development that will substantially X
impair an adopted emergency response plan,
emergency evacuation plan, or fire prevention
techniques such as controlled burns or backfiring in
high fire hazard areas?

f. Development of structures beyond safe Fire Dept. X
response time?

Impact Discussion:

(a - f). The project includes demolition of the existing residential structures and construction of a new

L http://appsl.eere.energy.gov/states/residential.cfm/state=CA#ng
2 http://enduse.lbl.gov/info/LBNL-47992.pdf
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single-family residence, cabana, garage, storage room, greenhouse, and garage. The site is not located
within a High Fire Hazard Area. The project is located approximately 2.3-miles east of Carpinteria-
Summerland Fire District Station No. 62 at 2375 Lillie Avenue in Summerland and is therefore located
in an area with an adequate response time from fire protection services. Adequate access to the site
is available via Padaro Lane. A Carpinteria-Summerland Fire District approved hammerhead
turnaround is proposed on the eastern side of the parcel, accessed by the service gate. Both the main
gate and service gate open in the direction of ingress travel and are located 30-feet from the edge of
Padaro Lane’s driving surface. An automatic sprinkler system would be installed in all habitable
structures. The Carpinteria-Summerland Fire District has approved the proposed driveway
configuration and the project is required to comply with standard conditions of approval (fire
sprinklers, water flow, etc.) as outlined in the Carpinteria-Summerland Fire District condition letter
dated January 11, 2021. The water district has been working on the low fire flow on Padaro to increase
the flow to over the required 500 GPM, per Carpinteria-Summerland Fire District. Surrounding
vegetation would be maintained and trimmed periodically, per MM-Bio-01. Therefore, impacts to fire
protection are less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts. The Caprinteria Valley water district has been working on the low fire flow on Padaro
to increase the flow to over the required 500 GPM. Since the project would not create significant fire
hazards, it would not have a cumulatively considerable effect on fire safety within the County.

Mitigation and Residual Impact. No mitigation is required. Residual impacts would be insignificant.

4.8 GEOLOGIC PROCESSES

Will the proposal result in:

Poten.
Signif.
and

Signif.
But
Mitigable

Insignif.

No
Impact /
Beneficial

Reviewed
Under
Previous

Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial X
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving exposure to or production of
unstable earth conditions such as landslides,
earthquakes, liquefaction, soil creep, mudslides,
ground failure (including expansive, compressible,
collapsible soils), or similar hazards?

Disruption, displacement, compaction or X
overcovering of the soil by cuts, fills or extensive
grading?

Exposure to or production of permanent changes in X
topography, such as bluff retreat or sea level rise?

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique X
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?

Any increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either X
on or off the site?

Changes in deposition or erosion of beach sands or X
dunes, or changes in siltation, deposition or erosion
which may modify the channel of a river, or stream,
or the bed of the ocean, or any bay, inlet or lake?

Unavoid. Impact Document
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Poten. Signif. No Reviewed
Willthe proposal result n E I Rl il g
Unavoid. Impact Document
g. The placement of septic disposal systems in X
impermeable soils with severe constraints to disposal
of liquid effluent?
h. Extraction of mineral or ore? X
i. Excessive grading on slopes of over 20%? X
j- Sand or gravel removal or loss of topsoil? X
k. Vibrations, from short-term construction or long- X
term operation, which may affect adjoining areas?
. Excessive spoils, tailings or over-burden? X

Existing Setting. The site is located on the beachfront between the Pacific Ocean and Padaro Lane in
Carpinteria, California. Improvements were first constructed on this lot in 1935, and aerial photos indicate
additions have been constructed since that time. GeoSoils, Inc. (GeoSoils) prepared a Coastal Hazard and
Wave Runup Study for the proposed project in March 2021, which was peer reviewed by GeoDynamics,
Inc (GDI) (Geosoils March 2021, September 2021, January 2023, July 2023; GDI March 2021, February
2022, March 2023, and September 2023), these are included as Attachments G1, G2, and G3. The
following analysis is based on this information.

The property landward of the rock revetment, is in Flood Zone X (area of minimal flood hazard) with no
base flood elevation. The portion of the property south (oceanward) of the revetment is in Flood Zone VE,
with a base flood elevation of 14 to 15 feet NAVD88 (elevation transition bisects the lot). The project
design life is 75 years, which is consistent with the policies of the County of Santa Barbara Coastal Land
Use Plan. An existing rock revetment runs east-west along Padaro Beach from 3315 to 3483 Padaro Lane
and bisects the subject property, separating the sandy beach and the residential uses. The revetment pre-
dates 1972 and was issued a Conditional Use Permit (83-CP-58) and a Coastal Development Permit (85-
CDP-97) for repair and augmentation of the original revetment. The proposed project scope does not
include changes to the existing revetment.

A geotechnical report, Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Development 3393 Padaro Lane,
Carpinteria, County of Santa Barbara, California (Pike 2020), was prepared for PLSB, LLC in September
2020 to determine the subsurface geological conditions of the proposed Project site and provide
preliminary grading and foundation recommendations for the proposed site redevelopment. The report
details the results of two (2) hand auger borings drilled to depths of up to fifteen (15) feet and two (2)
truck-mounted hollow stem auger borings to the depth of fifty (50) feet. The soils encountered in the
borings include various types of older alluvium characterized as interbedded layers of silty sands and silty
clays. No artificial fill was identified within the proposed Project site (Dudek November 2023).

The existing ground surface elevation of the parcel varies between 13 to 14 feet NAVD88 at the southern
(oceanward) part of the lot to Elevation 21 feet NAVD88 near Padaro Lane. The revetment, which predates
1972, is at plan elevation 17 feet NAVD88. An existing deck with a finished surface between plan elevation
12.5and 13.6 feet is built on the rock revetment, and an existing wooden gazebo rests on the deck surface.
Aerial photographs indicate the deck may have been there since 1972 or earlier.

Environmental Threshold. Pursuant to the County’s Adopted Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, impacts
related to geological resources may have the potential to be significant if the proposed project involves
any of the following characteristics:

1. The project site or any part of the project is located on land having substantial geologic
constraints, as determined by P&D or PWD. Areas constrained by geology include parcels located
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near active or potentially active faults and property underlain by rock types associated with
compressible/collapsible soils or susceptible to landslides or severe erosion. "Special Problems"
areas designated by the Board of Supervisors have been established based on geologic
constraints, flood hazards and other physical limitations to development.

2. The project results in potentially hazardous geologic conditions such as the construction of cut
slopes exceeding a grade of 1.5 horizontal to 1 vertical.

3. The project proposes construction of a cut slope over 15 feet in height as measured from the
lowest finished grade.

4. The project is located on slopes exceeding 20% grade.
Impact Discussion:

(a). Potential to Result in Geologic Hazards. The project site is not underlain by any known active faults and
is not at risk of ground failure or fault rupture (California Geological Survey [CGS] 2021). Likewise, the
project site is relatively flat and has minimal risk of being affected by mudslides, landslides, and soil creep.
Nonetheless, the site is in a seismically active region of California and is subject to risk from earthquakes,
including ground shaking, liquefaction, and lateral spreading. Compliance with existing building
regulations would reduce potential ground shaking impacts caused by movement along a distant fault to
a less than significant level. MM-Geo-01 requires that the building design and construction comply with
all recommendations provided in the geotechnical engineering reports prepared for the project. MM-
Geo-01 together with the normal building permit review and inspection process would ensure that all
seismic and soils-related hazards would be reduced to a less than significant level with mitigation.

(b, €, j). Potential for Grading-Related Impacts. Site preparation is proposed to include the placement of
two to three feet of fill within the southerly portion of the property to satisfy flood elevation
requirements. The northern portion of the property would remain at current grade and be subject to
minimal cut and fill estimated to not exceed a depth of ground disturbance of one (1) foot below
current ground surface (bgs). Proposed excavations are not expected to exceed two (2) feet bgs for
excavation of the structural foundations, five (5) feet bgs for installation of utilities, and two (2) feet
bgs for installation of hard and soft scape. As proposed, the main residence would have a first floor
elevation of 18.5" NAVDS88 and the grade around the perimeter porch would be at 15.5" NAVDS88 (or
lower). The elevation of the crawl space under the main residence is at 13.5" NAVD88. The garage level is
at 20.5 NAVD8S, but the cabana has a finished floor of 23.5" NAVDS88. Finally, the greenhouse would be
at 17.00° NAVDSS.

The project would require approximately 1,200-cubic-yards of cut and approximately 3,000-cubic-
yards of fill. Cut for the crawl space would be used in addition to imported fill to raise the single-
family residence to meet the lowest habitable Finished Floor elevation of 18.5-feet NAVD88. The
Finished Floor Elevation of 18.5-feet NAVD88 provides adequate elevation to keep the residence safe
from coastal flooding over the expected 75-year design life of the development (Geosoils March
2021). The project site currently has approximately 9,500-square-feet of impermeable surfaces and
the project proposes approximately 18,660-square-feet of impermeable surfaces including residential
structures, pathways, and the fire approved driveways. The rest of the lot would be covered in
landscaping. The site would be graded and sloped to allow surface water to flow towards a proposed
bioswale on the southeast corner of the lot. An 8-inch PVC storm drain pipe would drain excess
stormwater from the bioswale to the rock revetment. The bioswale would be covered by lawn, sea
lavender, and shrubs. Erosion would not be increased as a result of the project.

The potential for the erosion or loss of topsoil would be further reduced through implementation of an
Erosion Control Plan during project construction, as required by Chapter 14 of the Santa Barbara County
Code of Ordinances. Grading operations that would occur on the project site would remove vegetative
cover and disturb the ground surface, thereby increasing the potential for erosion and sedimentation
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(c).

impacts, including the loss of gravel and topsoil. This would be a potentially significant impact. This impact
would be reduced below the County’s adopted thresholds of significance through implementation of
MM-Geo-01, which require that the building and site design and construction comply with all
recommendations provided in the geotechnical engineering reports and the Coastal Hazard & Wave
Runup Study prepared for the project. Compliance with MM-Geo-01 would ensure that the building and
site design and construction are completed in accordance with the geotechnical engineer and coastal
engineer’s recommendations, accounting for the identified site-specific geotechnical and coastal hazards.
Upon project completion, site soils would be stabilized with vegetation and the project would be required
to develop and maintain stormwater BMPs during long-term operation as required by MM-WatRes-01,
thereby minimizing the potential for erosion. Therefore, potential grading, erosion, and sedimentation
impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.

Exposure to Rising Sea Level. The development is in a high coastal hazard area. The existing rock
revetment would not be modified or removed, however, the project is considered new shoreline
development, and coastal development standards require that the new development be located outside
the wave uprush zone or above the flood elevation, and designed without shoreline protection, if
feasible. The project design life is 75 years per the County of Santa Barbara Coastal Land Use Plan. The
Coastal Hazard and Wave Runup Study and GDI peer review (Attachment G) utilized a still water elevation
of 7.6 feet NAVDS88 and 5.4 feet of sea level rise (SLR) to evaluate impacts from coastal flooding and
potential wave action for this project life. This represents the 0.5% high probability (medium to high-risk
aversion) and low emissions scenario. The modelled limit of wave uprush is estimated at Elevation 19 feet
NAVD88 without the revetment, therefore, a Finished Floor Elevation (FFE) for the main residence of
Elevation +18.5 feet NAVD88 is recommended (GeoSoils).

To meet this recommended habitable minimum FFE of 18.5 feet NAVDS8S, the site grade would be raised
by placement of 0 to 4 feet of fill. The existing site wall behind the revetment would remain, and a new
retaining wall would be constructed along the eastern property line. This would allow the site grade to
raise the finished grade to elevation 16 to 17 near the revetment and up to elevation 18 or 19 feet under
the main house, tapering to match existing elevation of 21 feet NAVD88 near Padaro Lane. As described
above, the garage would have a FFE of 20.5' NAVD88 and the cabana would have a FFE of 23.5" NAVD88.
The main residence would have a first floor elevation of 18.5° NAVD88 and the grade around the
perimeter porch would be at 15.5" NAVDS88 (or lower). The elevation of the crawl space under the main
residence is proposed at 13.5° NAVD88. A four-foot-high crawl space with flood vents would be
constructed to house a floodproof vault for a mechanical room. Because the mechanical room would be
below base flood elevation and exposed to potential coastal flooding, it is designed perpendicular to the
shoreline to present the least resistance to any flood waters that may pass through the site in the future.
Per the County Flood Control condition letter dated February 27, 2024, the crawl space cannot be more
than 4-feet below the first finished floor level. As proposed, the habitable space would not be impacted
by sea level rise.

The estimated coastline retreat is estimated at approximately 112 feet northward. The glass greenhouse
is located approximately 90 feet landward of the beachside toe of the revetment. The estimated beach
retreat would reach the greenhouse in 65 years, 10 years less than design period of 75 years. Although
the greenhouse is a non-habitable and can flood under FEMA regulations, it will be removed from the
property in the event the greenhouse structure is impacted by shoreline erosion (MM-Geo-02).

Compliance with these design strategies, State requirements, and County regulations would ensure that
potential effects of sea level rise on the site would not subject residents or occupants of the project site
to a substantial risk or hazard. Even without the revetment, the potential for coastal hazards to impact
the development is mitigated by the proposed design. The structure elevation above potential future
flooding, the FEMA approved design methods for the improvements below the flood elevation, and the
setback from the shoreline, all combine to mitigate the potential hazards. Additionally, the revetment is
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existing and further protects the property from coastal hazards and wave runup. Because the project
would not result in an impact on the environment associated with sea level rise, this impact would be /ess
than significant.

(d). Unigue Geologic Features and Paleontological Resources. The site is between Padaro Beach and Padaro

(f).

(k).

Lane. There are no known unique geological features located on the project site. There are no
documented paleontological resources on the project site and due to the shallow depth of disturbance
proposed for construction work, impacts to paleontological resources would be less than significant.

Changes in deposition or erosion of beach sands or dunes. All proposed development and construction
work is located on the inland side of the rock revetment. No sand is present in the area of proposed
development and due to existing and proposed drainage patterns, there is no potential for erosion to
modify the beach or ocean drainage. Therefore, the project would not impact the beach sand/dunes
adjacent to the development. (g, h, i, I). Other Potential Geological Hazards. The project would connect
to the existing sanitary sewer system serving the project area and would not involve the use of septic
systems. Likewise, the project would not involve mining activities or the creation of excessive spoils,
tailings, or overburden. The project would not involve grading on slopes exceeding 20% and project
grading activities would be minimal. Therefore, there would be no impact related to septic systems,
mining, and spoils, tailings, overburden, or grading.

Vibration. The project would not include stationary sources of significant vibration, such as heavy
equipment operations, and there would be no long-term vibration impacts associated with the project.
The use of heavy equipment during construction has the potential to produce vibration. However,
construction activities would be temporary and intermittent and would not substantially affect nearby
uses. Therefore, impacts related to vibration would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts. Since the project would not result in significant geologic impacts after mitigation,
and geologic impacts are typically localized in nature, it would not have a cumulatively considerable effect
on geologic hazards within the County.

Mitigation and Residual Impact: The following mitigation measure would reduce the project’s geologic
impacts to an insignificant level:

MM-GEO-01. Building design and construction shall comply with all recommendations from the GeoSoils,

Inc. “Coastal Engineering Review Response and Project Plan Compliance Review for 3393 Parado Lane,
Carpinteria, CA 93013”, dated July 12, 2023 and all associated reports and recommendations. These
recommendations, including recommendations concerning foundations, construction, grading, and
drainage, shall be incorporated into all final design and construction plans, which must be reviewed
and approved by the consultant(s) prior to commencement of development. The final plans approved
by the consultant(s) shall be in substantial conformance with the plans approved by the County
relative to foundation, construction, grading, drainage, and height of the structure. Any substantial
changes in the proposed development approved by the County that may be required by the
consultant(s) shall require an amendment to this permit or a new Coastal Development Permit. PLAN
REQUIREMENTS: Building Plans shall comply with all recommendations of the GeoSoils, Inc. Coastal
Hazard & Wave Runup Study. This condition shall be included as a notation on project plans. TIMING:
Building plans shall be reviewed by P&D staff prior to Coastal Development Permit issuance and
Building Permit issuance. An approved geotechnical engineer shall provide observation and testing
services during site preparation, grading, and foundation construction. MONITORING: During Plan
Check, P&D staff shall review plans for notations prior to permit issuance. B&S staff shall ensure
compliance with recommendations during plan check review and in the field.

MM-Geo-02. A recorded Notice to Property Owner document is necessary to ensure that the proposed

greenhouse shall be removed from the property at the expense of the owner/applicant in the event it
is impacted by shoreline erosion. REQUIREMENTS: This condition shall be included as a notation on all
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Coastal Development Permit, Grading, and Building plans. TIMING: The property owner shall sign and
record the document prior to the issuance of a Coastal Development Permit.

With the incorporation of these measures, residual impacts would be insignificant.

4.9 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/RISK OF UPSET

Poten. Signif. No Reviewed
Wil he proposa result n | e | |l | e,
Unavoid. Impact Document
a. Inthe known history of this property, have there X
been any past uses, storage or discharge of
hazardous materials (e.g., fuel or oil stored in
underground tanks, pesticides, solvents or other
chemicals)?
b. The use, storage or distribution of hazardous or toxic X
materials?
c. Arisk of an explosion or the release of hazardous X
substances (e.g., oil, gas, biocides, bacteria,
pesticides, chemicals or radiation) in the event of an
accident or upset conditions?
d. Possible interference with an emergency response X
plan or an emergency evacuation plan?
The creation of a potential public health hazard? X
f. Public safety hazards (e.g., due to development near X
chemical or industrial activity, producing oil wells,
toxic disposal sites, etc.)?
g. Exposure to hazards from oil or gas pipelines or oil X
well facilities?
h. The contamination of a public water supply? X

Thresholds. The County’s safety threshold addresses involuntary public exposure from projects involving
significant quantities of hazardous materials. The threshold addresses the likelihood and severity of
potential accidents to determine whether the safety risks of a project exceed significant levels.

Impact Discussion:

(a —h). There is no evidence that hazardous materials were used, stored or spilled on site in the past, and
there are no aspects of the proposed use that would include or involve hazardous materials at levels that
would constitute a hazard to human health or the environment.

The proposed project would result in the development of one single-family dwelling. The use of common
household materials (cleaners, garden and automotive products, etc.) on the project site would not result
in significant hazardous materials/waste impacts. Traffic that would be generated by the project would
not substantially interfere with emergency response capabilities to the project site or to other properties
in the project area. Therefore, impacts are less than significant.

Mitigation and Residual Impact: No impacts are identified. No mitigations are necessary.

Cumulative Impacts. Since the project would not create significant impacts with respect to hazardous
materials and/or risk of upset, it would not have a cumulatively considerable effect on safety within the
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County.

4.10 LAND USE

Will the proposal result in:

Poten.
Signif.
and
Unavoid.

Signif.
But
Mitigable

Insignif.

No
Impact /
Beneficial
Impact

Reviewed
Under
Previous
Document

a. Structures and/or land use incompatible with
existing land use?

b. Cause a significant environmental impact due to a
conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

¢. Theinduction of substantial unplanned population
growth or concentration of population?

d. The extension of sewer trunk lines or access roads
with capacity to serve new development beyond this
proposed project?

e. Loss of existing affordable dwellings through
demolition, conversion or removal?

f. Displacement of substantial numbers of existing
people or housing, necessitating the construction
of replacement housing elsewhere?

g. Displacement of substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

h. The loss of a substantial amount of open space?

i. An economic or social effect that would result in a
physical change? (i.e. Closure of a freeway ramp
results in isolation of an area, businesses located in
the vicinity close, neighborhood degenerates, and
buildings deteriorate. Or, if construction of new
freeway divides an existing community, the
construction would be the physical change, but the
economic/social effect on the community would be
the basis for determining that the physical change
would be significant.)

j- Conflicts with adopted airport safety zones?

Existing Setting. The project site is located on Padaro Lanes in the Toro Canyon Plan, which is an Existing
Developed Rural Neighborhood located south of U.S. 101, adjacent to the Pacific Ocean. This area was
developed in 1920 as the Town of Serena and was laid out in long narrow lots oriented perpendicular to
Padaro Lane, formerly the Coast Highway, to the ocean. Today, the area is a mix of primary and secondary
residences. The lots are generally larger at the western end of Padaro Lane, becoming narrower with
smaller lots toward the eastern end. Directly east of the larger western properties is the “Beach Club
Road” tract, a 1950s housing development with smaller parcels.

Padaro Lane serves single-family residential development located between the roadway and the coastline.
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On-street parking is limited, especially on the narrower eastern end of Padaro Lane. Padaro Lane makes up
one of the five Rural Neighborhoods (RNs) in the Coastal portion of the Toro Canyon Plan.

Environmental Threshold: The Thresholds and Guidelines Manual contains no specific thresholds for land
use. Generally, a potentially significant impact can occur if a project would result in substantial growth
inducing effects or result in a physical change in conflict with County policies adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.

Impact Discussion:

(a, c-j). The project site is zoned residential (8-R-1, 8,000-square-foot minimum lot size) and includes the
demolition of an existing single-family residence and accessory structures and the construction of a
replacement single-family residence and associated accessory structures. The property is currently
served by the Carpinteria Sanitary District and does not involve the extension of a sewer trunk line.
The project does not conflict with any airport safety zones. The project is not growth inducing, and
does not result in the loss of affordable housing, or a significant displacement of people. The project
is compatible with existing land uses. Therefore, impacts to land use designation and population
displacement are less than significant.

(b). Toro Canyon Plan’s DevStd BIO-TC-1.4 policy requires a minimum 50-foot buffer from any side of a
Monarch butterfly habitat. As discussed in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, the project would include
work within the 50-foot buffer space including construction of the new driveway, removal of
surrounding vegetation, and movement of construction materials throughout the site. A Monarch
Habitat Management Plan prepared by a P&D-approved arborist and/or biologist and designed to
address both short and long-term management of the monarch habitat onsite including tree pruning
restrictions is required by Mitigation Measure Bio-01. Additionally, Toro Canyon Community Plan
Policy BIO-TC-13 states that “Native protected trees and non-native protected trees shall be preserved
to the maximum extent feasible”. Construction of the project would remove 2 native protected
sycamore trees and would be replaced onsite by of 3 new 48” box California Sycamore trees as well
as 7 Island Oaks (1 in a 48” box and 6 in a 108” box), and 5 new 48” box Coast Redwood trees (Table
1). In the event of additional unexpected damage or removal, impacted trees would be replaced
onsite at a 3:1 ratio with large 24-inch box size or 1:1 ratio with a 48” box tree (Mitigation Measure
Bio-02). Therefore, impacts from conflicts with biological policies would be mitigated to a less than
significant level.

Local Coastal Plan Policy 3-4, also known as the stringline policy, prevents the structures from being
located closer to the bluff’'s edge than the adjacent structures by drawing a line between the
neighboring property’s seaward structures. The main residence complies with this setback policy,
however the greenhouse is located on the seaward side of the stringline. This encroachment into the
stringline is appropriate due to the site constraints including biological impacts from protected trees
and monarch habitat, and setback requirements. Additionally, as described in Section 4.1 Aesthetics,
the greenhouse’s encroachment into the residential stringline is visually insignificant due to its height,
design, and building materials. Along Padaro Beach, other accessory structures that encroach into the
stringline include gazebos and raised decks. The South Board of Architectural Review reviewed the
location of the greenhouse and residence on June 16, 2023 and determined they were appropriate
for the lot. MM-Aesth-01 Lighting prevents lights from being hung within the greenhouse, further
decreasing its visual prominence from the beach.

As discussed in Section 4.5 Cultural Resources, one cultural resource, a prehistoric site (CA-SBA-12),
potentially overlaps the project site. However, due to the likelihood that the site is incorrectly
mapped, and the negative survey findings, it appears that if a cultural deposit does exist within the
site, itis not likely to still be intact. Therefore, at this time and with the evidence available, it is unlikely
that known significant cultural resources exist within the project improvement areas. To mitigate, all
earth disturbances including grading and placement of fill within the project area would be monitored
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by a P&D approved archaeologist and a Native American consultant as recommended through the AB
52 consultation process and in compliance with the provisions of the County Archaeological
Guidelines (CulRes-02). Additionally, applicant proposed additional mitigation includes a
supplemental pedestrian survey by a County-qualified archaeologist to occur once existing structures,
slabs and foundations have been removed (CulRes-05).

With implementation of the proposed aesthetic, biological, and cultural mitigation measures, the
adjacent visual, ESH, and cultural resources would be protected against any significant disruption.

Cumulative Impacts. The implementation of the project is not anticipated to result in any substantial
change to the site’s conformance with environmentally protective policies and standards or have
significant growth inducing effects. Thus, the project would not cause a cumulatively considerable effect
on land use.

Mitigation and Residual Impact. No impacts are identified. No mitigation is necessary.

4.11 NOISE
Poten. Signif. No Reviewed
Wil the proposal resultn | e | | s | e,
Unavoid. Impact Document
a. Long-term exposure of people to noise levels X
exceeding County thresholds (e.g. locating noise
sensitive uses next to an airport)?
b. Short-term exposure of people to noise levels X
exceeding County thresholds?
c. Project-generated substantial increase in the X
ambient noise levels for adjoining areas (either day
or night)?

Setting/Threshold. Noise is generally defined as unwanted or objectionable sound which is measured on a
logarithmic scale and expressed in decibels (dB(A)). The duration of noise and the time period at which it
occurs are important values in determining impacts on noise-sensitive land uses. The Community Noise
Equivalent Level (CNEL) and Day-Night Average Level (L) are noise indices which account for differences in
intrusiveness between day- and night-time uses. County noise thresholds are: 1) 65 dB(A) CNEL maximum
for exterior exposure, 2) 45 dB(A) CNEL maximum for interior exposure of noise-sensitive uses, and 3) an
increase in noise levels by 3 db(A) — either individually or cumulatively when combined with other noise-
generating sources when the existing (ambient) noise levels already exceed 65 db(A) at outdoor living areas
or 45db(A) at interior living areas. Noise-sensitive land uses include: residential dwellings; transient lodging;
hospitals and other long-term care facilities; public or private educational facilities; libraries, churches; and
places of public assembly.

The proposed project site is located outside of 65 dB(A) noise contours for roadways, public facilities, airport
approach and take-off zones. Surrounding noise-sensitive uses consist of single family residences.

Impact Discussion:

(a-c). The proposed project involves the construction of a single-family dwelling. Long-term noise generated
onsite would not: 1) exceed County thresholds, or 2) substantially increase ambient noise levels in
adjoining areas. Noise sensitive uses on the project site would not be exposed to or impacted by off-site
noise levels exceeding County thresholds. Noise generated from heavy equipment during grading and
construction can temporarily exceed County noise thresholds of 65 dB(A) for a distance of up to
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approximately 1,600 feet. During grading and construction on the project site, construction could result
in significant, short-term noise impacts, which would affect nearby residents. Standard noise conditions
are applicable to all land use entitlements and would be enforced during construction activities.
Therefore, even short-term construction-related noise impacts would have a less than significant impact

on the neighborhood. Noise impacts as a result from the project would be insignificant.

Cumulative Impacts. The implementation of the project is not anticipated to result in any substantial noise
effects. Due to the finite and temporary nature of construction, a cumulative impact resulting from the
combined effects from other projects would not be considerable. Therefore, the project would not

contribute in a cumulatively considerable manner to noise impacts.

Mitigation and Residual Impact. No impacts are identified. No mitigations are necessary.

4.12 PUBLIC FACILITIES

storm water drainage or water quality control
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

Poten. Signif. No Reviewed
Willthe proposal require o reslt ol IO Bl sl G
Impact Document
a. Aneed for new or altered police protection and/or X
health care services?
b. Student generation exceeding school capacity? X
Significant amounts of solid waste or breach any X
federal, state, or local standards or thresholds
relating to solid waste disposal and generation
(including recycling facilities and existing landfill
capacity)?
d. The relocation or construction of new or expanded X
wastewater treatment facilities (sewer lines, lift-
stations, etc.) the construction or relocation of
which could cause significant environmental
effects?
e. The relocation or construction of new or expanded X

Impact Discussion:

(a—e). The proposed project would replace the existing residential development onsite and would not result
in the increase of residences within the area. This level of new development would not have a significant
impact on existing police protection or health care services. Existing service levels would be sufficient to
serve the proposed project. The proposed project would not generate solid waste in excess of County
thresholds. The project would not cause the need for new or altered sewer system facilities as it is already
in the service district, and the District has adequate capacity to serve the project. No additional drainages
or water quality control facilities would be necessary to serve the project. Therefore, the project would

have no impact to public facilities.

Mitigation and Residual Impact: No impacts are identified. No mitigation is necessary.
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4.13 RECREATION
Poten. Signif. No Reviewed
Will the proposal result in: ol IV Bl il B
Unavoid. Impact Document
a. Conflict with established recreational uses of the X
area?
Conflict with biking, equestrian and hiking trails? X
c. Substantial impact on the quality or quantity of
existing recreational opportunities (e.g., overuse of X
an area with constraints on numbers of people,
vehicles, animals, etc. which might safely use the
area)?

Setting/Threshold. The Thresholds and Guidelines Manual contains no threshold for park and recreation
impacts. However, the Board of Supervisors has established a minimum standard ratio of 4.7 acres of
recreation/open space per 1,000 people to meet the needs of a community. The Santa Barbara County Parks
Department maintains more than 900 acres of parks and open spaces, as well as 84 miles of trails and coastal
access easements.

The proposed project site is located along Padaro beach. Vertical coastal access along almost the entire
coastal frontage in Toro Canyon (i.e., Padaro Lane to Santa Claus Lane) is severely limited and beach access is
not yet formalized in Toro Canyon. Public access for Toro Canyon’s two miles of sandy beach frontage from
Padaro and Santa Claus Lanes has been gradually obstructed by development of coastal properties.
Substantial informal (i.e. not dedicated/protected) public access occurs by crossing the Southern Pacific
Railroad tracks and seawall at the western end of Santa Claus Lane. Some informal roadside parking exists in
this area.

Some of the homes in the Padaro Lane area were granted permits to build under the condition that access to
the beach would be offered to the public via vertical easements to and/or horizontal easements along the
beach. The nearest coastal access point is located approximately 370-feet from the subject parcel’s southern-
property line. The closest designated recreational trail, Padaro Bridge Shoulder Trail, runs west of Toro
Canyon and connects across creek and under freeway. It would not be impacted by the proposed project.

Impact Discussion:

(a, b). The proposed project site is located adjacent to Padaro Beach. Padaro Bridge Shoulder Trail, located
approximately 1.2-miles west of the project site is commonly used for horseback riding. Due to the nature
of the project being demo/rebuild of a single-family residence and accessory structures, no adverse
impacts to existing trails would result.

(c). The proposed project would not result in any population increase and would have no adverse impacts on
the quality or quantity of existing recreational opportunities, either in the project vicinity or County-wide.

Mitigation and Residual Impact. No impacts are identified. No mitigation is necessary.
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4.14 TRANSPORTATION
Poten. Signif. No Reviewed
Willthe proposal result in S|t | it | moat) | nder
Unavoid. Impact Document
a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy X
addressing the circulation system, including transit,
roadways, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?
b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section X
15064.3(b)?
€. Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design X
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
d. Resultininadequate emergency access? X

Setting. Padaro Lane is a two-lane roadway located south of Hwy. 101 and the Southern Pacific Railroad
tracks, connecting to Hwy 101 and Via Real at two freeway interchanges. The parcel is located within the
Transportation Corridor Wetland Overlay District, which provides specific standards of development for
transportation projects between Santa Claus Lane and the Padaro Lane freeway exit. The projects raise
awareness of existing public beach access, the California Coastal Trail link, and other development in the area.

Thresholds. According to the County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, a significant
transportation impact would occur when:

a. Potential Conflict with a Program, Plan, Ordinance, or Policy. A transportation impact occurs if a
project conflicts with the overall purpose of an applicable transportation and circulation program, plan,
ordinance, or policy, including impacts to existing transit systems and bicycle and pedestrian networks
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(1). In such cases, applicants must identify project
modifications or mitigation measures that eliminate or reduce inconsistencies with applicable programs,
plans, ordinances, and policies. For example, some community plans include provisions that encourage
complete streets. As a result, an applicant for a multifamily apartment complex may need to reduce excess
parking spaces, fund a transit stop, and/or add bike storage facilities to comply with a community plan’s
goals and policies.

b. Potential Impact to VMT. The County expresses thresholds of significance in relation to existing, or
baseline, county VMT. Specifically, the County compares the existing, or baseline, county VMT (i.e., pre-
construction) to a project’s VMT. Projects with VMT below the applicable threshold would normally result
in a less than significant VMT impact and, therefore, would not require further analyses or studies.
Projects with a VMT above the applicable threshold would normally result in a significant VMT impact
and, therefore, would require further analyses and studies, and, if necessary, project modifications or
mitigation measures. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 establish VMT as the most appropriate measure
of transportation impacts under CEQA.

The County presumes that land use or transportation projects meeting any of the screening criteria would
have less than significant VMT impacts and would not require further analysis. County thresholds identify
Small Projects as a project that generates 110 or fewer average daily trips. The VMT thresholds of
significance are for general use and should apply to most projects subject to environmental review.
However, the thresholds may not be appropriate for unique projects. In such cases, CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.7(c) allows the County to use other thresholds “... on a case-by-case basis as provided in
Section 15064(b)(2).” The OPR Technical Advisory recommended thresholds for land use projects
including Residential, Employment, Regional Retail, Mixed-Use Projects, and Other Land Use types.
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c. Design Features and Hazards. Threshold “c” considers whether a project would increase roadway
hazards. An increase could result from existing or proposed uses or geometric design features. In part, the
analysis should review these and other relevant factors and identify results that conflict with the County’s
Engineering Design Standards or other applicable roadway standards.

d. Emergency Access. Threshold “d” considers any changes to emergency access resulting from a project.
To identify potential impacts, the analysis must review any proposed roadway design changes and
determine if they would potentially impede emergency access vehicles.

Impact Discussion:

(a). Potential Conflict with a Program, Plan, Ordinance, or Policy. The Santa Barbara County Association
of Governments (SBCAG) 2040 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy
(SBCAG, 2013) and the County’s Comprehensive Plan, zoning ordinances, capital improvement
programs, and other planning documents contain transportation and circulation programs, plans,
ordinances, and policies. A transportation impact occurs if a project conflicts with the overall purpose
of an applicable transportation and circulation program, plan, ordinance, or policy, including impacts
to existing transit systems and bicycle and pedestrian networks pursuant to Public Resources Code
Section 21099(b)(1). The proposed project involves construction of a single-family dwelling on a parcel
zoned for residential development. The project would not result in conflicts with an applicable
Program, Plan, Ordinance, or Policy related to transportation, and therefore, would result in an
insignificant impact.

(b). Potential Impact to VMT. The County presumes that land use projects meeting any of the screening
criteria, absent substantial evidence to the contrary, would have less than significant VMT impacts
and would not require further analysis. A single-component project (e.g., residence, office, or store)
only needs to meet one of the screening criteria. Using the County’s VMT Tool, it was determined that
the proposed project, which involves construction of a single-family dwelling, would result in fewer
than 110 average daily trips. The project meets the screening criteria for small projects, and
therefore, is presumed to have insignificant impacts related to VMT.

(c). Design Features and Hazards. The proposed project involves construction of a single-family dwelling and
driveway improvements. The proposed driveway improvements are designed to be consistent with the
County’s driveway standards, and would not result in hazards due to a geometric design feature. Further,
the proposed project involves construction of a single-family dwelling on a parcel zoned for residential
development, and would not increase hazards due to incompatible uses. Therefore, the project would
not result in hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible uses, and impacts would be
insignificant.

(d). Emergency Access. The proposed driveway improvements included as part of the project are designed
to comply with County and Carpinteria-Summerland Fire District standards and would not result in
inadequate emergency access. Therefore, impacts related to emergency access are insignificant.

Cumulative Impacts. The County’s Environmental Thresholds were developed, in part, to define the point
at which a project’s contribution to a regionally significant impact constitutes a significant effect at the
project level. In this instance, the project has been found not to exceed the threshold of significance for
transportation. Therefore, the project’s contribution to the regionally significant transportation impacts
is not considerable, and is insignificant.

Mitigation and Residual Impact. No mitigation is required. Residual impacts would be less than significant.
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4.15 WATER RESOURCES/FLOODING

Poten. Signif. No Reviewed
Signif. But Insignif. Impact / Under
and Mitigable Beneficial Previous
Unavoid. Impact Document

Will the proposal result in:

a. Changes in currents, or the course or direction of X
water movements, in either marine or fresh waters?

b. Changes in percolation rates, drainage patterns or X
the rate and amount of surface water runoff?

c. Change in the amount of surface water in any water X
body?

d. Discharge, directly or through a storm drain system, X
into surface waters (including but not limited to
wetlands, riparian areas, ponds, springs, creeks,
streams, rivers, lakes, estuaries, tidal areas, bays,
ocean, etc) or alteration of surface water quality,
including but not limited to temperature, dissolved
oxygen, turbidity, or thermal water pollution?

e. Alterations to the course or flow of flood water or X
need for private or public flood control projects?

f. Exposure of people or property to water related X
hazards such as flooding (placement of project in 100
year flood plain), accelerated runoff or tsunamis, sea
level rise, or seawater intrusion?

g. Alteration of the direction or rate of flow of X
groundwater?

h. Change in the quantity of groundwater, either X
through direct additions or withdrawals, or through
interception of an aquifer by cuts or excavations or
recharge interference?

i. Overdraft or over-commitment of any groundwater X
basin? Or, a significant increase in the existing
overdraft or over-commitment of any groundwater
basin?

j- The substantial degradation of groundwater quality X
including saltwater intrusion?

k. Substantial reduction in the amount of water X
otherwise available for public water supplies?

l. Introduction of storm water pollutants (e.g., oil, X
grease, pesticides, nutrients, sediments,
pathogens, etc.) into groundwater or surface
water?

Water Quality Regulation. Santa Barbara County is within the jurisdiction of the Central Coast Regional Water
Quality Control Board (CCRWQCB), which oversees the area extending from the Santa Barbara
County/Ventura County line to the northern boundary of the Santa Cruz County, and from the coastline to
approximately 40 miles inland. Per the requirements of the Clean Water Act (CWA), and the California Porter-
Cologne Act, CCRWQCB has prepared a Water Quality Control Plan for the watersheds under its jurisdiction.
The Central Coast Region Water Quality Control Plan characterizes watersheds within the Central Coast
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region, identifies beneficial uses that exist or have the potential to exist in each water body, establishes water
quality objectives for each water body to protect beneficial uses or allow their restoration and provides an
implementation program that achieves water quality objectives. Per the requirements of CWA Section 303(c),
the Water Quality Control Plan is reviewed every three years and revised as necessary to address problems
with the plan, and meet new legislative requirements.

Water Resources Thresholds. A project is determined to have a significant effect on water resources if it
would exceed established threshold values which have been set for each overdrafted groundwater basin.
These values were determined based on an estimation of a basin’s remaining life of available water storage.
If the project’s net new consumptive water use [total consumptive demand adjusted for recharge less
discontinued historic use] exceeds the threshold adopted for the basin, the project’s impacts on water
resources are considered significant.

A project is also deemed to have a significant effect on water resources if a net increase in pumpage from a
well would substantially affect production or quality from a nearby well.

Water Quality Thresholds. A significant water quality impact is presumed to occur if the project:

e |s|ocated within an urbanized area of the county and the project construction or redevelopment
individually or as a part of a larger common plan of development or sale would disturb one (1) or
more acres of land;

e Increases the amount of impervious surfaces on a site by 25% or more;
e Results in channelization or relocation of a natural drainage channel;

e Results in removal or reduction of riparian vegetation or other vegetation (excluding non-native
vegetation removed for restoration projects) from the buffer zone of any streams, creeks or
wetlands;

e Is an industrial facility that falls under one or more of categories of industrial activity regulated
under the NPDES Phase | industrial storm water regulations (facilities with effluent limitation;
manufacturing; mineral, metal, oil and gas, hazardous waste, treatment or disposal facilities;
landfills; recycling facilities; steam electric plants; transportation facilities; treatment works; and
light industrial activity);

e Discharges pollutants that exceed the water quality standards set forth in the applicable NPDES
permit, the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (RWQCB) Basin Plan or otherwise impairs the
beneficial uses® of a receiving water body;

e Results in a discharge of pollutants into an “impaired” water body that has been designated as
such by the State Water Resources Control Board or the RWQCB under Section 303 (d) of the
Federal Water Pollution Prevention and Control Act (i.e., the Clean Water Act); or

e Results in a discharge of pollutants of concern to a receiving water body, as identified by the
RWQCB.

Impact Discussion:

(a, ¢, e). Surface Water. The project is located on Padaro Lane, adjacent to Padaro Beach. Historically,
Padaro Lane has had issues with surface drainage along the eastern end of Padaro Lane. Soils on the
property are mapped by the Natural Resource Conservation Service 8 as “Ballard fine sandy loam
(BaA), 0 to 2 percent slopes” and as “Beaches”. Ballard fine sandy loam soil is classified as having a

3 Beneficial uses for Santa Barbara County are identified by the Regional Water Quality Control Board in the Water
Quality Control Plan for the Central Coastal Basin, or Basin Plan, and include (among others) recreation, agricultural
supply, groundwater recharge, fresh water habitat, estuarine habitat, support for rare, threatened or endangered
species, preservation of biological habitats of special significance.
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medium runoff rate and light erosion hazard. This soil occurs in the northern 75% of the property, and
is commonly used for estates and urban development. The main residence would be setback
approximately 100-feet from the existing rock revetment and would not include alterations, such as new
revetments or jetties, that could change the course or direction of water movements or activities, such
as water withdrawals, that could change the amount of water in the surface water bodies surrounding
the site. The project would create minor amounts of additional storm water runoff as a result of newly
constructed impermeable surfaces (i.e. structures, driveways, patios, etc.). Construction activities such as
grading could also potentially create temporary runoff and erosion problems. Application of standard
County grading, erosion, and drainage-control measures would ensure that no significant increase of
erosion or storm water runoff would occur.

(b, d, ). Water Quality. The project would be expected to generate only minor amounts of storm water

(g

pollutants, however, the site is currently used for residential activities. The project would not introduce
new pollutants not already used. These pollutants include fertilizers, pesticides, and household cleaners,
chemicals, and runoff from driveways. Minor amounts of such household hazardous material would not
present a significant potential for release of waterborne pollutants and would be highly unlikely to create
a public health hazard.

The project site currently has approximately 9,500-square-feet of impermeable surfaces and the
project proposes approximately 18,660-square-feet of impermeable surfaces including residential
structures, pathways, and the fire approved driveways. The rest of the lot would be covered in
landscaping. The site would be graded and sloped to allow surface water to flow towards a proposed
bioswale on the southeast corner of the lot. The bioswale would be covered by lawn, sea lavender,
and shrubs. A storm drain inlet and pipe would also be constructed between the bioswale and rock
revetment to accommodate excess stormwater. Erosion would not be increased as a result of the
project.

Due to the increase in impervious surface on the project site, the project’s potential long term impacts to
water quality would be potentially significant. MM-WatRes-01 requires the Owner/applicant to prepare
a Stormwater Control Plan/Stormwater Management Plan (SWCP/SWMP) for P&D review and approval
that would develop and maintain stormwater BMPs to stabilize the site, protect natural
watercourses/creeks, prevent erosion, convey storm water runoff to existing drainage systems keeping
contaminants and sediments onsite, and meet requirements for post-development peak stormwater
flows and BMPs and maintenance requirements to ensure that the project would not result in a net
increase to on-site or off-site drainage. Implementation of stormwater management would reduce the
potential for temporary impacts to surface water bodies and groundwater quality during project
construction to a less than significant level with mitigation.

k). Groundwater. The Toro Canyon Sub-basin is part of the Carpinteria groundwater basin, which is
not overdrafted, and is not considered at risk of seawater intrusion. The geotechnical report,
Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Development 3393 Padaro Lane, Carpinteria,
County of Santa Barbara, California, was prepared for PLSB, LLC in September 2020 to determine the
subsurface geological conditions of the proposed Project site and provide preliminary grading and
foundation recommendations for the proposed site redevelopment (Dudek November 2023). The
report identified groundwater at 14-20.5 feet throughout the site. Excavations are not expected to
exceed two (2) feet bgs for excavation of the structural foundations, five (5) feet bgs for installation
of utilities, and two (2) feet bgs for installation of hard and soft scape, therefore there is no potential
to hit groundwater during project construction.

The project would be supplied with water from the Carpinteria Valley Water District, which receives its
water from the Carpinteria Groundwater Basin, the Cachuma Project, and the State Water Project. Since
the volume of water extracted annually does not exceed its safe yield, this basin is not overdrafted.
Additionally, the project would not involve activities such as groundwater extraction that could result in
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the alteration of the direction or rate of flow of groundwater. The project’s impact on water supplies and
groundwater hydrology would be less than significant.

(f). Flooding Impacts on Structures. The subject parcel is partially located within the FEMA Regulatory
Coastal Floodplain Zone VE, yet no development is proposed within Zone VE per this proposal. As
discussed in Section 4.8, Geological Processes, under Checklist Item c., the project site is subject to
flooding risk from storms and sea level rise, potentially exposing the residence and future occupants to
hydrologic hazards. A four-foot-high crawl space with flood vents would be constructed to house a
floodproof vault for a mechanical room. The existing lot elevation is between 13 and 21 feet NAVD88
and would be raised as depicted on the civil plans (Attachment A) to 18 to 19 feet NAVD88 near the
greenhouse, main house and garage; the grade at the proposed guest house remains unchanged. The
structure’s design would allow stormwater flows to pass beneath the residence and would not impede
the course or flow of flood water. Because the mechanical room would be below base flood elevation
and exposed to potential coastal flooding, it is to be oriented perpendicular to the shoreline to present
the least resistance to any flood waters that may pass through the site in the future. Most of the
property, landward of the rock revetment, is in Flood Zone X (area of minimal flood hazard) with no
base flood elevation. The portion of the property south or oceanward of the revetment is in Flood
Zone VE, with a base flood elevation of 14 to 15 feet NAVD88 (elevation transition bisects the lot).
Site preparation is proposed to include the placement of two to three feet of fill within the southerly
portion of the property to satisfy flood elevation requirements.

Predictions about the long-term effects of global climate change include rising sea levels due to
melting of glaciers and thermal expansion. Rising sea levels could increase the incidence of flooding
in coastal areas with altitudes at or near sea-level. Although the exact rate of future sea level rise is
unknown, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change has estimated that sea levels may rise
between 50 and 90 centimeters (approximately 1.6-to-3 feet) by the year 2100.* Although the project
does involve lands near sea level, the area proposed for development is situated at a minimum
recommended Finished Floor Elevation (FFE) of 18.5 feet NAVD88. Therefore, even if these rates of
sea level rise are realized, the development area would remain well above sea level within that
planning horizon. MM-Geo-01 requires that the building and site design and construction comply with
all recommendations provided in the geotechnical engineering reports and the Coastal Hazard &
Wave Runup Study prepared for the project. Compliance with MM-Geo-01 would ensure that the
building and site design and construction are completed in accordance with the geotechnical engineer
and coastal engineer’s recommendations, accounting for the identified site-specific geotechnical and
coastal hazards. Upon project completion, site soils would be stabilized with vegetation and the
project would be required to develop and maintain stormwater BMPs during long-term operation as
required by MM-WatRes-01, thereby minimizing the potential for erosion. The continued single-family
residential use of the site would not result in accelerated tsunamis, sea level rise, or seawater intrusion.
Therefore, potential impacts related to flooding and runoff would be less than significant with mitigation.

Cumulative Impacts. The County’s Environmental Thresholds were developed, in part, to define the point
at which a project’s contribution to a regionally significant impact constitutes a significant effect at the
project level. In this instance, the project has been found not to exceed the threshold of significance for
water resources. Therefore, the project’s contribution to the regionally significant issues of water supplies
and water quality is not considerable, and is insignificant.

Mitigation and Residual Impact. The following mitigation measures would reduce the project’s water
resource impacts to an insignificant level:

4 The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change is a scientific intergovernmental body set up by the World
Meteorological Organization (WMO) and by the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP).
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MM-WatRes-01 Storm Water BMPs. To minimize pollutants impacting downstream waterbodies or

habitat, the parking area and associated driveways shall be designed to minimize degradation of storm
water quality. Best Management Practices (BMPs) such as landscaped areas for infiltration (vegetated
filter strips, bioswales, or bioretention areas), designed in accordance with the California Stormwater
BMP Handbook for New Development and Redevelopment (California Stormwater Quality
Association) or other approved method shall be installed to intercept and remove pollutants prior to
discharging to the storm drain system. The BMPs selected shall be maintained in working order. The
landowner is responsible for the maintenance and operation of all improvements and shall maintain
annual maintenance records. The plans and a copy of the long-term maintenance program shall be
submitted to P&D and Public Works, Water Resources Division staff, for review prior to approval of a
Coastal Development Permit. BMP maintenance is required for the life of the project and transfer of
this responsibility is required for any subsequent sale of the property. The condition of transfer shall
include a provision that the property owners conduct maintenance inspection at least once a year and
retain proof of inspections. PLAN REQUIREMENTS: The BMPs shall be described and detailed on the
site, grading and drainage and landscape plans, and depicted graphically. The location and type of
BMP shall be shown on the site, building and grading plans. TIMING: The plans and maintenance
program shall be submitted to P&D for approval prior to a Coastal Development Permit.
MONITORING: P&D compliance monitoring staff shall site inspect for installation prior to Final
Building Inspection Clearance. The landowner shall make annual maintenance records available for
review by P&D upon request.

With the incorporation of these measures, residual impacts would be insignificant.

5.0

5.1

5.2

5.3

INFORMATION SOURCES

County Departments Consulted: Carpinteria-Summerland Fire District, Public Works, & Flood Control

Comprehensive Plan

X Seismic Safety/Safety Element X Conservation Element

X Open Space Element X Noise Element

X Coastal Plan and Maps X Circulation Element

ERME

Other Sources

X Field work X AgPreserve maps

X Calculations X  Flood Control maps

X Project plans X Other technical references
Traffic studies (reports, survey, etc.)

X Records X Planning files, maps, reports

X Grading plans X Zoning maps

X Elevation, architectural renderings X Soils maps/reports

X Published geological map/reports X Plant maps

X Topographical maps X Archaeological maps and reports

Other
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6.0 PROIJECT SPECIFIC (short- and long-term) AND CUMULATIVE IMPACT
SUMMARY
The project would result in project-specific impacts that are significant but mitigable in the following issue

areas: Aesthetic/visual Resources, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geologic Processes, and
Water Resources/Flooding.

The project would result in project-specific impacts that are less than significant in the following issue
areas: Air Quality, Fire Protection, Hazardous Materials/Risk of Upset, Land Use, and Transportation.

The project would result in no impacts in the following issue areas: Agricultural Resources, Energy, Public
Facilities, and Recreation.

Mitigation measures applied to the project would ensure that the project would not result in any
significant cumulative impacts.

7.0 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Poten. Signif. No Reviewed
. . Signif. But Insignif. Impact / Under
Will the proposal result in: and Mitigable Beneficial Previous
Unavoid. Impact Document
1. Does the project have the potential to substantially X

degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, substantially reduce the number
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or
animal, contribute significantly to greenhouse gas
emissions or significantly increase  energy
consumption, or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory?

2. Does the project have the potential to achieve short- X
term to the disadvantage of long-term
environmental goals?

3. Does the project have impacts that are individually X
limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects and the
effects of probable future projects.)

4. Does the project have environmental effects which X
will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?
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Poten. Signif. No Reviewed
. . Signif. But Insignif. Impact / Under
Will the proPosaI result in: and Mitigable Beneficial Previous
Unavoid. Impact Document
5. Isthere disagreement supported by facts, reasonable X

assumptions predicated upon facts and/or expert
opinion supported by facts over the significance of

an effect which would warrant investigation in an EIR
?

1. As discussed in Section 4.4 (Biological Resources), Section 4.8 Geologic Processes, and Section 4.15
(Water Resources/Flooding), project specific impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant
level through mitigation measures. Therefore, the project would not substantially degrade the quality
of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal. Further,
as discussed in sections 4.3 (Air Quality), Section 4.6 (Energy) and Section 4.5 (Cultural Resources), the
project would not contribute significantly to greenhouse gas emissions, to increased energy
consumption, nor would it eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory.

2. The project would not have the potential to achieve short-term to the disadvantage of long-term
environmental goals, because proposed mitigation measures would reduce all potentially significant
impacts to less than significant.

3. Asdiscussed in the “cumulative impacts” section under each issue area of this document, the project
would not result in any impacts which are cumulatively considerable.

4. The project does not result in environmental effects which would cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly. There is no excessive noise, no known or expected hazardous
materials and no other factors associated with the project that would cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings.

5. There is no known disagreement among experts regarding the projects impacts.

9.0 INITIAL REVIEW OF PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE
SUBDIVISION, ZONING AND COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REQUIREMENTS

Local Coastal Plan

Local Coastal Plan Policy 1-3: Where there are conflicts between the policies set forth in the coastal land
use plan and those set forth in any element of the County’s Comprehensive Plan or existing ordinances,
the policies of the coastal land use plan shall take precedence.

Local Coastal Plan Policy 3-3: To avoid the need for future protective devices that could impact sand
movement and supply, no permanent above-ground structures shall be permitted on the dry sandy beach
except facilities necessary for public health and safety, such as lifeguard towers, or where such restriction
would cause the inverse condemnation of the parcel by the County.

Local Coastal Plan Policy 3-4: In areas of new development, above-ground structures shall be set back a
sufficient distance from the bluff edge to be safe from the threat of bluff erosion for a minimum of 75
years, unless such standard will make a lot unbuildable, in which case a standard of 50 years shall be used.
The County shall determine the required setback. A geologic report shall be required by the County in order to
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make this determination. At a minimum, such geologic report shall be prepared in conformance with the
Coastal Commission’s adopted Statewide Interpretive Guidelines regarding “Geologic Stability of Bluff top
Development.” (See also Policy 4-5 regarding protection of visual resources.)

Local Coastal Plan Policy 4-5: In addition to that required for safety (see Policy 3-4), further bluff setbacks may
be required for oceanfront structures to minimize or avoid impacts on public views from the beach. Bluff top
structures shall be set back from the bluff edge sufficiently far to insure that the structure does not infringe on
views from the beach except in areas where existing structures on both sides of the proposed structure already
impact public views from the beach. In such cases, the new structure shall be located no closer to the bluff’s
edge than the adjacent structures.

Local Coastal Plan Policy 9-1: Prior to the issuance of a development permit, all projects on parcels shown
on the land use plan and/or resource maps with a Habitat Area overlay designation or within 250 feet of
such designation or projects affecting an environmentally sensitive habitat area shall be found to be in
conformity with the applicable habitat protection policies of the land use plan. All development plans,
grading plans, etc., shall show the precise location of the habitat(s) potentially affected by the proposed
project. Projects which could adversely impact an environmentally sensitive habitat area may be subject
to a site inspection by a qualified biologist to be selected jointly by the County and the applicant.

Land Use Element

Land Use Element Policy 4. Prior to issuance of a development permit, the County shall make the finding,
based on information provided by environmental documents, staff analysis, and the applicant, that
adequate public or private services and resources (i.e., water, sewer, roads, etc.) are available to serve the
proposed development. The applicant shall assume full responsibility for costs incurred in service
extensions or improvements that are required as a result of the proposed project. Lack of available public
or private services or resources shall be grounds for denial of the project or reduction in the density
otherwise indicated in the land use plan. Affordable housing projects proposed pursuant to the Affordable
Housing Overlay regulations, special needs housing projects or other affordable housing projects which
include at least 50% of the total number of units for affordable housing or 30% of the total number of units
affordable at the very low income level shall be presumed to be consistent with this policy if the project
has, or is conditioned to obtain all necessary can and will serve letters at the time of final map recordation,
or if no map, prior to issuance of land use permits.

HILLSIDE AND WATERSHED PROTECTION

HILLSIDE AND WATERSHED PROTECTION Policy 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 carried out with less alteration of the natural terrain.

HILLSIDE AND WATERSHED PROTECTION Policy 2. All 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.

Toro Canyon Plan

Policy VIS-TC-1: Development shall be sited and designed to protect public views.

DevStd VIS-TC-1.2: Development and grading shall be sited and designed to avoid or minimize hillside and
mountain scarring and minimize the bulk of structures visible from public viewing areas. Mitigation
measures may be required to achieve this, including but not limited to increased setbacks, reduced
structure size and height, reductions in grading, extensive landscaping, low intensity lighting, and the use
of narrow or limited length roads/driveways, unless those measures would preclude reasonable use of
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property or pose adverse public safety issues.

DevStd VIS-TC-1.3: (COASTAL) Development shall not occur on ridgelines if suitable alternative locations
are available on the property. When there is no other suitable alternative location, structures shall not
intrude into the skyline or be conspicuously visible from public viewing places. Additional measures such
as an appropriate landscape plan and limiting the height of the building may be required in these cases.

Policy BIO-TC-1: Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH) areas shall be protected and, where appropriate,
enhanced.

DevStd BIO-TC-1.4: (COASTAL) Development shall be required to include the following buffer areas
from the boundaries of Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH): Monarch butterfly habitat - minimum
50 feet from any side of the habitat.

Policy BIO-TC-5: (COASTAL) Due to the existing land subdivision and built environment in the Rural
Neighborhoods of Torito Road, Serena Park, La Mirada Drive and Ocean Oaks Road, where existing
structures and related landscaped areas are within the ESH buffer, structural additions to the existing
primary residence may be allowed if it can be shown, pursuant to the required site-specific biological study,
that such development shall not adversely impact the adjacent riparian species and meets all other
provisions of this Plan and the LCP including development standards for native and non-native protected
tree species.

DevStd BIO-TC-5.1: (COASTAL) For existing lawfully constructed primary residences in Rural
Neighborhoods located within ESH buffer areas, structural additions shall be scaled, sited, and
designed in conformance with the following standards:

a. Second story additions shall be considered the preferred design alternative to avoid ground
disturbance;

b. Additions shall be allowed only if they are located a minimum of 6 feet from any oak or
sycamore canopy dripline, do not require removal of oak or sycamore trees, do not require any
additional pruning or limbing of oak or sycamore trees beyond what is currently required
for the primary residence for life and safety, minimize disturbance to the root zones of oak or
sycamore trees to the maximum extent feasible (e.g., through measures such as raised
foundation or root bridges), preserve habitat trees for Monarch Butterflies and nesting raptors,
and do not extend new areas of fuel modification into ESH areas;

c. Additions shall be located on those portions of the structure located outside or away from the ESH.
If the subject development cannot be located away from ESH, then the extension of a ground
level development footprint shall be denied.

d. Improvements, such as decomposed granite pathways or alternative patios, may be allowed
in existing developed areas within the dripline of oak and sycamore trees if such improvement
are permeable, and do not require compaction of soil in the root zone.

Policy BIO-TC-13: Native protected trees and non-native protected trees shall be preserved to
the maximum extent feasible. DevStd BIO-TC-13.1: (COASTAL) A “native protected tree” is at least six
inches in diameter (largest diameter for non-round trunks) as measured 4.5 feet above level ground (or
as measured on the uphill side where sloped), and a “non-native protected tree” is at least 25
inches in diameter at this height. Sufficient area shall be restricted from any associated grading to
protect the critical root zones of native protected trees

Policy BIO-TC-14: Non-native trees and forests (e.g., eucalyptus groves and windrows) that provide known
raptor nesting or major and recurrent roosting sites shall be protected.
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10.0 RECOMMENDATION BY P&D STAFF

On the basis of the Initial Study, the staff of Planning and Development:

Finds that the proposed project WILL NOT have a significant effect on the environment and,
therefore, recommends that a Negative Declaration (ND) be prepared.

X Finds that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures incorporated into the
REVISED PROJECT DESCRIPTION would successfully mitigate the potentially significant impacts.
Staff recommends the preparation of an ND. The ND finding is based on the assumption that
mitigation measures will be acceptable to the applicant; if not acceptable a revised Initial Study
finding for the preparation of an EIR may result.

Finds that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and
recommends that an EIR be prepared.

Finds that from existing documents (previous EIRs, etc.) that a subsequent document (containing
updated and site-specific information, etc.) pursuant to CEQA Sections 15162/15163/15164 should
be prepared.

Potentially significant unavoidable adverse impact areas:

X With Public Hearing Without Public Hearing

PREVIOUS DOCUMENT:__ Not Applicable

PROJECT EVALUATOR: Katie Nall DATE: _February 2024

11.0 DETERMINATION BY ENVIRONMENTAL HEARING OFFICER

X | agree with staff conclusions. Preparation of the appropriate document may proceed.
| DO NOT agree with staff conclusions. The following actions will be taken:
| require consultation and further information prior to making my determination.

SIGNATURE: INITIAL STUDY DATE: __ February 27, 2024
SIGNATURE: NEGATIVE DECLARATION DATE:__March 18, 2024
SIGNATURE: REVISION DATE:

SIGNATURE: FINAL NEGATIVE DECLARATION DATE:

12.0 ATTACHMENTS

A. Project Plans

B. Watershed Environmental Inc. Biological Report dated August 2, 2021

C. Duke McPherson Arborist Report/Tree Protection Plan dated September 2, 2022

D. Althouse & Meade, Inc. Monarch Butterfly Habitat Conservation and Enhancement Plan dated May
2023
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Site Diagram Relocated, Removed, and New Structures and Trees dated June 2, 2023
Carlander Phase 1 Historic Resources Technical Report dated January 5, 2021

G. Coastal Hazard & Wave Runup Study
G.1 Coastal Hazard & Wave Runup Study for 3393 Padaro Lane dated March 8, 2021

G.2 GeoSoils, Inc. Coastal Engineering Review Response and Project Plan Compliance Review for

3393 Parado Lane, dated July 12, 2023
G.3 GeoDynamics, Inc. Peer Coastal Engineering Review dated September 8, 2023



