

























































































































http://www.carpinteriaca.gov/

















































































































































































https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/lap-landscape-architecture-and-community-livability/lap-liv-i-scenic-highways
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/lap-landscape-architecture-and-community-livability/lap-liv-i-scenic-highways
https://carpinteriaca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/11/Full-GP-Amended-11.12.24-final.pdf
https://carpinteria.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=2&clip_id=1569&meta_id=99727






https://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/index.html?_ga=2.163516092.1660088161.1752788220-515360552.1719006288



























https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/california-ambient-air-quality-standards




























































http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/california-air-resources-board-air-quality-and-land-use-handbook-a-community-health-perspective.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/california-air-resources-board-air-quality-and-land-use-handbook-a-community-health-perspective.pdf
https://www.caleemod.com/user-guide
https://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/index.html?_ga=2.163516092.1660088161.1752788220-515360552.1719006288
https://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/index.html?_ga=2.163516092.1660088161.1752788220-515360552.1719006288
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/nitrogen-dioxide-and-health
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/nitrogen-dioxide-and-health
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/inhalable-particulate-matter-and-health
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/overview-diesel-exhaust-and-health
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/overview-diesel-exhaust-and-health
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/innovative-clean-transit/omnibus-regulation#:%7E:text=The%20Heavy%2DDuty%20Engine%20and,from%20conventional%20heavy%2Dduty%20engines
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/innovative-clean-transit/omnibus-regulation#:%7E:text=The%20Heavy%2DDuty%20Engine%20and,from%20conventional%20heavy%2Dduty%20engines
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/innovative-clean-transit/omnibus-regulation#:%7E:text=The%20Heavy%2DDuty%20Engine%20and,from%20conventional%20heavy%2Dduty%20engines
https://www.ourair.org/wp-content/uploads/2022-Ozone-Plan.pdf
https://www.ourair.org/wp-content/uploads/2022-Ozone-Plan.pdf



https://www.ourair.org/wp-content/uploads/ScopeContentJanuary2022-LimitedUpdates.pdf
https://www.ourair.org/wp-content/uploads/2022-Annual-Air-Quality-Report.pdf
https://www.ourair.org/wp-content/uploads/2022-Annual-Air-Quality-Report.pdf
https://www.ourair.org/air-quality-standards/
https://www.ourair.org/wp-content/uploads/2023-SBCAPCD-Exceptional-Events-Mitigation-Plan-Final.pdf
https://www.ourair.org/wp-content/uploads/2023-SBCAPCD-Exceptional-Events-Mitigation-Plan-Final.pdf
https://www.sbcag.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/Connected-2050-Final.pdf
https://www.sbcag.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/Connected-2050-Final.pdf
https://storage.googleapis.com/slocleanair-org/images/cms/upload/files/AttainmentStatus13Jan2025.pdf
https://storage.googleapis.com/slocleanair-org/images/cms/upload/files/AttainmentStatus13Jan2025.pdf
https://www3.epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/standards/pb/data/140501_pa_pb_fin.pdf
https://www3.epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/standards/pb/data/140501_pa_pb_fin.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/co-pollution/basic-information-about-carbon-monoxide-co-outdoor-air-pollution#Effects
https://www.epa.gov/co-pollution/basic-information-about-carbon-monoxide-co-outdoor-air-pollution#Effects
https://www.epa.gov/no2-pollution/basic-information-about-no2
https://www.epa.gov/ground-level-ozone-pollution/health-effects-ozone-pollution
https://www.epa.gov/lead/learn-about-lead
https://www.epa.gov/lead/learn-about-lead
https://www.epa.gov/outdoor-air-quality-data/monitor-values-report
https://www.epa.gov/outdoor-air-quality-data/monitor-values-report
https://www.epa.gov/so2-pollution/sulfur-dioxide-basics#effects
https://www.epa.gov/outdoor-air-quality-data/monitor-values-report



https://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2011/1188/
http://www.vcapcd.org/air_quality_standards.htm



























https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/VegCAMP/Natural-Communities




































https://www.audubon.org/climate/survivalbydegrees/flyway/pacific
https://carpinteriaca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/cd_Environmental-Review-Guidelines.pdf
https://carpinteriaca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/cd_Environmental-Review-Guidelines.pdf
https://carpinteriaca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/11/Full-GP-Amended-11.12.24-final.pdf
https://carpinteriaca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/11/Full-GP-Amended-11.12.24-final.pdf
https://library.municode.com/ca/carpinteria/codes/code_of_ordinances
https://library.municode.com/ca/santa_barbara_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=ARTIICOZOOR_DIV7GERE_S35-140TRR
https://library.municode.com/ca/santa_barbara_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=ARTIICOZOOR_DIV7GERE_S35-140TRR



https://apps.wildlife.ca.gov/rarefind/view/RareFind.aspx
https://rareplants.cnps.org/Home/
https://www.epa.gov/nepa/what-national-environmental-policy-act
https://www.google.com/earth/index.html
https://www.natureserve.org/sites/default/files/natureserveconservationstatusfactors_apr12.pdf
https://xerces.org/sites/default/files/2018-05/16-015_01_XercesSoc_State-of-Monarch-Overwintering-Sites-in-California_web.pdf
https://xerces.org/sites/default/files/2018-05/16-015_01_XercesSoc_State-of-Monarch-Overwintering-Sites-in-California_web.pdf
https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/location/index
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/wetlands/apps/wetlands-mapper/
https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/wetlands/apps/wetlands-mapper/
https://fws.maps.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?webmap=9d8de5e265ad4fe09893cf75b8dbfb77
https://fws.maps.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?webmap=9d8de5e265ad4fe09893cf75b8dbfb77
https://apps.nationalmap.gov/downloader/
https://westernmonarchcount.org/map-of-overwintering-sites/




























































https://www.greatamericanstations.com/stations/carpinteria-ca-cpn/



















































https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-06/SB375_Final_Targets_2018.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-06/SB375_Final_Targets_2018.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/californias-greenhouse-gas-vehicle-emission-standards-under-assembly-bill-1493-2002-pavley
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/californias-greenhouse-gas-vehicle-emission-standards-under-assembly-bill-1493-2002-pavley
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/advanced-clean-trucks/about
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/advanced-clean-trucks/about
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/use-road-diesel-fueled-fleets-regulation
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/use-road-diesel-fueled-fleets-regulation
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=240977
https://www.energy.ca.gov/data-reports/energy-almanac/california-electricity-data/2022-total-system-electric-generation
https://www.energy.ca.gov/data-reports/energy-almanac/california-electricity-data/2022-total-system-electric-generation
https://www.energy.ca.gov/data-reports/energy-almanac/transportation-energy/california-retail-fuel-outlet-annual-reporting
https://www.energy.ca.gov/data-reports/energy-almanac/transportation-energy/california-retail-fuel-outlet-annual-reporting
https://www.energy.ca.gov/data-reports/energy-almanac/californias-natural-gas-market/supply-and-demand-natural-gas-california
https://www.energy.ca.gov/data-reports/energy-almanac/californias-natural-gas-market/supply-and-demand-natural-gas-california
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=254463
https://www.socalgas.com/sites/default/files/Joint_Biennial_California_Gas_Report_2023_Supplement.pdf
https://www.socalgas.com/sites/default/files/Joint_Biennial_California_Gas_Report_2023_Supplement.pdf
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1279
https://carpinteriaca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/11/Full-GP-Amended-11.12.24-final.pdf
https://carpinteriaca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/11/Full-GP-Amended-11.12.24-final.pdf



https://cosantabarbara.app.box.com/s/mihghnn9kxxv7v60gtopyjeng1o998gc
https://cosantabarbara.app.box.com/s/6k53jo5pp6b1pxarhahq80oy0iu0od13
https://cosantabarbara.app.box.com/s/ea7ws5ga86nyij2s9dwtz9crqwc6i0ot
https://www.nhtsa.gov/laws-regulations/corporate-average-fuel-economy#75896
https://www.pge.com/tariffs/assets/pdf/tariffbook/ELEC_MAPS_Service%20Area%20Map.pdf
https://www.sbcag.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/Connected-2050-Final.pdf
https://www.sbcag.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/Connected-2050-Final.pdf
https://www.sce.com/about-us/who-we-are
https://www.sce.com/about-us/who-we-are
https://energycenter.org/sites/default/files/docs/nav/programs/smp/20.%20SCE%20Service%20Territory%20Cities.pdf
https://energycenter.org/sites/default/files/docs/nav/programs/smp/20.%20SCE%20Service%20Territory%20Cities.pdf
https://www.edison.com/_gallery/get_file/?file_id=65f32cca3d6332cf05413d08&file_ext=.pdf&page_id=
https://www.edison.com/_gallery/get_file/?file_id=65f32cca3d6332cf05413d08&file_ext=.pdf&page_id=
https://www.edison.com/sustainability/sustainability-report
https://www.edison.com/sustainability/sustainability-report
https://tariff.socalgas.com/regulatory/tariffs/tm2/pdf/tariffs/GAS_G-CITIES_CITIES.pdf?_ga=2.245880772.111270607.1718648448-1091172624.1718648448
https://tariff.socalgas.com/regulatory/tariffs/tm2/pdf/tariffs/GAS_G-CITIES_CITIES.pdf?_ga=2.245880772.111270607.1718648448-1091172624.1718648448
https://www.nhtsa.gov/sites/nhtsa.gov/files/detailed-fact-sheet.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2016-10-25/pdf/2016-21203.pdf



https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2020/04/30/2020-06967/the-safer-affordable-fuel-efficient-safe-vehicles-rule-for-model-years-2021-2026-passenger-cars-and
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2020/04/30/2020-06967/the-safer-affordable-fuel-efficient-safe-vehicles-rule-for-model-years-2021-2026-passenger-cars-and
https://www.epa.gov/regulations-emissions-vehicles-and-engines/final-rule-phase-2-greenhouse-gas-emissions-standards
https://www.epa.gov/regulations-emissions-vehicles-and-engines/final-rule-phase-2-greenhouse-gas-emissions-standards






















































https://ngmdb.usgs.gov/ngm-bin/count_pub_refs.pl?publisher=CAGS&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.conservation.ca.gov%2Fcgs%2F&refer=http%3A%2F%2F&ref_type=p
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/doggr/wellfinder/



https://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geohazards/eq-zapp
https://carpinteriaca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/11/Full-GP-Amended-11.12.24-final.pdf
https://content.civicplus.com/api/assets/f0b97ebb-c2c6-4f92-afd0-e04bf738537d
https://ca.water.usgs.gov/land_subsidence/california-subsidence-areas.html









https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2014-09/documents/nitrogentrifluoride_interim_ornl_sep09_c.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2014-09/documents/nitrogentrifluoride_interim_ornl_sep09_c.pdf
















































https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-11/2022-sp-appendix-d-local-actions.pdf









https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/fact-sheets/governor-newsoms-zero-emission-2035-executive-order-n-79-20







































https://lessismore.org/organics/



https://lessismore.org/organics/






https://cal-adapt.org/tools/local-climate-change-snapshot/
https://cal-adapt.org/tools/local-climate-change-snapshot/
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic/cc/scopingplan/document/adopted_scoping_plan.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic/cc/scopingplan/document/adopted_scoping_plan.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic/cc/scopingplan/2013_update/first_update_climate_change_scoping_plan.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic/cc/scopingplan/2013_update/first_update_climate_change_scoping_plan.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/index.php/news/carb-amends-low-carbon-fuel-standard-wider-impact
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic/cc/inventory/pubs/ca_ghg_wildfire_forestmanagement.pdf?utm_medium=email&utm_source=govdelivery
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic/cc/inventory/pubs/ca_ghg_wildfire_forestmanagement.pdf?utm_medium=email&utm_source=govdelivery
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2023-02/emfac_off_model_co2_adjustment_factors_06262020-final.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2023-02/emfac_off_model_co2_adjustment_factors_06262020-final.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2023-04/2022-sp.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/carb-approves-amendments-road-regulation-further-reduce-emissions
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/carb-approves-amendments-road-regulation-further-reduce-emissions
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2023-12/2000_2021_ghg_inventory_trends.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2023-12/2000_2021_ghg_inventory_trends.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-09/nc-2000_2022_ghg_inventory_trends.pdf



https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/californias-greenhouse-gas-vehicle-emission-standards-under-assembly-bill-1493-2002-pavley
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/californias-greenhouse-gas-vehicle-emission-standards-under-assembly-bill-1493-2002-pavley
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/advanced-clean-cars-program/zev-program/current-zero-emission-vehicle-regulation
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/advanced-clean-cars-program/zev-program/current-zero-emission-vehicle-regulation
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/advanced-clean-cars-program/advanced-clean-cars-ii
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/advanced-clean-cars-program/advanced-clean-cars-ii
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/advanced-clean-trucks/about
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/advanced-clean-trucks/about
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/sustainable-communities-climate-protection-program/about
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/sustainable-communities-climate-protection-program/about
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/sustainable-communities-program/regional-plan-targets
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/our-work/programs/sustainable-communities-program/regional-plan-targets
https://www.cdfa.ca.gov/Statistics/
https://oehha.ca.gov/sites/default/files/media/downloads/climate-change/report/2018caindicatorsreportmay2018.pdf
https://oehha.ca.gov/sites/default/files/media/downloads/climate-change/report/2018caindicatorsreportmay2018.pdf
https://www.energy.ca.gov/proceeding/federal-and-administrative-updates-title-20-appliance-efficiency-regulations
https://www.energy.ca.gov/proceeding/federal-and-administrative-updates-title-20-appliance-efficiency-regulations
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-09/2025_California_Energy_Code_Fact_Sheet_ada.pdf
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-09/2025_California_Energy_Code_Fact_Sheet_ada.pdf
https://calepa.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2023/05/CAT-Report-Card-2022.a.pdf
https://calepa.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2023/05/CAT-Report-Card-2022.a.pdf
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1279
https://resources.ca.gov/CNRALegacyFiles/docs/climate/Statewide_Adaptation_Strategy.pdf



https://ca-santabarbaracounty.civicplus.pro/asset/ebc26205-512c-48d7-bca7-cfa0a18faa24
https://ca-santabarbaracounty.civicplus.pro/asset/ebc26205-512c-48d7-bca7-cfa0a18faa24
https://resources.ca.gov/CNRALegacyFiles/ceqa/docs/Final_Statement_of_Reasons.pdf
https://www.ipcc.ch/site/assets/uploads/2018/02/ipcc_sar_wg_I_full_report.pdf
https://www.ipcc.ch/site/assets/uploads/2018/02/ipcc_sar_wg_I_full_report.pdf
https://www.ipcc.ch/site/assets/uploads/2018/05/ar4_wg1_full_report-1.pdf
https://www.ipcc.ch/assessment-report/ar6/
https://www.nhtsa.gov/document/cafe-2027-2031-hdpuv-2030-2035-final-rule
https://www.nhtsa.gov/corporate-average-fuel-economy/safe
https://www.library.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/GovernmentPublications/executive-order-proclamation/5129-5130.pdf
https://www.library.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/GovernmentPublications/executive-order-proclamation/5129-5130.pdf
https://climateactionnetwork.ca/wp-content/uploads/2011/06/eos0107.pdf
https://www.library.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/GovernmentPublications/executive-order-proclamation/39-B-30-15.pdf
https://www.library.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/GovernmentPublications/executive-order-proclamation/39-B-30-15.pdf
https://www.ca.gov/archive/gov39/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/9.10.18-Executive-Order.pdf
https://www.ca.gov/archive/gov39/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/9.10.18-Executive-Order.pdf



https://essd.copernicus.org/articles/15/5301/2023/
https://essd.copernicus.org/articles/15/5301/2023/
https://www.ourair.org/wp-content/uploads/ScopeContentJanuary2022-LimitedUpdates.pdf
https://www.ourair.org/wp-content/uploads/ScopeContentJanuary2022-LimitedUpdates.pdf
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https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2021/12/30/2021-27854/revised-2023-and-later-model-year-light-duty-vehicle-greenhouse-gas-emissions-standards
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https://www.epa.gov/ghgemissions/overview-greenhouse-gases#overview
https://www.epa.gov/ghgemissions/overview-greenhouse-gases#overview
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https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2024-04/us-ghg-inventory-2024-main-text_04-18-2024.pdf
https://science2017.globalchange.gov/downloads/CSSR2017_FullReport.pdf
















































https://calepa.ca.gov/sitecleanup/corteselist/
https://carpinteriaca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/11/Full-readable-LHMP.pdf
https://carpinteriaca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/11/Full-GP-Amended-11.12.24-final.pdf
https://content.civicplus.com/api/assets/ebc26205-512c-48d7-bca7-cfa0a18faa24
https://www.countyofsb.org/2171/Hazardous-Materials
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/map/?myaddress=499+linden+ave+carpinteria
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/profile_report.asp?global_id=T0608300735













































https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/informationwarehouse/ts_evacuation/?extent=-13479082.3124%2C4056602.8949%2C-13249771.2276%2C4181500.9991%2C102100&utm_source=cgs+active&utm_content=santabarbara
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/informationwarehouse/ts_evacuation/?extent=-13479082.3124%2C4056602.8949%2C-13249771.2276%2C4181500.9991%2C102100&utm_source=cgs+active&utm_content=santabarbara
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https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/informationwarehouse/ts_evacuation/?extent=-13479082.3124%2C4056602.8949%2C-13249771.2276%2C4181500.9991%2C102100&utm_source=cgs+active&utm_content=santabarbara
https://carpgsa.org/doc/841/
https://cvwd.net/doc/4371/
https://cvwd.net/your-water/supply-facilities/water-sources-and-supply/
https://cvwd.net/your-water/supply-facilities/water-sources-and-supply/
https://carpinteriaca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/11/Full-GP-Amended-11.12.24-final.pdf
https://www.countyofsb.org/963/Coastal-Land-Use-Plan
https://water.ca.gov/-/media/DWR-Website/Web-Pages/Programs/Groundwater-Management/Bulletin-118/Files/2003-Basin-Descriptions/3_018_Carpinteria.pdf
https://water.ca.gov/-/media/DWR-Website/Web-Pages/Programs/Groundwater-Management/Bulletin-118/Files/2003-Basin-Descriptions/3_018_Carpinteria.pdf
https://msc.fema.gov/portal/search?AddressQuery=499%20linden%20ave%20carpinteria




























3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.10 Land Use and Planning

Consistency

Analysis

Source Item Plan, Ordinance, or Regulation Determination
Article 6, 30250 (a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, | Consistent The Project would be located within the Downtown
Development except as otherwise provided in this division, shall be Core area and would replace parking and vacant land
located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, with a visitor-serving commercial use. It would be
existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, located within an existing developed area that is able
where such areas are not able to accommodate it, in to accommodate the development.
other areas with adequate public services and where it
will not have significant adverse effects, either
individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources.
Article 6, 30251 The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be Consistent As discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, of this EIR,
Development considered and protected as a resource of public the Project would not significantly impact public views
importance. Permitted development shall be sited and to the ocean or other scenic coastal areas, would
designed to protect views to and along the ocean and minimize the alteration of natural land forms, and
scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural would be visually compatible with the surrounding
land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of area.
surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and
enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New
development in highly scenic areas such as those
designated in the California Coastline Preservation and
Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and
Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate
to the character of its setting.
Atrticle 6, 30252 The location and amount of new development should Consistent The Project would retain existing transit service and

Development

maintain and enhance public access to the coast by (1)
facilitating the provision or extension of transit service, (2)
providing commercial facilities within or adjoining
residential development or in other areas that will
minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing
nonautomobile circulation within the development, (4)
providing adequate parking facilities or providing
substitute means of serving the development with public
transportation, (5) assuring the potential for public transit
for high intensity uses such as high-rise office buildings,
and by (6) assuring that the recreational needs of new
residents will not overload nearby coastal recreation areas
by correlating the amount of development with local park
acquisition and development plans with the provision of
onsite recreational facilities to serve the new development.

would provide commercial facilities adjacent to a
regionally important railroad stop and near residentially
developed areas. It would also provide adequate
parking facilities, provide bicycle parking facilities, and
provide public parking for coastal access and
recreation.
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.10 Land Use and Planning

Consistency

Analysis

Source Item Plan, Ordinance, or Regulation Determination
Article 6, 30253 New development shall do all of the following: Consistent As discussed within pertinent sections of this EIR, the
Development (2) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high Project W_ould avoid or mlnlmlze_rlsks to life an(_i
geologic, flood, and fire hazard. properly in areas of _h|gh geologic, flood, and wildland
. . ) . fire hazard. The Project would not substantially alter
(b) Assure stability gnd str.uct'u'ral integrity, apd neither . natura landforms or require the construction of
create nor contribute significantly to erosion, geologic protective devices along bluffs or cliffs. It would be
instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area consistent with air quality requirements, and would
or in any way require the construction of protective minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles
devices that would substantially alter natural landforms traveled. Finally, it would protect popular visitor
along bluffs and cliffs. destination points for recreational uses.
(c) Be consistent with requirements imposed by an air
pollution control district or the State Air Resources
Board as to each particular development.
(d) Minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles
traveled.
(e) Where appropriate, protect special communities and
neighborhoods that, because of their unique
characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for
recreational uses.
SBCAG Connected 2025 (Adopted August 2021) and Draft Connected 2050 Update (April 2025)
Policy 1.1 The planning, construction, and operation of transportation | Consistent The Project location would be in an established

facilities shall be coordinated with local land use planning
and should encourage local agencies to:

1. Make land use decisions that adequately address
regional transportation issues and are consistent with
the RTP-SCS.

2. Promote better balance of jobs and housing to reduce
long-distance commuting by means of traditional land
use zoning, infill development, and other,
unconventional land use tools, such as employer-
sponsored housing programs, economic development
programs, commercial growth management
ordinances, average unit size ordinances and parking
pricing policies.

3. Plan for transit-oriented development consistent with
the RTP-SCS by:

a. Concentrating residences and commercial centers
in urban areas near rail stations, transit centers and
along transit development corridors.

b. Designing and building “complete streets” serving all
transportation modes that connect high-usage
origins and destinations.

downtown commercial area, adjacent to an existing rail
station. The Project development includes and bicycle
parking facilities. Project employees and visitors can
use alternative transportation methods to access the
proposed development and surrounding recreational
and commercial areas.
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.10 Land Use and Planning

Consistency

Analysis

Source Item Plan, Ordinance, or Regulation Determination
4. Preserve open space, agricultural land and sensitive
biological areas.
5. Ildentify, minimize and mitigate adverse environmental
impacts and, in particular require mitigation of traffic
impacts of new land development through onsite and
related off-site improvements for all modes of
transportation, including incentives to encourage the
use of alternative transportation modes.
6. Dissuade siting of new development in high-fire risk
areas by means such as ensuring insurability and
redundancy of ingress and egress.
Policy 5.2 The RTP-SCS shall: Consistent The Project would be consistent with the RTP-SCE
1. Promote a mix of land uses responsive to the needs of since it would provide a mix of uses, facilities a range
businesses, including agriculture and tourism. of alternative transportation methods, support local
! . . business and communities, and provide local jobs.
2. Support investment by businesses in local
communities.
3. Encourage the creation of high-paying jobs, especially
in areas with an imbalance of housing relative to jobs.

City of Carpinteria General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan (GP/CLUP) (Adopted 2003)

Land Use Element Policy LU-1d Ensure that the type, location and intensity of land uses Consistent The southern parcel located at 399 Linden Avenue
planned adjacent to any parcel designated open (the proposed City Parking Lot #4 Site) is currently
space/recreation or agriculture (as shown on Figure LU-1) designated for Open Space/Recreation. The proposed
are compatible with these public resources and will not be City Parking Lot #4 would be compatible with and
detrimental to the resource. supportive of the adjacent Carpinteria State Beach and

the coastal public access on Linden Avenue. The
proposed Hotel on 499 Linden Avenue (existing City
Parking Lot #3) would be compatible with the
proposed uses of 399 Linden Avenue.

Land Use Element Policy LU-2b Regulate all development, including agriculture, to avoid Consistent with As discussed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of

adverse impacts on habitat resources. Standards for
habitat protection are established in the Open Space,
Recreation & Conservation Element policies.

Mitigation

this EIR, no riparian or aquatic habitat or other
sensitive communities, including ESHA, are known to
occur within or surrounding the Project Site.

The Project design requires the removal of two small
coast live oak trees, and there are other protected
native and non-native trees within or adjacent to the
Project Site. Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-2 would
require tree protective measures and replacement
plantings to reduce potentially significant impacts; refer
to Section 3.3, Biological Resources, Impact 3.3-5, of
this EIR.
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.10 Land Use and Planning

Consistency

Analysis

Source Item Plan, Ordinance, or Regulation Determination

Land Use Element Policy LU-3a New development shall occur contiguous to existing Consistent The Project would be located within the Downtown
developed areas of the City. Higher density in certain Core area and would replace parking and vacant land
residential neighborhoods and for residential uses in with a visitor-serving commercial use. It would be
commercial districts shall be provided as a means to located within an existing developed area that is able
concentrate development in the urban core consistent with to accommodate the development.
zoning designations, particularly where redevelopment of
existing structures is proposed.

Land Use Element Policy LU-3e Direct commercial development toward the center of town Consistent The Project would be located within the Downtown
and in established commercial nodes. Exceptions include Core area, along Linden Avenue. The City's GP/CLUP
visitor-serving commercial uses in the Bluffs Il sub-area, considers Linden Avenue to be one of the three major
and commercial uses of a character, size and location that corridors within the City. It would provide multiple uses
are intended solely to serve a specific neighborhood and and would be consistent with commercial and mixed-
thereby reduce vehicle trips. use development along Linden Avenue.

Land Use Element Policy LU-3g Provide for a range of business activities that bring vitality, | Consistent The Project would provide business activities to serve
revenue, and employment to Carpinteria and are both local Carpinteria residents and out-of-area
compatible with its small-town character. visitors.

Land Use Element Policy LU-3i Ensure the provision of adequate services and resources, Consistent The Project would retain existing transit service and
including parking, public transit and recreational facilities, would provide commercial facilities adjacent to a
to serve proposed development. regionally important railroad stop and near residentially

developed areas. It would also provide adequate
parking facilities, provide bicycle parking facilities, and
provide public parking for coastal access and
recreation.

Community Design Policy CD-8b To provide convenient pedestrian routes, the existing Consistent The Project would retain existing automobile lanes and

Element network of automobile lanes, trails and pedestrian ways in pedestrian ways into the Downtown District and
the Downtown District and adjacent neighborhoods should adjacent neighborhoods.
be preserved, reinforced and extended into other
neighborhoods. This pedestrian network should be in
addition to, not in lieu of, pedestrian ways on the streets.

Community Design Policy CD-10c Commercial and mixed-use frontages should generally Consistent Existing sidewalks will be retained along Linden

Element have wide sidewalks adequate to encourage customers Avenue and 5" Street. New landscaping, pedestrian
and residents to walk, shop and linger in the public right- paths, bicycle racks, large windows, and building
of-way. Commercial buildings should have large windows entranceways would be placed directly next to the
and entries on the street at the ground level. Residential existing sidewalks to encourage pedestrians and
ground floor uses should be set up or back from the street shoppers.
enough to afford privacy within the dwelling.

Community Design Policy CD-10e Frontages with existing uses such as the parking, loading Consistent New landscaping and screening elements are

Element

or storage of vehicles should be screened with walls and
plantings that are consistent with the neighborhood
character. These elements should be in scale with
pedestrians.

proposed along the street frontages, including
relatively large specimen trees which, when installed,
would provide some immediate visual screening of the
proposed Hotel.
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.10 Land Use and Planning

Consistency

Analysis

Source Item Plan, Ordinance, or Regulation Determination

Community Design Policy CD-11f Landscape design guidelines should emphasize the use of | Consistent The proposed landscape plan features a plant palette

Element native drought-tolerant plant materials, and the importance of low water use and low maintenance plantings that
of trees as the primary elements of the town landscape. are suitable to the regional climate.

All landscaping shall utilize only non-invasive type plants.

Community Design Policy CD-13b Lighting shall be low intensity and located and designed Consistent The proposed lighting plan features a mixture of

Element S0 as to minimize direct view of light sources and diffusers shielded fixtures and recessed path light fixtures.
and to minimize halo and spillover effects.

Community Design Policy CD-14a To ensure the effective utilization of energy resources, Consistent The Project would be designed and constructed to

Element design measures shall be incorporated into project design achieve net-zero energy readiness standards. In
that allow for development projects to comply with and addition, it would provide 25 electric vehicle car
exceed the minimum energy requirements of the City's charging stations that would be available to the hotel
Uniform Codes. users or coastal visitors.

Community Design Policy CDS2A-b Ensure that intensified land uses within the subarea Consistent The Project includes a mixture of uses to support both

Element support a lively place to visit, live, work and shop, and that visitor-serving and local resident interests, and the
the scale and character of the District remain consistent design integrates components relating to the site’s
with the City’s “small beach town” image. history and local context.

Circulation Element | Policy C-6b Encourage well-designed barriers, buffers and acoustically | Consistent As discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, of this EIR, the
designed construction for noise attenuation in new Project would be designed to not result in an increase
developments. in the ambient noise level at the nearest noise

sensitive receptors.

Circulation Element | Policy C-8c Provide or require safe and adequate bicycle parking at Consistent The Project would provide 30 bicycle storage and
transportation centers, public parks, recreation areas and parking spaces, available to hotel users or coastal
other nonresidential locations. visitors.

Open Space, Policy OSC-6a New development shall be sited and designed to avoid Consistent with The Project design requires the removal of two small

Recreation, and impacts on native vegetation and to avoid removal and/or Mitigation coast live oak trees, and there are other protected

Conservation encroachment into the root zone of both native and non- native and non-native trees within or adjacent to the

Element native, non-invasive specimen trees, including oak, Project Site. Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-2 would

walnut, and sycamore trees and the Wardholme Torrey
Pine, Linden Avenue Palm Trees, and Portola Sycamore
Tree, to the maximum extent feasible. If there is no
feasible alternative that can avoid impacts to native
vegetation or individual specimen trees, then the
alternative that would result in the least adverse impacts
and that does not result in additional adverse impacts to
other coastal resources shall be required. Adverse
impacts to native vegetation and individual specimen trees
shall be fully mitigated, with priority given to on-site
mitigation. Mitigation shall not substitute for
implementation of the feasible project alternative that
would avoid impacts.

require tree protective measures and replacement
plantings to reduce potentially significant impacts; refer
to Section 3.3, Biological Resources, Impact 3.3-5, of
this EIR).
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.10 Land Use and Planning

Consistency

Analysis

Source Item Plan, Ordinance, or Regulation Determination
Open Space, Policy OSC-11b | Promote the reduction of mobile source emissions related Consistent The Project would provide incentives for guests to
Recreation, and to vehicular traffic (e.g., promote alternative transportation, travel to/from the site by train or bicycle.
Conservation vanshare, buses).
Element
Open Space, Policy OSC-13a. Preserve broad, unobstructed views from the nearest Consistent The Project would not block or obstruct public views to
Recreation, and public street to the ocean, including but not limited to the ocean down Linden Avenue.
Conservation Linden Avenue, Bailard Avenue, Carpinteria Avenue, and
Element U.S. 101.
Open Space, Policy OSC-13b Require new development or redevelopment in the Consistent Development of the Project would maintain the
Recreation, and downtown section of Carpinteria to conform with the scale compatibility, character, and visual quality of the
Conservation and character of the existing community and consistent Downtown area and the Linden Avenue corridor
Element with the City’s theme of a small beach-oriented through compliance with design guidelines for the
community. Downtown and Old Town subarea, through the policies
of the Community Design Element, and through design
collaboration with the City architectural review board
per the City’s Municipal Code, Section 2.36.100 -
Architectural review process.
Open Space, Policy OSC-13g Require new development to protect scenic resources by Consistent As discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, of this EIR,
Recreation, and utilizing natural landforms and native vegetation for the Project would not substantially damage scenic
Conservation screening structures, access roads, building foundations, resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
Element and cut and fill slopes in project design which otherwise outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state
complies with visual resources protection policies. scenic highway, and impacts would be less than
significant.
Open Space, Policy OSC-13i Design all new development to fit the site topography, Consistent As discussed in Sections 3.6, Geology and Soils and
Recreation, and soils, geology, hydrology, and other existing conditions 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this EIR, the
Conservation and be oriented so that grading and other site preparation Project would not substantially alter the existing
Element is kept to an absolute minimum. Preserve all natural drainage pattern of the site or area and it would be
landforms, natural drainage systems, and native designed to fit the existing topography, soils, and
vegetation. Require all areas on the site not suited to geology.
development, as evidenced by competent soils, geology
and hydrology investigation and reports remain as open
space.
Open Space, Policy OSC-16a Carefully review any development that may disturb Consistent As discussed in Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, of
Recreation, and important archaeological or historically valuable sites. this EIR, the Project has been carefully reviewed for
Conservation any potential disturbances to important archaeological
Element or historically valuable sites.
Noise Element Policy N-2a The City will plan noise-compatible land uses near the Consistent As discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, of this EIR, the

Union Pacific Railroad.

Project’s exterior guest areas would not exceed noise
thresholds from the adjacent railroad operations, and
interior noise levels can be maintained to below
acceptable levels.
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.10 Land Use and Planning

Consistency

Analysis

Source Item Plan, Ordinance, or Regulation Determination

Public Facilities and | Policy PF-5¢ The City will ensure that new development will not Consistent As discussed in Section 3.15, Utilities and Service

Services Element adversely impact services and facilities provided to Systems, of this EIR, the Project would not adversely
existing development. affect the provision of services and facilities provided

to existing development.

Public Facilities and | Policy PF-5k The City shall require proposed developments to Consistent As discussed in Section 3.15, Utilities and Service

Services Element demonstrate that adequate water supply, water systems Systems, of this EIR, the Project would be required to
and sewer facilities are or will be available to serve the demonstrate that adequate water and wastewater
Project Site. services are available.

Public Facilities and | Policy PF-6b Development projects shall not result in a quantifiable Consistent As discussed in Section 3.12, Public Services, the

Services Element

reduction in the level of public services provided to
existing development, nor shall new development increase
the cost of public services provided to existing
development.

Project would not result in a quantifiable reduction in
the level of public services provided to the surrounding
existing development.

Source: ESA, 2025.
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.10 Land Use and Planning

Santa Barbara County Association of Governments

The Connected 2050 plan’s policies primarily direct SBCAG to take certain actions toward implementing
the RTP/SCS and generally apply to transportation-related projects. However, policies under Goal Area 1
(Environment) and 5 (Prosperous Economy) generally relate to the Project and are presented in Table
3.10-1. For reference purposes only, the policies from the April 2025 Draft Connected 2050 Update are
presented as well. The Project would be consistent with applicable RTP/SCS policies.

City of Carpinteria General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan (GP/CLUP)

The Project would be consistent with applicable land use-related policies for the Downtown/Old Town
and Beach Neighborhood areas, as shown in Table 3.10-1. With Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-2 as
proposed, the Project would be consistent with GP/CLUP policies protecting native and non-native trees.
It would be consistent with all other biological, cultural, public safety and hazard, and visual resource
policies described in Table 3.10-1. The Project would not conflict with any GP/CLUP policies or
regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.

In summary, the Project implementation would not be inconsistent with or obstruct the implementation of
any applicable land use plan or regulation adopted for the purposes of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect. The Project would have a less than significant impact (Class I11) with respect to
land use and planning.

Cumulative Impact Analysis

As described in Chapter 3.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, the cumulative setting for the Project
involves a variety of projects in the region. The cumulative setting for land use and planning considers the
effects of the Project together with the cumulative development projects in the vicinity of the Project Site.
As indicated above, the Project would be consistent with applicable policies and regulations related to site
redevelopment and land use compatibility. Therefore, the Project, in combination with other projects
within the region, would be consistent with land use plans, policies, or regulations. There would be a less
than significant (Class 111) cumulative impact with respect to land use or planning due to the Project
implementation. Therefore, the Project’s impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable.

3.10.6 References
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.11 Noise

3.11 Noise

This section evaluates potential impacts to noise and vibration impacts that could result from implementation
of the Project. Noise impacts are addressed for construction, operation, and vibration. This section describes
the physical environment and regulatory setting, the criteria and thresholds used to evaluate the significance
of impacts, the methods used in evaluating these impacts, and the results of the impact assessment.

Comments received in response to the Notice of Preparation for the EIR regarding noise can be found in
Appendix A, of this EIR. Any applicable issues and concerns regarding potential impacts related to noise
as a result of implementation of the Project are analyzed within this section.

This section is based, in part, on a review of the Noise and Vibration Technical Memorandum for the
Surfliner Inn Project - Revised (Noise and Vibration Technical Memo), prepared by Dudek, dated June
12, 2025 (Dudek, 2025) for the Project, which is included by reference; refer to Appendix H, of this EIR.

3.11.1 Environmental Setting
Overview of Noise and Vibration

The following discussion describes the characteristics of noise and vibration. These characteristics are
used to assess potential impacts on sensitive land uses. Noise- and vibration-sensitive land uses include
locations where people reside or where the presence of unwanted sound and vibration could adversely
affect the use of the land. Residences, senior facilities, schools, hospitals, guest lodging, libraries, and
some passive recreation areas are examples of typical noise- and vibration-sensitive land uses.

Noise

Vibrations, traveling as waves through air from a source, exert a force perceived by the human ear as
sound. Sound pressure level (referred to as sound level) is measured on a logarithmic scale in decibel (dB)
that represents the fluctuation of air pressure above and below atmospheric pressure. Frequency, or pitch,
is a physical characteristic of sound and is expressed in units of cycles per second or hertz. The normal
frequency range of hearing for most people extends from about 20 to 20,000 hertz. The human ear is more
sensitive to middle and high frequencies, especially when the noise levels are quieter. As noise levels get
louder, the human ear starts to hear the frequency spectrum more evenly. To accommodate for this
phenomenon, a weighting system to evaluate how loud a noise level is to a human was developed. The
frequency weighting, called “A” weighting, is typically used for quieter noise levels, which de-
emphasizes the low-frequency components of the sound in a manner similar to the response of a human
ear. This A-weighted sound level is called the “noise level” and is referenced in units of A-weighted
decibel (dBA). Some representative common outdoor and indoor noise sources and their corresponding
A-weighted noise levels are shown in Figure 3.11-1, Decibel Scale and Common Noise Sources.

In addition to the actual instantaneous measurement of sound levels, the duration of sound is important
since sounds that occur over a long period of time are more likely to be an annoyance or cause direct
physical damage or environmental stress. One of the most frequently used noise metrics that considers
both duration and sound power level is the equivalent noise level (Leq). The Leq is defined as the single
steady A-weighted level that is equivalent to the same amount of energy as contained in fluctuating levels
of sound over a period of time. Typically, Leq is summed over a one-hour period.
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LEVEL COMMON INDOOR COMMON OUTDOOR
(dBA, Leq) NOISE LEVELS NOISE LEVELS
Rock Band
10— = = — — m m o — m m e m m
Jet Flyover at 1000 Ft.
100 - — — — — = = - = - - oo oo
Inside Subway Train (New York)
Gas Lawn Mower at 3 Ft.
90 — — — — - — - - - —— o
Food Blender at 3 Ft. Diesel Truck at 50 Ft.
Garbage Disposal at 3 Ft. Noisy Urban Daytime
80 — [~ - - - - - - oo oo oS-
Shouting at 3 Ft.
20 Vacuum Cleaner at 10 Ft. Gas Lawn Mower at 100 Ft.
Commercial Area
Heavy Traffic at 300 Ft.
B0 — ~ — —
Large Business Office
50 — Dishwasher Next Room: — — — — — — — — — — — - Quiet Urban Daytime — — — — —

40 — Small Theater,Large- — — — — — — — — — — — — (Quiet Urban Nighttime _ _ _ _ _

Conference Room (Background)

Library Quiet Suburban Nighttime
L
Concert Hall (Background) Quiet Rural Nighttime
1 R e et
Broadcast and Recording Studio
10 — = = — &
Threshold of Hearing
0 - — — — — - - &F & = -
SOURCE: State of California, Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Surfliner Inn Project
Technical Noise Supplement (TeNS). October 1998. Available:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/env/noise/pub/Technical Noise Supplement.pdf Figure 3 11-1
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3.11 Noise

Sound pressure is measured on a logarithmic scale with the 0 dB level based on the lowest detectable sound
pressure level that people can perceive (an audible sound that is not zero sound pressure level). Since sound
is measured on a logarithmic scale, a doubling of sound energy results in a 3-dBA increase in the noise
level. Changes in a community noise level of less than 3 dBA are not typically noticed by the human ear
(Caltrans, 2020a). Changes from 3 to 5 dBA may be noticed by some individuals who are extremely
sensitive to changes in noise. A 5-dBA increase is readily noticeable (EPA, 1974). The human ear perceives
a 10-dBA increase in sound level as a doubling of the sound level (i.e., 65 dBA sounds twice as loud as 55
dBA to a human ear). Quiet suburban areas typically have noise levels in the range of 40 to 50 dBA, while
noise levels along arterial streets are generally in the 50 to 60+ dBA range. Normal conversational levels are
in the 60-65 dBA range and ambient noise levels greater than that can interrupt conversations.

An individual’s noise exposure occurs over time; however, noise level is a measure of noise at a given
instant in time. Community noise sources vary continuously, being the product of many noise sources at
various distances, all of which constitute a relatively stable background or ambient noise environment.
The background, or ambient, noise level gradually changes throughout a typical day, corresponding to
distant noise sources such as traffic volume and changes in atmospheric conditions. The time-varying
character of environmental noise is often described with use of statistical or percentile noise descriptors
including L10, L50, and L90. These are the noise levels equaled or exceeded during 10, 50, and 90
percent of the measured time interval. Sound levels associated with L10 typically describe transient or
short-term events, such as the noise from distinct passing cars and trucks. L50 represents the median
sound level during the measurement. Levels will be above and below this value exactly one-half of the
accumulated measurement time. L90 is the sound level exceeded 90 percent of the time and often is used
to describe background noise conditions or sources that are continuous or “steady-state” in character.

Noise levels are generally higher during the daytime and early evening when traffic (including airplanes),
commercial, and industrial activity is the greatest. However, noise sources experienced during nighttime
hours when background levels are generally lower can be potentially more conspicuous and irritating to
the receiver. To evaluate noise in a way that considers periodic fluctuations experienced throughout the
day and night, a concept termed “community noise equivalent level” (CNEL) was developed, wherein
noise measurements are weighted, added, and averaged over a 24-hour period to reflect magnitude,
duration, frequency, and time of occurrence.

Different types of measurements are used to characterize the time-varying nature of sound. These
measurements include the Leq, the minimum and maximum sound levels (Lmin and Lmax, respectively),
percentile-exceeded sound level (Lxx), the day-night sound level (Ldn), and the CNEL. The following list
provides brief definitions of noise terminology used in this report:

e Decibel (dB) is a unitless measure of sound on a logarithmic scale, which indicates the squared ratio
of sound pressure amplitude to a reference sound pressure amplitude. The reference pressure is 20
micropascals.

e A-weighted decibel (dBA) is an overall frequency-weighted sound level in decibels that approximates
the frequency response of the human ear.

e Equivalent sound level (Leq) is the constant level that, over a given time period, transmits the same
amount of acoustic energy as the actual time-varying sound. Equivalent sound levels are the basis for
both the Ldn and CNEL scales.
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e Maximum sound level (Lmax) is the maximum sound level measured during the measurement period.
e Minimum sound level (Lmin) is the minimum sound level measured during the measurement period.

» Percentile-exceeded sound level (Lxx) is the sound level exceeded X% of a specific time period. L10
is the sound level exceeded 10% of the time.

« Day-Night Average Sound Level (Ldn) is a 24-hour average A-weighted sound level with a 10 dB
penalty added each of the hourly average noise levels occurring in the nighttime hours from 10:00
p.m. to 7:00 a.m. The 10 dB penalty is applied to account for increased noise sensitivity during the
nighttime hours.

e Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) is the average equivalent A-weighted sound level during
a 24-hour day. CNEL accounts for the increased noise sensitivity during the evening hours (7:00 p.m.
to 10:00 p.m.) and nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) by adding 5 dB to the recorded hourly
average sound levels in the evening and 10 dB to the hourly average sound levels at night.

Exterior Noise Distance Attenuation

Noise sources are classified in two forms: (1) point sources, such as stationary equipment or a group of
construction vehicles and equipment working within a spatially limited area at a given time; and (2) line
sources, such as a roadway with a large number of pass-by sources (motor vehicles). Sound generated by
a point source typically diminishes (attenuates) at a rate of 6.0 dBA for each doubling of distance from
the source to the receptor at acoustically “hard” sites and at a rate of 7.5 dBA for each doubling of
distance from source to receptor at acoustically “soft” sites (Caltrans, 2020a). Sound generated by a line
source (i.e., a roadway) typically attenuates at a rate of 3 dBA and 4.5 dBA per doubling distance, for
hard and soft sites, respectively (Caltrans, 2020a). Sound levels can also be attenuated by human-made or
natural barriers. For the purpose of a sound attenuation discussion, a hard or reflective site does not
provide any excess ground-effect attenuation and is characteristic of asphalt or concrete ground surfaces,
as well as very hard-packed soils. An acoustically soft or absorptive site is characteristic of unpaved loose
soil or vegetated ground.

With respect to examples of this distance-attenuation relationship for exterior noise, a 60-dBA noise level
measured at 50 feet from a tractor installing fenceposts within a packed earth feedlot site would diminish
to 54 dBA at 100 feet from the source, and to 48 dBA at 200 feet from the source. This scenario is
addressed by the point source attenuation for a hard site (6 dBA with each doubling of the distance). For
the scenario where soft-site conditions exist between the point source and receptor, represented by natural
vegetation, planted row crop, or plowed furrows adjacent to the work area, an attenuation rate of 7.5 dBA
per doubling of distance would apply; the tractor noise measured as 60 dBA at 50 feet would diminish to
52.5 dBA at 100 feet from the source and to 45 dBA at 200 feet from the source, where soft ground exists
between the sound source and the receptor location.

Structural Noise Attenuation

Sound levels can also be attenuated by human-made or natural barriers. Solid walls, berms, or elevation
differences typically reduce noise levels in the range of approximately 5 to 15 dBA (Caltrans, 2020a).
Structures can also provide noise reduction by insulating interior spaces from outdoor noise. The outside-
to-inside noise attenuation provided by typical structures in California ranges between 17 to 30 dBA with
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open and closed windows. Refer to Appendix H, of this EIR, for the variation in noise reduction between
different noise-sensitive structures.

Vibration

Vibration is an oscillatory motion that can be described in terms of displacement, velocity, or
acceleration. Heavy equipment operation, including stationary equipment that produces substantial
oscillation or construction equipment that causes percussive action against the ground surface, may be
experienced by building occupants as perceptible vibration. It is also common for groundborne vibration
to cause windows, pictures on walls, or items on shelves to rattle. Although the perceived vibration from
such equipment operation can be intrusive to building occupants, the vibration is seldom of sufficient
magnitude to cause even minor cosmetic damage to buildings. There are several different methods that
are used to quantify vibration. The peak particle velocity (PPV) that describes particle movement over
time (in terms of physical displacement of mass, expressed as inches/second or in/sec) is generally
employed for the discussion of vibration impacts on people and structures. Groundborne vibration
generated by construction Projects is usually highest during pile driving, rock blasting, soil compacting,
jack hammering, and demolition-related activities. Next to pile driving and soil compacting, grading
activity has the greatest potential for vibration impacts when earthwork involves large bulldozers, large
trucks, or other heavy equipment. The PPV is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the
vibration signal. The PPV is most frequently used to describe vibration impacts to buildings and is usually
measured in inches per second. The root mean square (RMS) amplitude is most frequently used to
describe the effect of vibration on the human body. The RMS amplitude is defined as the average of the
squared amplitude of the signal. Decibel notation (VdB) is commonly used to measure RMS. The decibel
notation acts to compress the range of numbers required to describe vibration.

High levels of vibration may cause physical personal injury or damage to buildings. However, groundborne
vibration levels rarely affect human health. Instead, most people consider groundborne vibration to be an
annoyance that can affect concentration or disturb sleep. In addition, high levels of groundborne vibration
can damage fragile buildings or interfere with equipment that is highly sensitive to groundborne vibration
(e.g., electron microscopes).

In contrast to noise, groundborne vibration is not a phenomenon that most people experience every day.
The background vibration velocity level in residential areas is usually 50 RMS or lower, which is well
below the threshold of perception for humans (human perception is around 65 RMS). Most perceptible
indoor vibration is caused by sources within buildings, such as operation of mechanical equipment,
movement of people, or slamming of doors. Typical outdoor sources of perceptible groundborne vibration
are construction equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffic on rough roads. If the roadway is smooth, the
vibration from traffic is rarely perceptible.

Health Effects of Noise

Excessively noisy conditions can affect an individual’s quality of life, health, and well-being. Noise is
generally loud, unpleasant, unexpected, or undesired sound that is typically associated with human
activity that is a nuisance or disruptive. An individual’s reaction to noise and its level of disturbance
depends on many factors such as the source of the noise, its loudness relative to the background noise
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level, time of day, whether the noise is temporary or permanent, and subjective sensitivity. The effects of
noise on people can be placed into four general categories:

e Subjective effects (e.g., dissatisfaction, annoyance);
< Interference effects (e.g., communication, sleep, and learning interference);
« Physiological effects (e.g., startled response); and

e Physical effects (e.g., hearing loss).

Although exposure to high noise levels has been demonstrated to cause physical and physiological
effects, the human responses to typical environmental noise exposure are related to subjective effects and
interference with activities. Interference effects interrupt daily activities and include interference with
human communication activities, such as normal conversations, watching television, telephone
conversations, and interference with sleep (WHO, 1999).

The World Health Organization’s Guidelines for Community Noise details the adverse health effects of
high noise levels, which include hearing impairment, speech intelligibility, sleep disturbance,
physiological functions (e.g., hypertension and cardiovascular effects), mental illness, performance of
cognitive tasks, social and behavioral effects (e.g., feelings of helplessness, aggressive behavior), and
annoyance (WHO, 1999).

With regard to the subjective effects, the responses of individuals to similar noise events are diverse and
influenced by many factors, including the type of noise, the perceived importance of the noise, the
appropriateness of the noise to the setting, the duration of the noise, the time of day and the type of
activity during which the noise occurs, and individual noise sensitivity. Overall, there is no completely
satisfactory way to measure the subjective effects of noise, or the corresponding reactions of annoyance
and dissatisfaction on people. A wide variation in individual thresholds of annoyance exists, and different
tolerances to noise tend to develop based on an individual’s past experiences with noise. Thus, an
important way of predicting a human reaction to a new noise environment is the way it compares to the
existing environment to which one has adapted (i.e., comparison to the ambient noise environment). In
general, the more a new noise level exceeds the previously existing ambient noise level, the less
acceptable the new noise level will be judged by those hearing it. With regard to increases in A-weighted
noise level, the following relationships generally occur (Caltrans, 2013):

e Exceptin carefully controlled laboratory experiments, a change of 1 dBA in ambient noise levels cannot
be perceived;

e Outside of the laboratory, a change of 3 dBA in ambient noise levels is considered to be a barely
perceivable difference;

< Achange of 5 dBA in ambient noise levels is considered to be a readily perceivable difference; and

< Achange of 10 dBA in ambient noise levels is subjectively heard as doubling of the perceived loudness.

These relationships between change in noise level and human hearing response occur in part because of the
logarithmic nature of sound and the dB scale. Because the dBA scale is based on logarithms, two noise
sources do not combine in a simple additive fashion, but, rather, logarithmically. Under the dBA scale, a
doubling of sound energy corresponds to a 3 dBA increase. In other words, when two sources are each
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producing sound of the same loudness, the resulting sound level at a given distance would be
approximately 3 dBA higher than one of the sources under the same conditions. For example, if two
identical noise sources produce noise levels of 50 dBA, the combined sound level would be 53 dBA, not
100 dBA.. Under the dB scale, three sources of equal loudness together produce a sound level of
approximately 5 dBA louder than one source, and 10 sources of equal loudness together produce a sound
level of approximately 10 dBA louder than the single source (Caltrans, 2013).

3.11.2 Existing Conditions
Existing Noise Measurements

Sound-pressure level measurements of short duration (i.e., less than an hour apiece) and long duration
(i.e., 24 hours) were conducted in the vicinity of the Project Site on January 24 and 25, 2023 to quantify
and characterize the existing outdoor noise levels.

The long-term measurements were performed along the northern edge of the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR)
right- of-way, at the southern boundary of the proposed Hotel (illustrated as LT1 on Figure 3.11-2, Ambient
Noise Measurement Locations). The long-term measurements were intended to characterize the on-site noise
levels from rail operations. Table 3.11-1, Measured Baseline Outdoor Noise Levels, provides the location
and date at which the long-term baseline noise level measurements were taken. The unattended long-term
sound- pressure level measurements were performed using a SoftdB Piccolo model sound level meter
equipped with a 0.5-inch, pre-polarized condenser microphone with pre-amplifier (ANSI Type 2). The
accuracy of the sound level meter was verified using a field calibrator before and after the measurements.

TABLE 3.11-1
MEASURED BASELINE OUTDOOR NOISE LEVELS
Daytime Leq | Evening Leq Nighttime CNEL

Receptor | Location/Address Date (dBA) (dBA) Leq dBA (dBA)
Long Term
LT1 Adjacent to northern edge of | 1/24/23 — 1/25/23 | 65 68 61 69

UPRR right-of-way
Receptor | Location/Address Date and Time Leq (dBA) Lmax (dBA)
Short Term
ST1 Easterly Project Site Boundary, westerly side of 1/24/23-11:59 AM to 12:14 PM | 66 81

Linden Avenue
ST2 Northerly Project Site Boundary southerly side of | 1/24/23-12:22 PM to 12:53 PM | 54 68

5th Street
ST3 Easterly side of EIm Avenue, north of 5th Street 1/24/23-12:54 PM to 1:24 PM 50 67

Source: Dudek, 2025
Notes:

Leq = equivalent continuous sound level (time-averaged sound level); Lmax = maximum sound level during the measurement interval; dBA = A-
weighted decibels; ST = short-term noise measurement locations.
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The Leq over daytime, evening, and nighttime periods, as well as the calculated CNEL for the 24-hour
measurements are provided in Table 3.11-1. The primary noise source affecting the LT1 measurements
(and the southern boundary of the proposed Hotel Site) were rail operations along the UPRR corridor. As
shown in Table 3.11-1, the measured existing daytime ambient sound level at LT1 was 65 dBA Leq, 68
dBA Leq during the evening, and 61 dBA Leq overnight.

Short-term measurements were performed along the Project Site boundary on Linden Avenue and 5th Street
(illustrated as ST1 and ST2, respectively on Figure 3.11-2), at locations that afforded direct exposure to
traffic noise from these roadways. These measurements were intended to characterize on-site ambient noise
levels from these major roadways, as well as to collect data for calibrating the traffic noise model. Short-
term measurement ST3 (see Figure 3.11-2) was located along EIm Avenue north of 5th Street, primarily to
collect data for calibrating the noise model. Manual traffic counts were conducted for vehicles passing the
short-term measurement points for the duration of the measurements, for the traffic model calibration.

The Leq and Lmax noise levels measured at ST1 — ST3 are provided in Table 3.11-1. As mentioned
previously, the primary noise source affecting the ST1 measurements (and the easterly boundary of the
Project Site) was traffic along Linden Avenue. As shown in Table 3.11-1, the average sound level over
the measurement period was 66 dBA Leq at ST1. Along the northerly Project boundary, 5th Street is the
main noise source, and the average sound level over the measurement period was 54 dBA Leq (ST2).
Along EIm Avenue, the average sound level over the measurement period was 50 dBA Leq (ST3). Noise
measurement data summarized in Table 3.11-1 is also included in Appendix H, of this EIR.

Existing Roadway Noise Levels

Associated Transportation Engineers (ATE) identified the existing average daily trips (ADT) on Linden
Avenue, 5th Street, and EIm Avenue in the vicinity of the Project Site (ATE, 2024). Using this ADT data,
the existing traffic noise level along Linden Avenue at the Project Site and nearby residences in the
vicinity of Sawyer Avenue were modeled. The ADT data was also used to model the existing traffic noise
along 5th Street (adjacent to the closest noise-sensitive receptors to the Project Site) and along EIm
Avenue north of 5th Street (where residences are also located). Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
Traffic Noise Model (TNM 2.5) was used for the modeling of existing traffic noise described above. The
methodology for traffic noise assessment is explained in further detail in 3.11.4 of this section. The traffic
noise levels in Table 3.11-2, Existing Traffic Noise Levels are based upon reported existing ADTSs, and
not on the manual traffic counts conducted during the short-term ambient noise measurements.

TABLE 3.11-2
EXISTING TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS
Receiver Location Noise Measurement Designation CNEL (dBA)
Linden Avenue — Adjacent to Easterly Project Site Boundary ST1 69
Linden Avenue — Vicinity of Sawyer Avenue N/A 72
5 Street — Between Linden Avenue and Elm Avenue ST2 55
EIm Avenue — North of 5" Street St3 52

Notes:
ST# = Short Term Measurement Location (Figure 3.11-2) ; dBA = A-weighted decibels; CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level; N/A = Not Applicable
Source: Dudek, 2025.
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Sensitive Receptors

Noise- and vibration-sensitive land uses are locations where people reside or where the presence of
unwanted sound or vibration could adversely affect the use of the land. Residences, hospitals, nursing care
or assisted living facilities, guest lodging, and churches would be considered noise- and vibration-sensitive.
In addition, vibration-sensitive land uses also include institutional uses such as laboratories where the
activities within the building are particularly sensitive to vibration. Noise and vibration-sensitive receptors
in the Project vicinity are represented by residential units, including apartments and single-family homes.
The closest off-site sensitive receptors to the proposed Hotel Site are located on the north side of 5th Street
and include an apartment building (approximately 110 feet from the future hotel construction zone
boundary, identified as R1 on Figure 3.11-2) and a single-family home (approximately 100 feet from the
future hotel construction zone boundary, identified as R2 on Figure 3.11-2). Other apartment buildings and
residences are also located along the north side of 5th Street at slightly greater distances from the Project
Site. The closest off-site sensitive receptors to the proposed City Parking Lot #4 are a single-family home
(located approximately 20 feet from the future parking lot construction boundary, identified as R3 in
Figure 3.11-2) and an apartment building (located approximately 25 feet from the future parking lot
construction boundary, identified as R4 in Figure 3.11-2). There are also other residences on EIm Avenue
and Dorrance Way in this vicinity, but at greater distances from the Project Site.

3.11.3 Regulatory Framework
Federal

Noise Control Act of 1972

Under the authority of the Noise Control Act of 1972, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
established noise emission criteria and testing methods published in Parts 201 through 205 of Title 40 of
the Code of Federal Regulations that apply to some transportation equipment (e.g., interstate rail carriers,
medium trucks, and heavy trucks) and construction equipment. In 1974, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency issued guidance levels for the protection of public health and welfare in residential areas of an
outdoor Lg, of 55 dBA and an indoor Lg, of 45 dBA (USEPA, 1974). These guidance levels are not
standards or regulations and were developed without consideration of technical or economic feasibility.
There are no federal noise standards that directly regulate environmental noise related to the construction
or operation activities from future solar energy Projects that would be enabled under the Project. As such,
for purposes of determining acceptable sound levels to determine and evaluate intrusive noise sources and
increases, this document utilizes local standards, discussed further below.

Federal Aviation Administration

Aircraft operated in the U.S. are subject to federal requirements regarding noise emissions levels. These
requirements are set forth in Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 36. Part 36 establishes maximum
acceptable noise levels for specific aircraft types, taking into account the model year, aircraft weight, and
number of engines.

Federal Transit Administration

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has developed guidance to evaluate noise impacts from the
operation of surface transportation modes (i.e., passenger cars, trucks, buses, and rail) in the FTA Transit
Noise Impact and Vibration Assessment. All mass transit Projects receiving federal funding must use
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these guidelines to predict and assess potential noise and vibration impacts. As ambient levels increase,
smaller increments of change are allowed to minimize community annoyance related to transit operations.

The criteria for environmental impact from groundborne vibration are based on the maximum levels for a
single event. Table 3.11-3, Construction Vibration Damage Criteria, lists the potential vibration damage
criteria associated with construction activities, as suggested in the Transit Noise and Vibration Impact
Assessment (FTA, 2018).

TABLE 3.11-3
CONSTRUCTION VIBRATION DAMAGE CRITERIA
Building Category PPV (inch/sec) Approximate LV
Reinforced-concrete, steel or timber (no plaster) 0.50 102
Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.30 98
Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings 0.20 94
Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12 90

Notes:

PPV = peak particle velocity; LV = velocity in decibels; inch/sec = inches per second
a. Root-mean-square velocity in decibels (VdB) re 1 microinch per second.

Source: FTA 2018, Table 7-5

The FTA guidelines show that a vibration level of up to 102 VVdB [equivalent to 0.5 inch/sec in RMS]
(FTA, 2018) is considered safe for buildings consisting of reinforced concrete, steel, or timber (no
plaster), and would not result in any construction vibration damage. For a non-engineered timber and
masonry building, the construction vibration damage criterion is 94 VdB (0.2 inch/sec in RMS).

Based on Table 8-3 in the FTA’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA, 2018),
interpretation of vibration criteria for detailed analysis is 78 VdB for residential uses during daytime
hours. During nighttime hours, the vibration criterion is 72 VdB. For office and office buildings, the FTA
guidelines suggest that a vibration level of 84 VVdB should be used for detailed analysis.

In its Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment guidance manual, the FTA recommends a daytime
construction noise level threshold of 80 dBA Leq over an eight-hour period when detailed construction
noise assessments are performed to evaluate potential impacts to community residences surrounding a
Project (FTA, 2018). Although this FTA guidance is not a regulation, it can serve as a quantified standard
in the absence of such limits at the state and local jurisdictional levels.

State
California Department of Transportation Vibration Standards

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) conducted extensive research on human
annoyance and damage to structures caused by vibration from short term construction activities and from
long term highway operations and has published criteria for vibration management (Transportation and
Construction Vibration Guidance Manual 2020). These criteria established by Caltrans are commonly
used to assess vibration impacts from all types of Projects and activities. Caltrans uses a threshold of 0.2
in/sec (ips) PPV for annoyance to persons, where a continuous vibration source is involved; for transient
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sources (represented by construction activities), Caltrans uses a threshold of 0.24 ips PPV (which equates
to a distinctly perceptible level). For commercial buildings constructed of concrete and steel, Caltrans
identifies a damage threshold of 0.5 ips PPV. For residential structures employing concrete foundation
and wood frame construction, Caltrans identifies a conservative damage threshold vibration level standard
of 0.3 ips PPV (Caltrans, 2020b).

California Noise Control Act of 1973

Sections 46000 through 46080 of the California Health and Safety Code, known as the California Noise
Control Act of 1973, declares that excessive noise is a serious hazard to the public health and welfare and
that exposure to certain levels of noise can result in physiological, psychological, and economic damage. It
also identifies a continuous and increasing bombardment of noise in the urban, suburban, and rural areas.
The California Noise Control Act declares that the State of California has a responsibility to protect the
health and welfare of its citizens by the control, prevention, and abatement of noise. It is the policy of the
state to provide an environment for all Californians free from noise that jeopardizes their health or welfare.

California Noise Insulation Standards (CCR Title 24)

In 1974, the California Commission on Housing and Community Development adopted noise insulation
standards for hotels, motels, dormitories, and multifamily residential buildings (California Code of
Regulations [CCR] Title 24, Part 2). Title 24 sets standards for interior room noise (attributable to outside
noise sources). The regulations also specify that acoustical studies must be prepared whenever a multifamily
residential building or structure is proposed in an area with CNEL (or Ldn) of 60 dBA or greater. Such
acoustical analysis must demonstrate that the residence has been designed to limit intruding noise to an
interior CNEL (or Ldn) of at least 45 dBA (California’s Title 24 Noise Standards, Chap. 2-35).

California Aeronautics Act

The State Aeronautics Act (Public Utilities Code, Section 21670 et seq.) requires the establishment of
Airport Land Use Commissions (ALUCS), which are responsible for developing airport land use
compatibility plans (ALUCPs) for noise-compatible land uses in the immediate proximity of a commercial
or public airport (Section 21675). ALUCs have two major roles: preparation and adoption of ALUCPs,
which address policies for both noise and safety, and review of certain local government land use actions
and airport plans for consistency with the land use compatibility plan.

The Aeronautics Division of the California Department of Transportation has published the California
Airport Land Use Planning Handbook (Caltrans, 2011). The purpose of the California Airport Land Use
Planning Handbook is to provide guidance for conducting airport land use compatibility planning. This
handbook includes a section related to noise and states, ""The basic strategy for achieving noise
compatibility in the vicinity of an airport is to prevent or limit development of land uses that are
particularly sensitive to noise. Common land use strategies are ones that either involve few people
(especially people engaged in noise-sensitive activities) or generate significant noise levels themselves
(such as other transportation facilities or some industrial uses)."

Within the Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG) region, SBCAG serves as the
ALUC and is responsible for protecting public health, safety and welfare by ensuring that vacant lands in
the vicinity of airports are planned and zoned for uses compatible with airport operations. The Santa
Barbara County Airport Land Use Plan was adopted in 2023 (SBCAG, 2023).
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Local
Santa Barbara Airport Land Use Compatibility Plans

The Santa Barbara County ALUCP were adopted in January 2023 by SBCAG, serving as the ALUC for
the county. These plans provide updated land use compatibility policies for the county's public-use
airports, including Santa Barbara Municipal, Santa Maria Public, Lompoc, and Santa Ynez Airports. The
ALUCP includes detailed noise contour maps, safety zones, and compatibility criteria to guide local
agencies in planning and development decisions within designated Airport Influence Areas. The plan
replaces the previous ALUCP adopted in 1993 and aims to promote the orderly growth of airports while
safeguarding the welfare of residents in surrounding communities. Most 65 dB CNEL contours are
contained within airport property boundaries, indicating minimal off-site noise exposure.

City of Carpinteria General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan

The Carpinteria General Plan and Coastal Land Use Plan (GP/CLUP) serves as the primary planning
policy for the City. The GP/CLUP was adopted in April 1986 and last updated in 2003. It is currently in
the process of being updated. Figure N-3 of the GP/CLUP Noise Element provides a “Land Use
Compatibility Matrix” developed to reduce high levels of noise exposure created by roadway traffic,
industrial, and commercial activities. The guidelines indicate the compatibility of noise-sensitive land
uses in areas subject to noise levels of 55 to 80 dB CNEL or Ldn. Residential uses and transient lodging
facilities are normally unacceptable in areas exceeding 70 dB CNEL,; and conditionally acceptable
between 60 - 70 dB CNEL. Schools, libraries, hospitals, and nursing homes are also treated as noise-
sensitive land uses, with normally acceptable levels up 60 dB CNEL, and conditionally acceptable levels
up to 70 dB CNEL. Commercial/professional office buildings and recreational uses such as golf courses
and water recreation have normally acceptable levels up 75 dB CNEL The upper range of the normally
acceptable noise levels and the lower range of the conditionally acceptable noise levels are shown inin
Figure N-3 of the GP/CLUP are summarized in Table 3.11-4, Community Noise Exposure Guidelines.
The compatibility matrix limits noise levels in terms of Lan or CNEL for operational impacts
(construction impacts are discussed below). The CNEL limits will be used for this Project for a more
conservative assessment as it provides an additional penalty for evening activities.

TABLE 3.11-4
CoMMUNITY NOISE EXPOSURE GUIDELINES
Normally Acceptable Community Noise Exposure,
Land Use Category dBA CNEL
Residential — Low Density Single Family, Duplex, Mobile Homes 55
Residential — Multi-Family 60
Transient Lodging — Motels, Hotels 60-65
Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing Homes 60-70
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks, open space/walking 67.5-70
Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water 70-75
Office Buildings, Business Commercial and Professional 67.5-70
Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, Agriculture 70-75

Source: City of Carpinteria General Plan, Noise Element Figure N-3, 2003
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The following objectives and policies from the Noise Element of the GP/CLUP would be applicable to
the Project:

Objective N-5: The City will minimize the effects of nuisance noise effects on sensitive land uses;

Policy N-5a. The City will address nuisance on a case-by-case basis and develop appropriate
mitigation measures such as scheduling of events or activities during hours when effects would be
minimal.

Policy N-5b: The City will require that construction activities adjacent to sensitive noise receptors
be limited as necessary to prevent adverse noise impacts; and

Policy N-5c¢: The City will require that construction activities employ techniques that minimize
the noise impacts on adjacent uses.

City Zoning Ordinance
The following excerpts from the municipal code are applicable to the Project (City of Carpinteria, 2020):

12.04.410 - Noise, dust, and debris requirements. Each permittee shall conduct and carry out work
permitted under this chapter in such manner as to avoid unnecessary inconvenience and annoyance to
the general public and occupants of neighboring property. The permittee shall take appropriate
measures to reduce to the fullest extent practicable in the performance of the work, noise, dust, and
unsightly debris. During the hours of ten p.m. to seven a.m. the permittee shall not use, except with
the express written permission of the engineer, or in case of an emergency as otherwise provided in
this chapter, any tool, appliance or equipment producing noise of sufficient volume to disturb the
sleep or repose of occupants of the neighboring property.

14.20.110 — Noise. The noise level emanating from any commercial use or operation shall not exceed
five (5) decibels above the ambient level of the area.

15.16.170 - Hours during which construction may occur. Any person conducting construction
work for which a permit is required pursuant to Titles 14 and 15 shall comply with the following:

A. Construction activities shall be allowed Mondays through Fridays from 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.;
B. Construction activities shall be allowed on Saturdays from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.;

C. Construction activities shall be allowed on Sundays from 10:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. Local Vibration
Standards

15.16.180 - Exemption; after-hours or emergency permits.

A. The community development director or designee may issue an after-hours construction permit
authorizing work, if the director determines that the public interest will be served by such a
permit or in the case of an emergency. An after-hours construction permit may be revoked or
suspended by the director, or his designee, if it is determined that the activity detrimentally
affects the public health, safety, and welfare.

B. The planning commission, or community development director, may impose more restrictive
hours of construction as a condition of approval in its action on permits issued pursuant to Titles
14 and 15 hereof.
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Local Vibration Standards

Carpinteria has not adopted standards regulating vibration levels from construction activities. As such,
guidance from Caltrans is used for the assessment of Project-related vibration impacts. Caltrans uses a
threshold of 0.2 in/sec PPV for annoyance to persons, where a continuous vibration source is involved;
for transient sources (represented by construction activities), Caltrans uses a threshold of 0.24 in/sec PPV
(which equates to a distinctly perceptible level). For residential structures employing concrete foundation
and wood frame construction, Caltrans identifies a conservative damage threshold vibration level standard
of 0.3 in/sec PPV (Caltrans, 2020b).

3.11.4 Thresholds of Significance

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines contains analysis guidelines related to noise and vibration impacts.
These guidelines have been used as thresholds of significance for this analysis. A Project would create a
significant environmental impact if it would:

e Generate a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the
Project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies;

e Generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels; and

« For aProject located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such
a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, expose people
residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise levels.

3.11.5 Methodology
Construction Noise

One of the most extensive and widely used databases for sound levels from motorized or powered
equipment is the FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM). While the focus of data
compilation was for equipment that would typically be employed for the construction of transportation
facilities, the list is comprehensive enough to be useful in assessing sound levels for nearly every
construction activity for which powered equipment is used. Table 3.11-5, Selected Powered Equipment
Noise Emission Levels from RCNM, provides an excerpt from RCNM of the sound levels generated by
various powered equipment that could be associated with construction of the Project. Note that the
equipment noise levels presented in Table 3.11-5 are maximum noise levels. Usually, construction
equipment operates in alternating cycles of full power and low power, producing average noise levels
over time that are less than the maximum noise level. The average sound level of construction activity
also depends on the amount of time that the equipment operates and the intensity of construction activities
during that time.
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TABLE 3.11-5
SELECTED POWERED EQUIPMENT NOISE EMISSION LEVELS FROM RCNM
Maximum Noise Level at 50 feet

Equipment from Equipment, dBA (Lmax)
Air Compressor 81
Backhoe 80
Compactor 82
Concrete Mixer 85
Crane, Mobile 83
Dozer 85
Generator 81
Grader 85
Loader 85
Paver 89
Pneumatic Tool 85
Pump 76
Roller 74
Saw 76
Scraper 89
Truck 88

Source: FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model User's Guide, 2006.

Noise emissions from the construction phase of the Project were estimated based upon construction
scenario information provided by the Project applicant, including phasing, equipment mix, and vehicle
trips, and California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) default values when Project specifics were
not known. The construction equipment mixes used for estimating the Project-generated construction
noise emissions are found in Appendix H, of this EIR.

A noise prediction model based on reference data from the FHWA RCNM was used to estimate
construction noise levels at the nearest noise-sensitive land use (i.e., residence), based upon the distance
between the closest Project construction boundary and this residence. Aggregate noise emission from
Project construction activities, broken down by sequential phase of construction activity, was predicted
for the worst-case construction activity occurring along the closest construction boundary to the off-site
closest residence. Construction noise levels were compared to the recommended FTA construction noise
exposure standard and to measured ambient noise levels.

Off-Site Roadway Noise

ATE identified the existing ADT on Linden Avenue, 5th Street and EIm Avenue in the Project vicinity
(Surfliner Inn Project Traffic Volumes, ATE 2024), which were used to model existing traffic noise
exposure levels for noise-sensitive land uses adjacent to each of these roadways. ATE also provided
predicted ADT volumes for these roadways under several future scenarios. Project-related contributions
to traffic noise level increases were modeled for these same roadway segments, based upon ADT
predictions in the ATE memo. Acoustical calculations using standard noise modeling equations adapted
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from the FHWA noise prediction model were performed for the following scenarios: Existing, Existing
Plus Project, Cumulative Traffic, and Cumulative Traffic Plus Project.

The modeling calculations take into account the posted vehicle speed, average daily traffic volumes for
each scenario, and the estimated vehicle mix (i.e., automobiles, medium and heavy trucks). The model
assumed hard-site propagation conditions, for a conservative analysis. The distance from roadway
centerline to the short-term noise measurement location used to calibrate the noise model was used for the
traffic noise analysis, traffic noise levels at existing residences further from the roadway centerline than
the short-term noise measurement location would be lower due to attenuation provided by increased
distance from the noise source. Generally, noise from heavily traveled roadways would experience a
decrease of approximately 3 dBA for every doubling of distance from the roadway. The noise model does
not take into account the sound-attenuating effect of intervening structures, barriers, vegetation, or
topography. Therefore, the noise levels predicted by the model are conservative with respect to traffic
noise exposure levels along these roadways.

Operational Noise
Stationary Point-Source Reference Noise Levels

Long-term operational Project noise was assessed based upon the Project’s Site Plan indicating locations
for each of the major components. For a commercial Project, the most important noise sources tend to be
equipment for heating, ventilation, or air conditioning (HVAC). This equipment is typically located
outdoors and may run continuously or almost continuously in order to provide comfortable temperature
conditions for indoor spaces of the development. The Project architects provided specifications for the
outdoor components of the HVAC systems for the proposed Hotel. The outdoor equipment would consist
of three Mitsubishi model PURY-P120TMJU-A units. The manufacturer sound rating for these units is 60
dBA at 1 meter. This equipment would be located in a mechanical equipment space on the southern face
of the proposed Hotel.

The Project would include photo-voltaic (PV) solar panels to generate electricity to offset some of the
electric consumption of the Project. The PV solar panels would be provided on the roof of a carport
structure that would cover the electric vehicle charging spaces. An energy storage system would be
provided, proposed to be a Motive Energy Watt.io model. According to the manufacturer, the sound level
for this equipment is approximately 72 dBA Leq at 1 meter (3.28 feet).

The proposed Hotel also includes roof-top amenities for guests, including pool, large open deck
(identified as Flex Space in the Roof Terrace Plan sheet), and smaller deck area with built in seating and
pergola cover (identified as Bar Area in the Roof Terrace Plan sheet). Inputs for guest activity noise in
the roof-top area were based upon an applicable research paper presented at the 2011 Institute of Noise
Control Engineers national conference (Hayne, et.al. 2011). The research paper examined noise from
various size gatherings, at outdoor spaces configured for dining, cocktail bar, or informal recreation. The
Hayne paper identifies an estimated noise level based upon the number of participants. For the assessment
of the rooftop amenity area under routine circumstances, the model evaluated a total of 15 guests in the
pool area, 25 guests in the Flex Space, and 10 guests in the Bar Area. To address a larger gathering, such
as a wedding reception, the model evaluated a total of 90 guests in the Flex Space, and 10 guests in the
covered Bar Area.
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The noise prediction model included an audio system with permanent speakers (i.e., integrated into the
perimeter walls) to deliver low-level background/ambient music to the three separate areas. The pool area
was modeled with 3 speakers distributed around the area perimeter; the Flex Area and Bar area were
modeled with 6 speakers each. The sound level for each speaker in each area was modeled as
approximately 5 dBA Leq greater than the guest activity noise level for that area (refer to the above
paragraph for discussion of guest activity noise levels). As modeled, noise levels associated with the roof
terrace for typical operating conditions include guest activity (for 50 assumed guests) and background
music from the speakers in each area. This scenario is identified as “50 Guests — No Live Music” for the
operational noise modeling (refer to Appendix H, of this EIR for additional details). The proposed Hotel
could potentially offer occasional live music performances for guests within the roof terrace space, in the
Flex Area or in the Bar Area. Two scenarios were evaluated to address noise impacts from live music.
The first scenario includes a duo, consisting of one acoustic guitar and one vocalist (sound level of 78
dBA Leq at 1 meter for guitar (DPA Microphones, 2025) and 80 dBA Leq at 1 meter for vocalist (Boren
et al, 2013)), and 15 guests in the pool area, 25 guests in the flex area, and 10 guests in the bar area. To
ensure absolute control over noise levels from the duo performance, no independent sound amplification
equipment would be permitted. Instead, the performers would use microphones supplied by the Hotel that
connect to the audio system. Speakers in each area of the roof terrace would project the live performance
music at a maximum of 5 dBA Leq greater than the modeled guest activity noise level in that area. This
scenario is identified as “50 Guests — With Live Music Duo” for the operational noise modeling (refer to
Appendix H, of this EIR, for additional details).

The other live music scenario evaluated is a three-piece band with two vocalists that could be associated
with a large event such as a wedding reception. In this scenario, the pool area would be closed, and the
speakers for the pool area would be tuned off. The band was modeled to include an acoustic guitar (sound
level of 78 dBA Leqg at 1 meter (DPA Microphones, 2025)), a string bass (sound level of 95 dBA Leqg at 1
meter (DPA Microphones, 2025)), an electronic keyboard (which only produces sound through a cable
connection to the audio system), a male vocalist (sound level of 80 dBA Leq at 1 meter (Boren et al,
2013)and a female vocalist (sound level of 80 dBA Leq at 1 meter (Boren et al, 2013)). The large event
attendance is modeled to include 90 guests in the flex area and 10 guests in the bar area. To ensure
consistent noise levels, the Applicant proposes not permitting independent sound amplification
equipment. Instead, the performers would use microphones supplied by the Hotel that connect to the
audio system. Speakers in each area of the roof terrace would project the live performance music at a
maximum of 5 dBA Leq greater than the modeled guest activity noise level in that area. This scenario is
identified as “100 Guests — With Live 3 Piece Band” for the operational noise modeling (refer to
Appendix H, of this EIR, for additional details).

Stationary Source Operational Sound Level Modeling

Prediction of operation noise for the Project involved creation of a unique model space under CadnaA, a
commercially available noise prediction software. CadnaA is used for calculation, presentation,
assessment, and prediction of environmental noise. Estimated sound emission from the HVAC
equipment, solar energy battery, and guest activities, and audio system (without and with live music
performance) in the roof-top amenity areas (described above) were entered into the CadnaA model (refer
to Appendix H, of this EIR, for additional details). The outdoor noise propagation formulas in CadnaA
follow the International Organization of Standardization (ISO) Standard 9613-2, “Attenuation of Sound
During Propagation Outdoors, Part 2: “Engineering Method of Calculation” (ISO 2024)
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Calculation parameters that establish how the CadnaA model predicts combined noise level from the
above-listed Project sources include as follows:

e Sound propagation per International Organization of Standardization (ISO) 9613-2 (1SO 2024);
e Barrier attenuation per International Organization of Standardization (ISO) 9613-2 (1SO 2024);

e Default ground acoustical absorption coefficient = 0.5 (on a scale of 0 = reflective, 1 = absorptive);
and;

* One order of reflection.

Modeling Assumptions for Audio System Control

Noise prediction modeling of the rooftop amenity area operations is based on the following administrative
controls and system design functions proposed for the Project.

e Portable/temporary sound amplification systems are prohibited within all areas of the rooftop amenity
space; live music performers must use microphones and instrument pick-ups connected to the
permanent audio system for the rooftop amenity space.

< Portable/temporary sound amplification systems are prohibited within all areas of the rooftop amenity
space; live music performers must use microphones and instrument pick-ups connected to the
permanent audio system for the rooftop amenity space.

e Live performances and use of the audio system in the rooftop amenities space shall not be permitted
between the hours of 10:00 P.M. and 8:00 A.M.

Groundborne Vibration and Noise

Caltrans has been assembling data for vibration levels generated by heavy construction equipment
operation during the building of transportation Projects for many years. The vibration levels from use of
such equipment are representative for other types of construction efforts, not just transportation Projects,
and are therefore widely employed to assess vibration levels from heavy equipment use for any effort.
According to Caltrans (2020b) the most important equipment relative to generation of vibration, and the
vibration levels produced by such equipment, is illustrated in Table 3.11-6, Vibration Velocities for
Typical Construction Equipment.

TABLE 3.11-6
VIBRATION VELOCITIES FOR TYPICAL CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT

PPV at 25 Feet (Inches Per Second

Equipment [ips])
Vibratory Roller 0.210
Large Bulldozer 0.089
Loaded Trucks 0.076
Drill Rig / Auger 0.089
Jackhammer 0.035
Small Bulldozer 0.003
Vibratory Pile Driver 0.650

Source: Caltrans 2020b.
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Caltrans has adopted a human annoyance threshold of 0.2 ips PPV for continuous sources of vibration and
0.24 ips PPV for transient sources (including construction) and a residential structure damage threshold of
0.3 ips PPV. Employing the more stringent 0.24 ips PPV value for assessment of vibration impacts
captures human annoyance potential and provides a small margin of safety for residential structure
damage (compared to the adopted standard of 3.0 ips PPV). Using the vibration level value for each of the
equipment listed in Table 3.11-6, the distance to the more stringent vibration level of 0.24 in/sec PPV was
determined, using the following formula:

Peak particle velocity at distance (d) = peak particle velocity(dref) * (dref/d)1.5

In the above equation, “d” is the distance between the receiver and a vibration source, “dref” is the
reference distance that applies for the indicated vibration magnitude. The calculated distance to a
vibration level of 0.24 ips PPV represents the radius from each equipment type within which potentially
significant vibration impacts from Project construction could occur. Table 3.11-7, Distance Radius From
Construction Equipment to Vibration Level of 0.2 in/sec PPV, presents the results of applying the above
equation to the equipment in Table 3.11-6.

TABLE 3.11-7
DISTANCE RADIUS FROM CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT TO VIBRATION LEVEL OF 0.2 IN/SEC PPV

Distance From Equipment Where
Vibration Level is Reduced to 0.24 ips
Equipment PPV (Feet)
Vibratory Roller 23
Large Bulldozer 13
Loaded Trucks 12
Drill Rig / Auger 13
Jackhammer 7
Small Bulldozer 2
Vibratory Pile Driver 245

Source: Caltrans 2020b.

As illustrated in Table 3.11-7, ground borne vibration levels for most construction equipment would
attenuate to less than 0.24 in/sec PPV within approximately 23 feet from the equipment. For a vibratory
pile driver, the distance at which ground borne vibration levels would attenuate to 0.24 in/sec PPV would
be approximately 245 feet.
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3.11.6 Impact Analysis

Impact 3.11-1: Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the vicinity of the Project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Project Impact Analysis
Construction Noise

As described under Section 3.11.4, Construction Noise Methodology, construction noise modeling was
performed to predict worst-case construction noise levels at the closest noise-sensitive uses to the site,
including an apartment building and residence at distances of 110 feet (R1) and 100 feet (R2) north of future
construction zone boundary for the proposed Hotel, and an apartment building and residence located at
distances of 20 feet (R3) to 25 feet (R4) south of the future construction zone boundary for the proposed
City Parking Lot #4. The prediction is worst-case because it assumes all the equipment in a given phase is
operating along the Project boundary that is closest to the identified off-site receptor. Off-site receptor
locations are illustrated in Figure 3.11-3, Vicinity Noise-Sensitive Receptors Used for Noise Modeling.

The above minimum distance separation assumption would not be representative of more typical
construction noise, because in general the construction activities would not take place either at the nearest
or at the farthest portions of the Project Site, but somewhere in between. Thus, the construction noise
analysis provides conservative, worst-case results in terms of construction noise exposure for the modeled
off-site receptors.

Table 3.11-8, Construction Noise Levels at Nearest Off-Site Receptors by Phase, provides a summary of
the construction noise modeling; detailed information is provided in Appendix H, of this EIR.

TABLE 3.11-8
CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS AT NEAREST OFF-SITE RECEPTORS BY PHASE
Construction Noise Level Leq 8hr/1hr (dBA)
Phase R1 R2 R3 R4
Demolition 75 77 68 70
Site Preparation 74 75 67 69
Grading 75 76 67 69
Hotel Construction 74 76 67 69
City Parking Lot #4 Construction 64 65 92 90
Architectural Coating 65 66 57 59
Paving — City Parking Lot #4 65 66 92 90
Highest Noise Level Across All Phases 75 e 92 90

Source: Dudek, 2025.
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Section 15.16.170 of the Carpinteria Municipal Code allows construction activities Mondays through
Fridays from 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.; Saturdays from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 .; and Sundays from 10:00 a.m. to
8:00 p.m. As such, night-time Project construction activities should be prohibited.

The FTA has adopted a guideline for daytime construction noise exposure at residential land uses. The
FTA guideline is a maximum of 80 dBA Leq which is averaged over a typical 8-hour construction day.
Assuming construction activity intensity is similar across the 8-hour construction day, the Leq value for
the FTA 8- hour averaging period would be equal to the Leq 1hr value for any given hour within the 8-
hour construction window (hence the labeling of Leq 8-hr /1 hr in the right-hand column heading of Table
3.11-8). As reported in Table 3.11-8, construction noise levels are predicted to exceed the recommended
FTA maximum of 80 dBA Leq 8-hr at receptors R3 and R4 during the construction and paving of the
proposed City Parking Lot #4. Thus, under the FTA guideline, proposed City Parking Lot #4 construction
and paving could result in a potentially significant short-term noise impact at R3 and R4 and would
require Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-1 (Class II).

Roadway noise would be generated from worker and haul truck trips traveling to and from the Project
Site. As shown in in Appendix B, of this EIR, the addition of 28 haul truck and vendor truck trips, and 10
worker trips per day (approximately 4 truck trips and 5 worker trips per peak hour) from the phase with
the greatest amount of haul trips and overlap which is during demolition. According to Caltrans, changes
in a community noise level of less than 3 dBA are not typically noticed by the human ear, and therefore a
significance threshold of 3 dBA CNEL is used to assess Project-related traffic noise increases (Caltrans,
2020a). A doubling of traffic volumes on a roadway is required to increase traffic noise levels by 3 dBA.
The worker and haul trips would generally occur along roadways surrounded by industrial land uses that
are not considered sensitive to noise. The relatively small number of trips would not cause a doubling of
traffic volumes, the off-site traffic noise impacts during demolition would be less than significant
(Class I11).

Traffic Noise

ATE quantified ADT on Linden Avenue, 5th Street, and EIm Avenue to which the Project would
principally contribute trips, including scenarios for Existing, Existing Plus Project, Cumulative Traffic,
and Cumulative Traffic Plus Project (Surfliner Inn Project Traffic Volumes, ATE 2024). Linden Avenue
adjacent to the Project Site currently carries approximately 4,447 ADT, while the segment above Sawyer
Avenue currently carries approximately 7,767 ADT. 5th Street adjacent to the Project Site currently
carries approximately 713 ADT, while EIm Avenue north of 5th Street carries approximately 228 ADT.
These ADT volumes were used to model existing traffic noise levels.

The Project is expected to generate 346 new ADTSs, which would be distributed to Linden Avenue, 5th
Street, and EIm Avenue. The ATD traffic memo identifies the resulting ADT volumes per segment of
Linden Avenue, 5th Street and EIm Avenue, with and without Project contributions.

As described in Section 3.11.5, Off-Site Roadway Noise, acoustical calculations using standard noise
modeling equations adapted from the FHWA noise prediction model were performed using the above ADT
values for Existing Plus Project, Cumulative Traffic, and Cumulative Traffic Plus Project. Table 3.11-9,
Project Operational Traffic Noise Levels Compared to Opening Year and Horizon Year, presents the
results of the traffic noise modeling, detailed information is provided in Appendix H, of this EIR.
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TABLE 3.11-9
PROJECT OPERATIONAL TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS COMPARED TO OPENING YEAR AND HORIZON YEAR

Cumulative | Project Increase
Existing + | Increase Over | Cumulative | Traffic Plus Compared to

Existing Project Existing Traffic Project Cumulative Noticeable
Roadway Segment | dBA CNEL | dBA CNEL | (dBA CNEL) | (dBA CNEL) | (dBA CNEL) (dBA CNEL) Increase?
Linden Avenue 69.4 69.6 0.2 69.5 69.7 0.2 No
Adjacent to Project
Site (5" Street)
Linden Avenue at 71.8 71.9 0.1 72.0 72.1 0.1 No
Sawyer Avenue
5" Street Adjacent 54.9 56.5 1.6 55.1 56.6 15 No
to Project Site
Elm Avenue North 51.8 52.6 0.8 51.9 52.7 0.8 No
of 5" Street

Source: Dudek, 2025.

According to Caltrans changes in a community noise level of less than 3 dBA are not typically noticed by
the human ear, and therefore a significance threshold of 3 dBA CNEL is used to assess Project-related
traffic noise increases (Caltrans, 2020a). As indicated in Table 3.11-9, operation of the Project would
involve trip generation that would result in traffic noise level increases on area roadways of no greater
than 1.6 dBA CNEL, which would not exceed the significance threshold of 3 dBA. Consequently,
operational traffic noise impacts would be less than significant (Class I11).

Operational Noise

As described under Section 3.11.5, Operational Noise Methodology, operational noise was modeled in
the CadnaA model space (refer to Appendix H, of this EIR, for additional details). Mechanical Noise
sources included HVAC units and a battery energy storge system. With regard to HVAC, three
Mitsubishi model PURY-P120TMJU-A units are proposed to be located in a mechanical equipment
space on the south facade of the ground floor (refer to Figure 2 Site Plan and Attachment A Floor Plans
within Appendix H, of this EIR. The mechanical equipment space was modeled with a 6-foot-high wall
on the west, east, and south sides, the full building height wall on the north side, and no roof or ceiling
(open at the top for outdoor air exchange).

The proposed battery energy storage system is a Motive Energy model Watt.lo. This battery system is
provided in a weather-proof container. The battery energy system was included in CadnaA as a ground-
level source with no surrounding barriers.

For the roof-top amenity space, a separate noise source was entered to represent a routine population of 15
guests in the pool area, 25 guests in the Flex Space, and 10 guests in the Bar Area covered by a pergola. To
represent a larger, less frequent scenario, a separate run included 90 guests in the central area, and 10 guests
in the Bar Area covered by a pergola. The noise source for grouping of hotel guests was derived from a
research paper presented at the 2011 Institute of Noise Control Engineers national conference (Hayne, et.al.
2011). With regards to the Hayne paper, the researchers conclude by providing an equation for predicting
the sound power (LWAeq) associated with a crowd size of “N” participants. The equation is:

LWAeq =15 Log +64dB(A)

3.11-24

Surfliner Inn Project
Environmental Impact Report

ESA / D202500099.00
January 2026



3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.11 Noise

A receiver was placed in the CadnaA Model to represent each of the four closest off-site receptors (R1 —
R4), the same receptors that were employed for the construction noise modeling.

Operations Noise with Routine Use of Rooftop Amenities (50 Guests/Participants)

Table 3.11-10, Project Operational Noise Levels (50 Guests on Rooftop — No Live Music) Compared to
Ambient, and Table 3.11-11, Project Operational Noise Levels (50 Guests on Rooftop — No Live Music)
Compared to General Plan Limits, present the results of the operational noise modeling based on a
routine level of roof-top amenity use (50 participants) at R1 through R4 and compare these modeled
operational noise levels to measured ambient noise levels (Table 3.13-1) and to limits contained in the
GP/CLUP Noise Element (Table 3.13-3). With regards to Table 3.11-10, given the similarity of Dorrance
Way to 5th Street in the Project vicinity, the measured ambient noise levels at ST2 (on 5th Street) are
considered representative for not only R1 and R2 (on 5th Street) but also for R3 and R4 (on Dorrance
Way). Detailed information for the operational noise modeling is provided in Appendix H, of this EIR.

TABLE 3.11-10
PROJECT OPERATIONAL NOISE LEVELS (50 GUESTS ON ROOFTOP — NO LIVE MusiC) COMPARED TO AMBIENT

Measured Existing Predicted Operational
Ambient Noise Level Only Existing + Project Increase
Receiver (dBA Leq) (dBA Leq) (dBA Leq) (dBA Leq)
R1 54 38 54 0
R2 54 37 54 0
R3 54 37 54 0
R4 54 36 54 0

Source: Dudek, 2025.

As indicated in Table 3.11-10, the Project would not result in an increase in the ambient noise level at the
noise sensitive receptors closest to the Project Site.

TABLE 3.11-11
PROJECT OPERATIONAL NOISE LEVELS (50 GUESTS ON ROOFTOP — NO LIVE Music) COMPARED TO GP/CLUP LiMITS

Predicted Operational Noise Predicted Operational Noise Noise Element Policy Limit Limit
Receiver Level (dBA Leq) Level (dBA CNEL) (dBA CNEL) Exceeded?
R1 38 45 60 No
R2 37 44 60 No
R3 37 44 60 No
R4 36 43 60 No

Source: Dudek, 2025.

As indicated in Table 3.11-11, even if all of the HVAC equipment and battery energy storage system
throughout the Project operated continuously over a 24-hour period, and 50 guests were using the roof-top
amenity areas 24 hours per day with background music supplied to all rooftop areas via the audio system,
the predicted operational sound level at the noise-sensitive receptors closest to the Project Site would fall
well below the GP/CLUP guidance of 60 dBA CNEL. Consequently, the operational noise impacts of the
Project with routine levels of rooftop amenity use would be less than significant (Class I11).
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.11 Noise

CadnaA calculates the noise level across the entire grid that encompasses the Project Site and adjacent
areas. Figure 3.11-4, On-Site Source Modeled Noise Levels — 50 Rooftop Guests, No Live Music,
graphically represents the noise model results, providing noise contours extending outward from the
Project to illustrate the hourly noise level from operation of the Project (with 50 guests using the rooftop
amenities, with no live music). As illustrated on Figure 3.11-4, the 50-55 dBA Leqg contour is essentially
contained within the Project Site, and the Project would therefore not create any noise incompatibilities
for nearby land uses.

Operations Noise with Routine Use of Rooftop Amenities with Live Music Duo (50 Guests &

Music Duo)

Table 3.11-12, Project Operational Noise Levels (50 Guests on Rooftop with Live Music Duo) Compared
to Ambient, and Table 3.11-13, Project Operational Noise Levels (50 Guests on Rooftop with Live Music
Duo) Compared to General Plan Limits, present the results of the operational noise modeling based on a
routine level of roof-top amenity use (50 guests) and also including a live music performance by a duo
with guitarist and singer, at R1 through R4 and compare these modeled operational noise levels to
measured ambient noise levels (Table 3.13-11) and to limits contained in the GP/CLUP Noise Element
(Table 3.13-12). With regards to Table 3.11-12, given the similarity of Dorrance Way to 5th Street in the
Project vicinity, the measured ambient noise levels at ST2 (on 5th Street) are considered representative
for not only R1 and R2 (on 5th Street) but also for R3 and R4 (on Dorrance Way). Detailed information
for the operational noise modeling is provided in Appendix H, of this EIR.

TABLE 3.11-12
PROJECT OPERATIONAL NOISE LEVELS (50 GUESTS ON ROOFTOP WITH LIVE Music Duo) COMPARED TO AMBIENT

Measured Existing Ambient | Predicted Operational Noise Level Existing + Project Increase

Receiver (dBA Leq) (dBA Leq) (dBA Leq) (dBA Leq)
R1 54 42 54 0
R2 54 40 54 0
R3 54 41 54 0
R4 54 39 54 0

Source: Dudek, 2025.

As indicated in Table 3.11-12, the Project would not result in an increase in the ambient noise level at the
noise sensitive receptors closest to the Project Site.

TABLE 3.11-13
PROJECT OPERATIONAL NOISE LEVELS (50 GUESTS ON ROOFTOP WITH LIVE Music Duo) COMPARED TO
GP/CLUP LimITS

Predicted Operational Noise Predicted Operational Noise Noise Element Policy Limit Limit
Receiver Level (dBA Leq) Level (dBA CNEL) (dBA CNEL) Exceeded?
R1 42 49 60 No
R2 40 a7 60 No
R3 41 48 60 No
R4 39 46 60 No

Source: Dudek, 2025.
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.11 Noise

As indicated in Table 3.11-13, even if all of the HVAC equipment and battery energy storage system
throughout the Project operated continuously over a 24-hour period, and 50 guests were using the roof-top
amenity areas 24 hours per day with sound from a live performance by a music duo present in all rooftop
areas via the audio system, the predicted operational sound level at the noise-sensitive receptors closest to
the Project site would fall well below the GP/CLUP guidance of 60 dBA CNEL. Consequently,
operational noise impacts of the Project with routine levels of rooftop amenity use and a live musical duo
performance would be less than significant (Class I11).

CadnaA calculates the noise level across the entire grid that encompasses the Project site and adjacent
areas. Figure 3.11-5, On-Site Source Modeled Noise Levels — 50 Rooftop Guests with Live Music,
Acoustic Duo, graphically represents the noise model results, providing noise contours extending outward
from the proposed Project to illustrate the hourly noise level from operation of the Project (with 50 guests
using the rooftop amenities, and music duo live performance). As illustrated on Figure 3.11-5, the 50-55
dBA Leq contour is again essentially contained within the Project site, and the Project would therefore
not create noise incompatibility for nearby land uses.

Operations Noise with Large Event at Rooftop Amenities with Live 3-Piece Band (100
Guests/Participants & 3-Piece Band)

Table 3.11-14, Project Operational Noise Levels (100 Guests on Rooftop with Live 3-Piece Band)
Compared to Ambient, and Table 3.11-15, Project Operational Noise Levels (100 Guests on Rooftop and
Live 3-Piece Band) Compared to General Plan Limits, present the results of the operational noise
modeling based on a maximum capacity level of roof- top amenity use (100 participants) including live
music performed by a 3-piece band at R1 through R4 and compare these modeled operational noise levels
to measured ambient noise levels (Table 3.11-14) and to limits contained in the GP/CLUP Noise Element
(Table 3.11-15). With regard to Table 3.11-14, given the similarity of Dorrance Way to 5th Street in the
Project vicinity, the measured ambient noise levels at ST2 (on 5th Street) are considered representative
for not only R1 and R2 (on 5th Street) but also for R3 and R4 (on Dorrance Way). Detailed information
for the operational noise modeling is provided in Appendix H, of this EIR.

TABLE 3.11-14
PROJECT OPERATIONAL NOISE LEVELS (100 GUESTS ON ROOFTOP WITH LIVE 3-PIECE BAND) COMPARED TO AMBIENT

Measured Existing Ambient | Predicted Operational Noise Level Existing + Project Increase

Receiver (dBA Leq) (dBA Leq) (dBA Leq) (dBA Leq)
R1 54 52 56 2
R2 54 50 55 1
R3 54 50 55 1
R4 54 48 55 1

Source: Dudek, 2025.
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As indicated in Table 3.11-14, under a large gathering scenario which includes live music from a 3-piece
band, the Project would not result in a maximum increase of 2 dBA Leq in the ambient noise level at the
noise sensitive receptors closest to the Project site. Since a 3 dBA increase in outdoor noise levels is the
threshold for a noticeable change, the Project would not result in a noticeable increase to ambient noise
levels at the closest residences, even during a large gathering in the rooftop area.

TABLE 3.11-15
PROJECT OPERATIONAL NOISE LEVELS (100 GUESTS ON ROOFTOP WITH LIVE 3-PIECE BAND) COMPARED TO
GP/CLUP LiMITS

Measured Operational Noise Predicted Operational Noise Noise Element Policy Limit Limit
Receiver Level (dBA Leq) Level (dBA CNEL) (dBA CNEL) Exceeded?
R1 52 59 60 No
R2 50 57 60 No
R3 50 57 60 No
R4 48 55 60 No

Source: Dudek, 2025.

As indicated in Table 3.11-15, even if all of the HVAC equipment and battery energy storage systems
throughout the Project operated continuously over a 24-hour period, and 100 guests were using the roof-
top amenity areas 24 hours per day entertained by a 3-piece band, the predicted operational sound level at
the noise-sensitive receptors closest to the Project Site would fall well below the GP/CLUP guidance of
60 dBA CNEL. Consequently, operational noise impacts of the Project with maximum capacity levels of
rooftop amenity use (including live music performance by 3-piece band) would be less than significant
(Class 11).

CadnaA calculates the noise level across the entire grid that encompasses the Project Site and adjacent
areas. Figure 3.11-6, On-Site Source Modeled Noise Levels — 100 Rooftop Guests, 3-Piece Band,
graphically represents the noise model results, providing noise contours extending outward from the
Project to illustrate the hourly noise level from operation of the Project (with 100 guests using the rooftop
amenities entertained by a 3-piece band). As illustrated on Figure 3.11-6, the 50-55 dBA Leq contour
(even with 100 guests using rooftop amenities and 3-piece band playing) is essentially contained within
the Project Site and adjacent transportation right-of-ways, and the Project would therefore not create any
noise incompatibilities for nearby land uses.
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.11 Noise

Loading operations and parking activity may potentially cause an exceedance of noise levels at
surrounding sensitive receptors. Based on a noise survey that was conducted at a loading area and trash
collection facilities by ESA, loading area activity (namely idling semi-trucks and backup alarm beeps)
and trash compactors could generate noise levels of approximately 70 dBA Leg and 66 dBA Leq,
respectively, at a reference distance of 50 feet.* Delivery truck idling is restricted to no more than five
consecutive minutes in the loading area pursuant to State regulation (Title 13 CCR, Section 2485).
Pursuant to Title 13 CCR, Section 2485, signs would be posted in delivery loading areas specifying this
idling restriction. Based on the engine idling limitation of five minutes, the hourly average noise level
would be 59.2 dBA L¢q at 50 feet from the loudest truck noise level measured. Given that the nearest
sensitive receptor is approximately 80 feet to the north, noise levels would be reduced to 55.1 dBA Leq.
Loading operations and waste collection would be temporary events throughout the day/week and would
not be likely to result in a significant increase to CNEL or to the local ambient environment for a
significant period of time. Impacts would be less than significant (Class 111).

The Project is proposed on an existing parking lot (City Parking Lot #3) to develop the Surfliner Inn and
would replace that parking lot with a new parking area (proposed City Parking Lot #4) located on the
opposite side of the railroad tracks (south). The existing site is within a noise environment influenced by
regular train operations. As a result, existing ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity are already
elevated due to rail activity.

Noise generated within the proposed parking facility would primarily consist of short-duration sources
such as vehicle movements, engine noise, and vehicle doors opening and closing. These noise events
would be intermittent and brief in nature and, while audible at times, would not persist for extended
periods or rise to levels that would cause disturbance to nearby residential receptors.

The Project would not result in a substantial increase in parking capacity compared to existing conditions,
as the proposed Surfliner Inn building would be constructed partially over the existing Amtrak Carpinteria
Station parking area (City Parking Lot #3). The Project would include new parking which would be
provided in proposed City Parking Lot #4 to the southwest, on the opposite side of the railroad tracks along
Linden Avenue and Dorrance Way (refer to Figure 2 Site Plan and Attachment A Floor Plans within
Appendix H, of this EIR). Under existing conditions, parking is predominantly located north of the tracks.
Under the proposed Project, parking would be more evenly distributed between the northeast and
southwest sides of the tracks. This redistribution would reduce parking-related noise exposure for
residences to the northeast while partially shifting noise toward residences to the southwest. However, this
shift represents a displacement of existing noise sources rather than the introduction of new or substantially
greater noise.

Overall, parking operations associated with the Project would not result in a substantial increase in CNEL
or the local ambient noise environment. Therefore, parking-related noise impacts would be less than
significant (Class I11).

1 The loading dock facility noise measurements were conducted at a loading dock facility at a Wal-Mart store using the
Larson-Davis 820 Precision Integrated Sound Level Meter (“SLM”) in May 2003. The Larson-Davis 820 SLM is a Type 1
standard instrument as defined in the American National Standard Institute S1.4. All instruments were calibrated and
operated according to the applicable manufacturer specification. The microphone was placed at a height of approximately 5
feet above the local grade.
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3.11 Noise

Mitigation Measures

MM-NOI-1. Prior to the commencement of construction activities on the proposed City Parking Lot #4, a
temporary noise barrier of a minimum ten feet in height shall be erected along the southern boundary of
the proposed City Parking Lot #4 (Refer to Figure 3.11-7, Location and Extent of Temporary
Construction Noise Barrier Required Under MM-NOI-1, for the location and extent of the required noise
barrier). The barrier may be constructed of solid plywood with minimum thickness of 3/4 inch or acoustic
barrier material having a standard transmission class rating not less than 25 (STC 25). The barrier shall be
maintained at least for the duration of the proposed City Parking Lot #4 construction and paving
activities.

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation

To address construction noise impacts at R3 and R4, a temporary construction noise barrier shall be
erected along the southern boundary of the proposed City Parking Lot #4 prior to the commencement of
construction activities on proposed City Parking Lot #4 and maintained throughout the construction and
paving of proposed City Parking Lot #4.

Refer to Figure 3.11-7 which illustrates the location and extent of the temporary construction noise barrier
required by Mitigation Measure MM-Noise-1. With the required 10-foot-high barrier installed during
parking lot construction, the construction noise was modeled again with results reported in Table 3.11-16,
Construction Noise Levels at Nearest Off-Site Receptors by Phase With 10-Foot-High Barrier Along
Proposed City Parking Lot #4 Southern Boundary Installed/Maintained Only During Proposed City
Parking Lot #4 Construction.

TABLE 3.11-16
CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS AT NEAREST OFF-SITE RECEPTORS BY PHASE WITH 10-FOOT-HIGH BARRIER ALONG
PROPOSED CITY PARKING LOT #4 SOUTHERN BOUNDARY INSTALLED/MAINTAINED ONLY DURING PROPOSED CITY
PARKING LOT #4 CONSTRUCTION

Construction Noise Level Leq 8hr/1hr (dBA)
Phase R1 R2 R3 R4
Demolition 75 7 68 70
Site Preparation 74 75 67 69
Grading 75 76 67 69
Hotel Construction 74 76 67 69
City Parking Lot #4 Construction 64 65 76 74
Architectural Coating 65 66 57 59
Paving — City Parking Lot #4 65 66 i 75
Highest Noise Level Across All Phases 75 77 77 75

Source: Dudek, 2025.
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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.11 Noise

As reported in Table 3.11-16, mitigated construction noise levels for all construction phases would remain
below the FTA recommended maximum of 80 dBA Leq 8-hr at all nearby receptors. Thus, a temporary
noise barrier 10-feet in height along the southern property boundary for the proposed City Parking Lot #4
(as required by Mitigation Measure MM-Noise-1) would successfully reduce potentially significant
construction noise impacts to less than significant with mitigation (Class I1).

While the 10-foot-high temporary noise barrier would only be required during the proposed City Parking
Lot #4 construction and paving, maintaining the barrier for the duration of all Project construction phases
would also reduce noise levels at R3 and R4 during all Project construction. Additional construction
modeling was completed to address voluntary installation and maintenance of the temporary construction
noise barrier for the duration of all construction phases, rather than simply during proposed City Parking
Lot #4 construction and paving. Table 3.11-17, Construction Noise Levels at Nearest Off-Site Receptors
by Phase With 10-Foot-High Barrier Along Southern Boundary of Proposed City Parking Lot #4
Installed/Maintained for Entire Construction, reports construction noise levels at all receptors if the 10-
foot-high temporary noise barrier along the southern boundary of proposed City Parking Lot #4 was
erected prior to construction commencement and maintained through all Project construction phases.

As seen in Table 3.11-17, installing and maintaining a 10-foot-high temporary barrier along the southern
boundary of proposed City Parking Lot #4 (refer to Figure 3.11-7 for location and extent of the barrier)
for the entire construction duration would result in Project construction phases noise levels at R3 ranging
from 44 to 77 dBA Leq 8-hr. and at R4 ranging from 47 to 75 dBA Leq 8-hr. It should be noted
Mitigation Measure MM-Noise-1 only requires the wall to be installed/maintained during Phase 5
(proposed City Parking Lot #4 Construction) and Phase 7 (proposed City Parking Lot #4 Paving), and
therefore installation and maintenance of the temporary construction noise barrier for the remaining
Project construction phases would be voluntary on the part of the Project sponsor. Refer to Appendix H,
of this EIR, for additional information.

TABLE 3.11-17
CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS AT NEAREST OFF-SITE RECEPTORS BY PHASE WITH 10-FOOT-HIGH BARRIER ALONG
SOUTHERN BOUNDARY OF PROPOSED CITY PARKING LOT #4 INSTALLED/MAINTAINED FOR ENTIRE CONSTRUCTION

Construction Noise Level Leq 8hr/1hr (dBA)
Phase R1 R2 R3 R4
Demolition 75 7 55 57
Site Preparation 74 75 54 56
Grading 75 76 54 57
Hotel Construction 74 76 54 56
City Parking Lot #4 Construction 64 65 76 74
Architectural Coating 65 66 44 47
Paving — City Parking Lot #4 65 66 77 75
Highest Noise Level Across All Phases 75 77 77 75

Source: Dudek, 2025.
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With regard to daytime construction noise levels, comparing the predicted highest average (Leq)
construction noise level at the closest residence (R2) from Table 3.11-17 (77 dBA Leq) to the measured
daytime ambient noise level at LT1 from Table 3.11-1 (65 dBA Leq), we see the construction noise level
would reach up to 12 dBA Leg over ambient, and would therefore be clearly noticeable and at times could
result in annoyance. However, for residents that may be outside during construction, noise levels of 77
dBA Leq are not considered hazardous or harmful (hearing protection for construction workers is required
for noise levels greater than 80 dBA Leq). Also, the construction noise would occur only during the day
(avoiding sleep disturbance), and would be temporary, lasting only until construction is completed.
Finally, with windows closed for the area residential receptors, outdoor to indoor noise level attenuation
would be approximately 25 dBA; therefore, indoor noise levels from Project construction activity would
not be anticipated to exceed approximately 52 dBA Leq which should not interfere with conversation or
other daytime household activities.

Cumulative Impact Analysis

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative noise impacts depends on the impact being
analyzed. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2(b), cumulative impacts may occur if the
impact of successive projects of the same type in the same place, over time is significant. Noise is by
definition a localized phenomenon and significantly reduces in magnitude as the distance from the source
increases. Noise would normally affect the areas immediately adjacent to the source, specifically areas
that are less than 500 feet. On-site cumulative noise impacts could occur at receptor locations that are
within 500 feet from two different sources. Therefore, based on a 500-foot screening distance, the on-site
cumulative noise impacts analysis is limited to cumulative projects within 1,000 feet of the Project Site.
The 1,000-foot distance assumes that a noise-sensitive receptor would be located halfway between the
Project Site and the cumulative project.

A list of cumulative projects is provided in Table 3-1 of Chapter 3, Environmental Setting. The cumulative
projects within approximately 1,000 feet of the Project Site are listed in Table 3.11-18, Cumulative Projects
within 1,000 feet of the Project Site.

TABLE 3.11-18
CUMULATIVE PROJECTS WITHIN 1,000 FEET OF THE PROJECT SITE

Net New Residential

No. Project Name Location Land Use Units/Size (sf)

1 Surf Cottage Condos 4716 Seventh Street Remodel SFD, convert to condo, 2 Units
construct 2 (N) condos

2 Zins Triplex 4905 Eighth Street Demolish SFD; construct 3 residences 2 Units

3 700 Linden Adaptive Reuse 700 block of Linden Avenue | Remodel/Change of Use & office & 508 sf
rooftop bar/deck

4 Howard SFD 4818 Dorrance Way Construct 1 SFD 1 Unit

5 Scerni SFD 4610 Fourth Street Construct 1 SFD 1 Unit

6 Heimberg ADU 4854 Eight Street Convert garage to ADU 1 Unit

7 Franken ADU 4745 Dorrance Way Convert second unit to ADU 1 Unit

8 Burlison ADU #2 5035 Seventh Street Construct ADU 1 Unit/480 sf

9 Little Dom's Parklet 686 Linden Avenue Convert driveway/parking area to NA
outdoor dining area
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Net New Residential
No. Project Name Location Land Use Units/Size (sf)
10 The Palms Renovation 701 Linden Avenue Interior/exterior renovation to re-open -1,662 sf
restaurant w/rooftop bar

11 Jaimes ADU 588 EIm Avenue Construct ADU 527 sf
12 Krumm ADU Ash #17 126 Ash Avenue #17 Convert storage room to ADU 297 sf
13 Krumm ADU Ash #18 126 Ash Avenue #18 Convert storage room to ADU 297 sf
14 AT&T Small Cell Facility Right-of-way near 850 Replace utility pole with utility pole &

Linden Avenue small cell facility
15 AT&T Small Cell Facility Right-of-way near 323 Elm Replace utility pole with utility pole &

Avenue small cell facility
16 Burlison ADU 5035 Seventh Street Construct 1 ADU 1 Unit
17 Coeler Duplex #2 4934 Dorrance Way Demo SFD, Construct Duplex 2 Unit
18 Coeler Duplex #3 4949 Dorrance Way Demo SFD, Construct Duplex 2 Unit
19 Coeler Duplex #1 333 Linden Ave Construct Duplex 2 Unit

Notes:
sf = square feet DU = dwelling units

Source: City of Carpinteria, 2025

As shown in Table 3.11-18, 19 of the listed cumulative projects are located within approximately 1,000
feet of the Project Site and could contribute to cumulative construction noise impacts from on-site
construction activities to off-site sensitive receptors if they would undergo construction at the same time as
the Project. As discussed above, the Project would result in a less than significant impact for construction
with Mitigation Measure MM-NOISE-1. Information available and known to the City indicates that
construction of listed cumulative projects No. 3, 4, 6, 7, 9-16 have either been completed or have already
begun and is expected to be completed before construction of the Project would commence. Cumulative
projects No. 3, 4, 6, 7, 9-16 are required to comply with the noise standards and ordinances of the City and
FTA as applicable. In addition, information available and known to the City indicates that none of the
listed future cumulative projects No. 1, 2, 5, 8, 17-19, would be constructed at the same time as the Project.
As such, no cumulative projects would contribute to an ambient noise level increase at surrounding
sensitive receptors to the Project during construction, and the Project and cumulative projects would not
result in a cumulatively considerable impact. A less than significant impact (Class I11) would occur.

As with the Project, noise from other stationary and operational sources, including parking structures and
loading areas, and outdoor amenity uses would be limited to areas in the immediate vicinity of each
cumulative project. With the noise attenuation of 6 dBA per doubling of distance from the noise source,
receivers outside of a distance of 200 feet from any noise source would receive a 12 dBA noise reduction
compared to the noise level received at 50 feet from that noise source. The only cumulative projects
within approximately 200 feet of the Project Site are listed cumulative projects No. 4, 11, 17-19, which
are single-family use, accessory dwelling unit or duplex projects and would not be expected to generate
any meaningful sources of long-term operational noise. As for all other cumulative projects, although
each cumulative project could potentially impact an adjacent sensitive use in its own vicinity, that
potential impact would be localized to that specific area and would not contribute to cumulative noise
conditions at or adjacent to the Project Site, which is more than 200 feet from all other cumulative

Surfliner Inn Project 3.11-37 ESA / D202500099.00
Environmental Impact Report January 2026



3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.11 Noise

projects besides listed cumulative projects No. 4, 11, 17-19. As the Project’s composite on-site amenity
and stationary-source impacts would be less than significant, the Project’s cumulative on-site amenity and
stationary-source noise impacts would be less than significant (Class I11).

Off-site cumulative noise impacts would occur as a result of increased traffic on local roadways due to
operation of the Project and cumulative projects. Cumulative traffic-generated noise impacts were
assessed based on a comparison of the future cumulative base traffic volumes with the Project to the
future base traffic volumes without the Project. The noise levels associated with future base traffic
volumes without the Project, and future year base traffic volumes with the Project are provided in
Table 3.11-9, above.

Table 3.11-9 shows the Project’s contribution to the cumulative noise levels during the buildout year. The
maximum cumulative noise increase from the Project plus cumulative project traffic would be 1.5 dBA,
which would occur along 5th Street Adjacent to Project Site. This increase in sound level would not
exceed the significance threshold of 3 dBA and the increase in sound level would be lower at the
remaining roadway segments analyzed. Furthermore, as previously presented in Section 3.11.2, Existing
Noise Measurements, above, long-term noise measurements were conducted along the northern edge of
the UPRR right-of-way, at the southern boundary of the proposed Hotel. These measurements were
intended to assess existing noise levels from ongoing rail operations. Results showed that ambient sound
levels at monitoring location LT1 were 65 dBA Leq during the day, 68 dBA Leq in the evening, and 61
dBA Leg overnight, with a calculated CNEL of 69 dBA. These findings confirm that existing rail
operations are the dominant noise source in the area. Given this context, the projected cumulative noise
increase of 1.5 dBA from the Project and related traffic would be minimal and indiscernible relative to the
existing noise environment. As such, the contribution remains less than significant, and no mitigation
measures are necessary. A less than significant impact (Class I11) would occur.

Impact 3.11-2: Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

Project Impact Analysis
Construction Vibration

As discussed in Section 3.11.5, Groundborne Vibration and Noise, with the exception of a vibratory pile
driver or vibratory roller, groundborne vibration generated from construction equipment would be
attenuated to 0.24 ips PPV at a distance of no greater than 13 feet from construction activity. The
significance threshold of 0.24 ips PPV applies to potential human annoyance, while the threshold for
damage to residential structures is 0.3 ips PPV; using the 0.24 in/sec PPV threshold to address both types
of vibration effects is therefore conservative with regard to potential residential structure damage. The
closest existing structures to the future Project construction boundaries are located approximately 20 feet
from the southern property boundary of proposed City Parking Lot #4. Consequently, for construction
activities not involving a vibratory pile driver or vibratory roller, construction-related vibration levels
would remain below the significance threshold (i.e., 0.24 in/sec PPV) avoiding both human annoyance
and residential structure damage impacts.

For a vibratory roller, groundborne vibration generated from operation would be attenuated to 0.24 ips
PPV at a distance of no greater than 23 feet from construction activity. Within 23 feet of the southern
boundary of the future construction zone boundary for the proposed City Parking Lot #4, there is one
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single family residential structure (R3) and one apartment building (R4). To avoid potentially significant
vibration annoyance impacts for the occupants of these residential structures, the use of a vibratory roller
should be restricted to a distance of 23 feet or greater. This minimum separation distance between
existing residential structures and use of a vibratory roller is required under Mitigation Measure MM-
NOI-2. Given the threshold for damage to residential structures is only slightly higher than the annoyance
threshold, Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-2 would also effectively avoid the potential for damage to
residential structures associated with the potential use of a vibratory roller for Project construction.

For a vibratory pile driver, groundborne vibration generated from operation would be attenuated to 0.24
in/sec PPV at a distance of no greater than 250 feet from construction activity. Residential structures
along the north side of 5th Street and the north side of Dorrance Way are each less than 250 feet from the
future Project construction zone boundaries. Consequently, the use of a vibratory pile driver for Project
construction could result in potentially significant human annoyance and residential structure damage at
neighboring structures. To mitigate this impact, any foundation piles that could be necessary for
foundational support of the Project shall be installed using pre- drilled cast-in-place methods. This
prohibition against the use of a pile driver in Project construction is contained in Mitigation Measure
MM-NOI-3 to reduce vibration impacts. A less than significant impact with mitigation (Class I1)
would occur in this regard.

Operational Vibration

Vibration impacts associated with industrial and commercial facility operations are limited to large scale
equipment with rotational components or involving repeated impact or “striking” movements (e.g.,
industrial grade compressors, stamping machines, printing presses), or with the maneuvering of heavy
trucks or similar large-scale materials-transport equipment. The ongoing operation of the Project would
not involve rotational equipment, or impact equipment. Large trucks delivering supplies to the Project
could occur, but potentially significant vibration impacts from a loaded truck operation would be limited
to a distance of 18 feet, which would not extend beyond the road right-of-way for roads used by future
trucks to access the site. Consequently, long-term operation of the Project would not be anticipated to
generated perceptible vibration levels; operational vibration levels are therefore considered less than
significant.

Operation of live music on the rooftop of the proposed Hotel would not result in a substantial vibration
impact at nearby sensitive receptors. Vibration generated by amplified music is generally limited in
magnitude and attenuates rapidly with distance, particularly when transmitted through air rather than
through the ground. Unlike vibration from heavy rail or construction equipment, music-related vibration
does not typically produce groundborne vibration levels that approach thresholds associated with human
annoyance or structural damage. Additionally, the rooftop location and intervening proposed Hotel would
further reduce vibration transmission to surrounding properties. Any vibration associated with live music
events would be well below applicable CEQA significance thresholds for vibration. Therefore, rooftop
live music would result in a less than significant impact (Class 11).
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Mitigation Measures

Mitigation: MM-NOI-2: The use of a vibratory roller shall be prohibited closer than 23 feet
from any existing off-site residence (residential structures represented by R3 and R4 have
portions that are at a distance of less than 23 feet from the potential future construction zone for
the Project).

Mitigation: MM-NOI-3: Any required foundation pile installation for the Project shall be
limited to pre-drilled and cast-in- place methods (nho impact or vibratory pile driving methods
shall be employed.)

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation

With the implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-NOI-2 and MM-NOI-3, impacts would be less
than significant with mitigation (Class I1).

Cumulative Impact Analysis

Due to rapid attenuation characteristics of groundborne vibration, only cumulative projects located
adjacent to the same sensitive receptors would result in cumulatively considerable vibration impacts.
Vibration attenuates at high rates with distance. Therefore, construction vibration would only affect
sensitive uses located directly adjacent to the Project and cumulative projects. The only cumulative
projects located adjacent to the same sensitive receptors are listed cumulative project Nos. 4 and 18. As
discussed above and based on information available and known to the City, construction of listed
cumulative project No. 4 has already begun and would be completed before the Project and construction
of listed cumulative project No. 18 would not be constructed at the same time as the Project. Furthermore,
based on information available and known to the City indicates that all other future cumulative projects
would either be completed or would not be constructed at the same time as the Project. Therefore,
construction of the Project, when considered together with the cumulative projects, would not result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution and would have a less-than-significant cumulative impact with
regard to on-site groundborne vibration (structural damage and human annoyance). Due to the rapid
attenuation characteristics of groundborne vibration and distance from each of the cumulative projects to
the Project Site, there is no potential for cumulative operational impacts with respect to groundborne
vibration as the only cumulative projects within 200 feet of the Project Site are listed cumulative projects
No. 4, 11, 17-19, which are single-family use, accessory dwelling unit or duplex projects and would not
be expected to generate any meaningful sources of long-term operational vibrations. As such, the
Project’s contribution to impacts related to groundborne vibration during operation would not be
cumulatively considerable. Therefore, cumulative impacts would be less than significant (Class I1).

Impact 3.11-3: For a Project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the Project expose people residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise
levels?

Project Impact Analysis

The Project Site is not located within an airport land use plan area or within two miles of a public airport
or public use airport. The Project Site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, or heliport or
helistop. Airport and airfields in proximity to the Project Site include Santa Barbara Airport
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approximately 18 miles to the northwest. Therefore, the Project would not expose people to excessive
noise levels from such uses and no impact (Class 111) would occur.

3.11.7 Policy Compliance (Non-CEQA)
On-Site Transportation Noise Exposure

CEQA no longer includes the impacts of the environment on a Project, including exposure of hotel guests
and employees to elevated community noise levels from transportation and other sources. However, the
following discussion is provided regarding the Project compliance with maximum exterior noise exposure
limits from the GP/CLUP.

Methodology

The future traffic noise exposure levels were modeled from Linden Avenue (along the easterly boundary
of the Project Site) and from 5th Street (along the northerly boundary of the Project Site) using excel-
based worksheets incorporating the distance attenuation calculations from the FHWA Transportation
Noise Model (TNM 2.5). Based on the Site Plan (AB Design Studio, Inc., March 2024), For the
modeling, a distance of 95 feet from the centerline of Linden Avenue to the closest guest room deck, and
a distance of 40 feet from the centerline of 5th Street to the closest guest room deck was used. For the
traffic noise exposure modeling at the Project Site, traffic volume data for Linden Avenue and 5th Street
was used from the ATE traffic memo (ATE, 2024) under the Cumulative Traffic Plus Project scenario.

The noise levels from UPRR rail operations via a 24-hour measurement were conducted along the
northern UPRR right-of-way along the southern boundary of the proposed Hotel Site. Based upon the
distance from the centerline of the rails to the measurement location, (LT1) the analysis used standard
outdoor attenuation equations for a line source to calculate the train noise exposure at the closest proposed
exterior use areas (i.e., guest room decks) and along the southern building facade. Based on the Site Plan
(AB Design Studio, Inc., March 2024), a distance of 32 feet from the centerline of the railroad tracks to
the closest guest room deck, a distance of 37 feet to the next closest guest room decks, and a distance of
42 feet to the southerly facade of the proposed Hotel was used for analysis.

Results

Linden Avenue / 5" Street Traffic Noise

The modeled traffic noise exposure from Linden Avenue and 5t Street at the closest guest room decks to
these roadways is presented in Table 3.11-19, Modeled Future Traffic Noise Levels Exposure in Guest
Room Deck Areas.

TABLE 3.11-19
MODELED FUTURE TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS EXPOSURE IN GUEST ROOM DECK AREAS

Receiver Location CNEL (dBA) | GP/CLUP Maximum Limit
Closest Guest Room Deck to Linden Avenue (Guest Room 121 / Jr Suite 221) 62 20
Closest Guest Room Deck to 5" Street (Lobby Terrace/ Jr Suite 201) 52

Source: Dudek, 2025.
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As reported in Table 3.11-19, the maximum predicted traffic noise exposure from Linden Avenue at the
closest guest room deck/patio areas would be approximately 62 dBA CNEL, which would be compatible
with the 70 dBA CNEL maximum conditionally acceptable limit for exterior use areas for hotels. The
maximum predicted traffic noise levels from 5th Street at the closest guest room deck/patio areas would
be approximately 52 dBA CNEL, which would be well below the applicable limit. Based upon standard
construction techniques and materials (which typically provide up to 17 dBA attenuation from exterior to
interior space even with windows open), interior noise in rooms that have windows in the westerly,
northerly, and easterly facade of the proposed Hotel would not be anticipated to exceed 45 dBA CNEL
with exterior noise exposure at or below the predicted maximum of 62 dBA CNEL. Thus, the proposed
exterior patio and deck areas would comply with GP/CLUP noise policy limits, as would the interior
areas of proposed guest rooms.

UPRR Rail Operations Noise Levels

The modeled UPRR rail operations noise exposure at the closest guest room patios/decks to the UPRR
tracks is presented in Table 3.11-20, Modeled UPRR Operations Noise Levels Exposure in Guest Room
Deck Areas. The predicted noise exposure level at the proposed Hotel southern fagade (which faces the
UPRR tracks) is also presented in Table 3.11-20.

TABLE 3.11-20
MoDELED UPRR OPERATIONS NOISE LEVELS EXPOSURE IN GUEST ROOM DECK AREAS

Receiver Location CNEL (dBA) | GP/CLUP Maximum Limit
Closest Guest Room Deck to Linden Avenue (Guest Rooms 110,112,210,212) 67
2"P Closest Guest Room Decks to UPRR Tracks (All Other Guest Rooms with 66
70
Southern Fagade Decks)
Southern Fagade of Hotel 66

Source: Dudek, 2025.

Based on noise exposure values reported in Table 3.11-20, guest room patios/decks on the southern
facade of the proposed Hotel, as well as the southern facade itself, would not be exposed to UPRR
operations noise that exceeds the conditionally acceptable maximum limit exterior limit for hotels.
However, with exterior noise exposure at the southern building facade marginally exceeding 65 dBA
CNEL, the interior areas of rooms that include windows and doors on the southern building facade could
marginally exceed the interior noise standard of 45 dBA CNEL, under a “windows open” condition.
Recommendations are provided below to address the potential for marginally elevated interior noise
levels for these guest rooms.

The buildout of the Project would not result in a significant increase in noise levels from existing rail
operations at residential receptors located south of the proposed Hotel. Although the structure could
reflect a portion of train noise, reflected sound does not constitute a new noise source and would be
substantially lower in magnitude than the direct noise from train operations due to energy loss over
distance and partial absorption by building surfaces. In acoustical terms, sound reflections may result in
minor localized increases in sound pressure; however, such increases are typically limited to a few
decibels and do not equate to a doubling of perceived loudness due to the logarithmic nature of the
decibel scale and would not result in a substantial change in the existing noise environment. Therefore,

Surfliner Inn Project 3.11-42 ESA / D202500099.00
Environmental Impact Report January 2026



3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.11 Noise

potential noise reflections from the proposed Hotel would not cause a significant noise impact to nearby
residential uses. (FHWA, 2011; Caltrans, 2013; U.S. Department of Transportation, 2008).

Recommendations — On-site UPRR Operations Noise Exposure

Interior noise levels in guest rooms that contain a window/door in the proposed Hotel southern facade
could experience interior noise levels greater than 45 dBA CNEL if care is not taken with selection of
exterior door and window assemblies. The following recommendation is provided for these guest rooms.

e Exterior door and window assemblies on the southern building facade (facing the UPRR tracks)
should have a minimum sound transmission class (STC) rating of 30.

e Because doors and windows would need to be in the closed position to achieve compliance with the
interior noise level of 45 dBA CNEL, each guest room containing a window/door in the proposed
Hotel southern facade should be equipped with air conditioning or mechanical ventilation to maintain
comfortable interior temperatures when the doors and windows are closed.
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3.12 Public Services

This section evaluates potential impacts related to public services that could result from implementation
of the Project. The section provides context regarding the public services (fire, police, school, parks,
library) to the City and the Project Site. This section also discusses relevant federal, State, regional and
local regulations and programs that are applicable to future development that could occur under the
Project. The existing conditions section was sourced from such documents as the City of Carpinteria
General Plan and Coastal Land Use Plan (GP/CLUP), correspondence from public agencies and the City
(City of Carpinteria staff, 2025) which can be found in Appendix I, of this EIR, and other publicly
accessible documents and websites.

Comments received in response to the Notice of Preparation for the EIR regarding public services can be
found in Appendix A, of this EIR. Any applicable issues and concerns regarding potential impacts related
to public services as a result of implementation of the Project are analyzed within this section.

3.12.1 Environmental Setting
Existing Conditions

Fire Protection

Fire protection services in the City is provided by the Carpinteria-Summerland Fire Protection District
(CSFPD) with automatic aid agreements with the Montecito Fire Protection District, Ventura County Fire
Department, , and the Santa Barbara County Fire Department. The CSFPD is an all-risk agency serving
approximately 20,000 people in the City and 40 square miles of unincorporated County land, including
the community of Summerland. CSFPD is staffed with 28 safety members and 5 non-safety
administrative and civilian fire prevention bureau employees. An all-risk fire department operates with a
broad mission to respond to any type of emergency—not just fires. Calls for service are initiated through
the 911 system and the response is based on the call type. The new Countywide dispatch center is open to
dispatch the nearest engine to the incident to improve response times. In addition to fire suppression,
CSFPD offers advanced life support paramedic services, surf rescue services, and hazardous materials
response, as well as fire and life safety inspections, code compliance, building inspections, and public
education. All CSFPD apparatuses are staffed with a minimum of one licensed paramedic who provides
advanced life support services as the Emergency Medical Services first responder. All firefighters are
trained in Emergency Medical Technician (EMT)-1 and fire suppression (City of Carpinteria staff, 2025).

The CSFPD maintains two fire stations, located at 911 Walnut Avenue in Carpinteria (Station #1) and
2375 Lillie Avenue in Summerland (Station #2). Both stations provide response services to the City,
though Station #1 responds to most of the City’s calls for service. The nearest station, Station #1, located
at 911 Walnut Avenue, Carpinteria, CA 93013, is approximately 0.3 miles northeast of the Project Site
(City of Carpinteria staff, 2025).

CSFPD maintains a range of equipment, including two fire engines, one squad, one all-terrain vehicles,
two water rescue wave-runners, and three command vehicles. Response times for fire services range from
three (3) minutes (inner City) to five (5) minutes (City periphery). Most calls for service include rescue
and emergency medical calls (approximately 61 percent), followed by good intent calls and false alarms
(approximately 27 percent), and then fires (both vegetation and structure), service calls, hazardous
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conditions, severe weather, and pressure rupture/explosion/overheating calls (approximately 12 percent
combined)(City of Carpinteria staff, 2025).

Police Protection

Police protection services in the City are provided via contract with the County Sheriff’s Office. Sheriff’s
deputies respond to calls for service, conduct investigations, and provide crime prevention, community
patrol, and public information services (City of Carpinteria staff, 2025).

The Santa Barbara County Sheriff’s Office has one (1) substation: Carpinteria Sheriff’s Substation,
located at 5775 Carpinteria Avenue, Carpinteria, CA 93013, approximately 1.3 miles from the Project
Site. In a 12-hour shift there are two cars and two officers shared within the County. During the day
there is also the Chief and the front desk personnel. The Sheriff’s Office is contracted to support the City
with at least two on-duty deputies on a 24/7 basis, in addition to one supervising deputy and
administrative support, offering a ratio of approximately one deputy per 4,500 City residents (City of
Carpinteria staff, 2025).

Crime statistics from 2023 to 2024 reveal a significant decrease in overall crime. Overall, reported Part 1
crimes decreased from 218 incidents in 2023 to 200 in 2024, representing a decrease of approximately 8
percent. Violent crimes saw a slight increase, from 21 incidents in 2023 to 24 in 2024, representing an
increase of approximately 14 percent. This does, however, include a reduction in rape incidents, which
fell from 3 in 2023 to 0 in 2024. Property crimes showed a decreasing trend, with totals dropping from
197 incidents in 2023 to 176 in 2024, a decrease of approximately 11 percent. This category includes a
significant decline in larceny-theft, which went from 160 incidents in 2023 to 131 in 2024, representing a
decrease of approximately 18 percent. Motor vehicle thefts saw no change, remaining at 18 in both 2023
and 2024. Burglary incidents also saw an increase, from 19 in 2023 to 25 in 2024, representing an
increase of approximately 32 percent (City of Carpinteria staff, 2025).

Schools

The Carpinteria Unified School District (CUSD) provides public education to students in the Carpinteria
Valley, with district boundaries reaching south to the Ventura County line and west to Summerland. The
CUSD serves approximately 2,200 students from transitional kindergarten through grade 12. The CUSD
also provides early childhood programs to children 3 months to 4 years old. The CUSD has eight schools:
one Carpinteria High School, two small alternative high schools (Foothill Alternative High School,
Rincon Continuation High School), one middle school (Carpinteria Middle School), and three elementary
schools (Aliso Elementary School, Canalino Elementary School, Summerland Elementary
School)(California Department of Education, 2022). Carpinteria Family School includes the Canalino
Early Childhood Learning Center and Special Education Center. Seven of the eight school sites are
located within the City limits; Summerland Elementary School is in Summerland, west of the City. While
Main Elementary School closed in 2007 due to declining enrollment, the site is now used by the
Carpinteria Children’s Project, which provides direct services in early childhood education and family
support (Carpinteria Children’s Project, 2020).

To account for potential increases in student enrollment, the City imposes school impact fees on new
development to help fund new or expanded school facilities. Each year, the City establishes a
Development Impact Mitigation Fee schedule in coordination with CUSD.
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Parks

Section 3.13, Recreation, of this EIR, includes a further detail regarding the existing conditions of park
and recreation resources in the City. To summarize, the City owns approximately 125 acres of public
parks providing recreation facilities, trails, and open space. The National Recreation and Parks
Association provides agency performance reviews and suggested recreation facility design guidelines,
including park standards and suggested ratios for park space to population. According to the National
Recreation and Parks Association, park and recreation agencies serving fewer than 20,000 residents
typically have 13 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents, or one park for every 1,225 residents (City of
Carpinteria staff, 2025). With a population of approximately 12,711 residents in 2023 and approximately
125 total acres of parks and open space, the City has a ratio of approximately 10 acres of recreational
space per 1,000 residents. This ratio does not include recreation areas within the City boundaries that are
managed by other agencies or organizations, including Carpinteria State Beach and CUSD. The
inclusion of these facilities increases this ratio to approximately 15 acres of recreational area per 1,000
residents (City of Carpinteria staff, 2025).

Other Public Services

Located at 5141 Carpinteria Avenue, the Carpinteria Community Library is operated by the City’s Parks,
Recreation, and Community Services Department and serves the City and surrounding unincorporated
communities. Services available at the library include free access to informational resources, a
multipurpose room with a seating capacity of 60, a community multipurpose room, literacy and
citizenship tutoring, adult education for career preparation, and art exhibits. Funding for operations of the
Carpinteria Community Library is received from the City, the County, and the State of California, as well
as private donations, Friends of the Library financial assistance, grants, and in-kind goods and services.

3.12.2 Regulatory Framework

Federal
Occupational Safety and Health Administration

The Federal Occupational Safety and Health Administrations (OSHA as well as California OSHA
(Cal/OSHA) enforce the provisions of the federal and state Occupational Safety and Health Acts,
respectively, which collectively require safety and health regulations for construction under Part 1926 of
Title 29 Code of Federal Regulations. The fire-related requirements of the Federal Occupational Safety
and Health Act are specifically contained in Subpart F, Fire Protection and Prevention, of Part 1926.
Examples of general requirements related to fire protection and prevention include maintaining fire
suppression equipment specific to construction on-site; providing a temporary or permanent water supply
of sufficient volume, duration, and pressure; properly operating the on-site fire-fighting equipment; and
keeping storage sites free from accumulation of unnecessary combustible materials.

State
California Occupational Safety and Health Administration

In accordance with California Code of Regulations, Title 8 Sections 1270 “Fire Prevention” and 6773
“Fire Protection and Fire Equipment,” Cal/OSHA has established minimum standards for fire suppression
and emergency medical services. The standards include but are not limited to guidelines on the handling

Surfliner Inn Project 3.12-3 ESA / D202500099.00
Environmental Impact Report January 2026



3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.12 Public Services

of highly combustible materials; fire hose sizing requirements; restrictions on the use of compressed air;
access roads; and the testing, maintenance, and use of all firefighting and emergency medical equipment.

California Fire Code

The California Fire Code, which is contained in Title 24, Part 9 of the California Code of Regulations,
contains regulations relating to construction, maintenance, and use of buildings. Topics addressed in the
code include fire department access, fire hydrants, automatic sprinkler systems, fire alarm systems, fire
and explosion hazards safety, hazardous materials storage and use, provisions intended to protect and
assist fire responders, industrial processes, and many other general and specialized fire-safety
requirements for new and existing buildings and the surrounding premises. The California Fire Code
contains specialized technical regulations related to fire and life safety and those have been incorporated
into the City Building Code.

California Health and Safety Code

State fire regulations are set forth in California Health and Safety Code Section 13000, et seq., which
includes regulations for building standards (as set forth in the California Building Code); fire protection
and notification systems; fire protection devices such as extinguishers and smoke alarms; high-rise
building and childcare facility standards; and fire suppression training. Per the California Health and
Safety Code, the Fire Code Official is both authorized to perform life safety inspections, and responsible
for the enforcement of and life safety regulations adopted by the California State Fire Marshal in the
California Buildings Standards. The Fire Prevention Bureau performs plan reviews and provides
comments and field inspection on all construction projects within the jurisdiction. The Fire Inspectors
also inspect occupancies and hazardous operations as required by the California Health and Safety Code.

Regional

There are no regional regulations, plans, or policies applicable to public services relevant to the Project.

Local
City of Carpinteria General Plan/Local Coastal Plan

The Carpinteria General Plan and Coastal Land Use Plan (GP/CLUP) serves as the primary planning
policy for the City. The GP/CLUP was adopted in April 1986 and last updated in 2003. It is currently in
the process of being updated. The Public Facilities and Services Element and Open Space, Recreation and
Conservation Element includes the following objectives and policies relevant to the Project:

Public Facilities and Services Element

Objective PF-3: The City shall strive to maintain the best possible police and fire safety services for
the community.

Policy PF-3a: The City shall endeavor to monitor relevant statistics and enforcement criteria to
assure adequate police service.
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Objective PF-3: The City shall strive to maintain the best possible police and fire safety services for
the community.

Policy PF-3a: The City shall endeavor to monitor relevant statistics and enforcement criteria to
assure adequate police service.

Policy PF-3e: The City will require that proposed major projects demonstrate adequate fire and
police response times and that the stations serving the proposed project have adequate staff and
equipment available to serve increased demand.

Policy PF4c: The City will cooperate with the Carpinteria Unified School District to ensure
sufficient capacity for increases in student population caused by future development projects.

Objective PF-5: To provide a high quality and broad range of public services, facilities and utilities
to meet the needs of all present and future residents of the Carpinteria Planning Area.

Policy PF-5a: The City will strive to maintain adequate library service for the community of
Carpinteria.

Policy PF-5b: The City will require proposed new developments to pay a fair share of the cost of
needed public facilities and services. Further, in areas of the city designated for non-residential
use but where residential use may be permitted, the City shall monitor total residential
development and report annually to the School, Fire, Water and Sanitary districts to permit proper
facilities planning by these special districts.

Policy PF-5c: The City will ensure that new development will not adversely impact services and
facilities provided to existing development.

Open Space, Recreation and Conservation Element

Objective OSC-14: Provide for adequate park and recreation facilities to meet the needs of the
community and visitors.

OSC-14-Implementation Policy 61: Support development of new or expanded park and
recreation facilities as demand/need dictates. When latent demand for parks and recreation
facilities is identified, adequate parkland and facilities shall be identified and pursued.

OSC-14-Implementation Policy 62: Continue to update and collect parkland in-lieu, Quimby,
and development impact fees to assist the City in acquisition of new parkland to maintain the
desired level of service. The minimum level of service shall be 3 acres per 1000 population.
Park impact fees shall apply to both commercial/industrial and residential development.

City of Carpinteria Municipal Code
Section 15.80.030 Development Impact Fees

A. The following development impact fees are established and imposed on the issuance of all
development permits for development within the city to finance the cost of the following categories of
public facilities and improvements required by new development.

1.

General Government Facilities. A development impact fee is established for general government
facilities.

2. Highways and Bridges. A development impact fee is established for highways and bridges.
3. Storm Drain Facilities. A development impact fee is established for storm drain facilities.
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4. Traffic Control Facilities. A development impact fee is established for traffic control facilities.
5. Streets and Thoroughfares. A development impact fee is established for streets and thoroughfares.

D. The following development impact fee is established and imposed on the issuance of all commercial,
retail, and industrial development permits for development within the city to finance the cost of the
following categories of public facilities and improvements required by new commercial, retail, and
industrial development.

1. Open Space. A development impact fee is established for open space land acquisition.

Public Agency Development Impact Fees

Other Carpinteria public agencies also charge development impact fees (DIFs). These agencies include
the CUSD and the CSFPD. As with the fees collected to offset the cost of improvements in the City, the
School, and Fire District DIFs pay for the increment of capital costs associated with new development
that impacts school and fire protection needs in the community. The CSFPD’s DIF was created by the
City on behalf of the District.

3.12.3 Thresholds of Significance

According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, impacts to public services would be considered
significant if the Project would:

* Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the
following public services:

— Fire protection?

— Police protection?
— Schools?

— Parks?

— Other public facilities?

3.12.4 Methodology

As the Project is comprised of a proposed Hotel, proposed City Parking Lot #4, relocation of a public
restroom building, replacement of the existing Interim Linden to Holly Trail, and associated
infrastructure, it would not propose the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities.
Therefore, the following analysis assesses whether the Project would result in the need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts. To do this, the analysis utilizes service provider will-serve letters and current
service ratios and response times to determine whether implementation of the Project would impact
response times, performance objectives, or acceptable service ratios. All existing response times,
performance objectives, or acceptable service ratios is sourced from communications with the service
providers, publicly available online, or has been provided by the City.
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3.12.5 Impact Analysis
New or Physically Altered Governmental Facilities

Impact 3.12-1: Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any
of the following public services:

i. Fire protection?
ii. Police protection?
iii. Schools?

iv. Parks?

v. Other public facilities?

Project Impact Analysis
Fire Protection

According to correspondence from CSFPD , the most recent data on associated response times for each
fire station/facility serving the Project Site is three (3) minutes from Station #1 and ten (10) minutes from
Station #2 (City of Carpinteria staff, 2025). CSFPD has a goal response time under five (5) minutes and
currently has an anticipated response time under five (5) minutes with and without the Project (City of
Carpinteria staff, 2025). As this data has been provided by CSFPD, it can be concluded that the Project
would not impact response times or other performance objectives and therefore would not result in the
need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts. In addition, the Project would be subject to the payment of DIFs to the
CSFPD which would fund future expansion and maintenance of fire protection facilities. As such,
impacts would be less than significant (Class 111).

Police Protection

According to correspondence with the Sheriff’s office , the response time for a high priority call to the
Station is approximately five (5) minutes. The Project would provide approximately 36 rooms, which
would generate approximately 72 additional temporary residents at full capacity?, not including
employees on site. This would be a negligible increase in the population served by the Sheriff department.
Though the Project would result in more people onsite due to the construction of the proposed Hotel and
proposed City Parking Lot #4 and therefore marginally more service calls, service would remain within
the acceptable response times without the need for additional stations. As access to the Project Site would
be adequately maintained (see Section 3.14, Transportation, of this EIR), the Project would also not
impact response times or performance objectives. Therefore, the Project would not result in the need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which would result in environmental
impacts. As such, impacts would be less than significant (Class 111).

1 Utilizing a standard occupancy room rate of 2 persons per room.

Surfliner Inn Project 3.12-7 ESA / D202500099.00
Environmental Impact Report January 2026



3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.12 Public Services

Schools

The proposed Hotel is expected to require staff around the clock with 10 to 11 employees per shift, and a
total of three shifts per day. The café/bar is anticipated to have two shifts with 7-8 employees per shift.
The potential exists that some of the employees generated from the Project may relocate to the City,
thereby generating a small student population increase. However, the Project does not propose new
residences and therefore would not increase the number of residents in the City that would substantially
impact existing school capacity. Therefore, the Project would not result in the need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which would result in environmental impacts. To
account for potential increases in student enrollment from growth in the City, the City imposes school
impact fees on new development to help fund new or expanded school facilities. Each year, the City
establishes a DIF schedule in coordination with CUSD. The Project would be subject to payment of these
DIFs. Therefore, impacts from implementation of the Project would be less than significant (Class 111).

Parks

As detailed above under Existing Conditions, the City has a ratio of approximately 10 acres of
recreational space per 1,000 residents. Although the Project is comprised of proposed Hotel, proposed
City Parking Lot #4, relocation of a public restroom building, replacement of the existing trail, and
associated infrastructure and visitors generated from the Project may utilize these resources, it would not
increase the number of residents in the City that would impact this ratio. Please refer to Section 3.13
Recreation, of this EIR, for an analysis of the Project’s physical impacts on recreational resources and
payment of DIFs. Therefore, it can be concluded that the Project would not impact service ratios and
therefore would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which would result in environmental impacts. Impacts from implementation of the Project
would be less than significant (Class I11).

Other Public Services

Other public services in the City include the Carpinteria Community Library, the existing local roadways
and pedestrian sidewalks, and City services such as public parking. Although the Project is comprised of
proposed Hotel, proposed City Parking Lot #4, relocation of a public restroom building, replacement of
the existing trail, and associated infrastructure and visitors may utilize these resources, it would not
substantially impact service ratios or performance objectives related to these resources. The Project would
provide on-site parking within reconfigured City Parking Lot #3 and proposed City Parking Lot #4 to
serve the development, in addition to any necessary roadway or pedestrian improvements, of which the
construction impacts has been covered in their respective sections throughout this EIR. Although visitors
may utilize the local library, it can be reasonably assumed that it would not be a number significant
enough to necessitate new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which would
result in environmental impacts. Impacts from implementation of the Project would be less than
significant (Class I11).

Cumulative Impact Analysis

As growth increases in the City, increased demand will be placed on public service providers and
resources. However, cumulative contributions to increased demand and ultimately the need for new
facilities are addressed through required payment of applicable DIFs prior to operation. This would
reduce cumulative impacts over the long-term by addressing resource availability and continued
operations at a level that would meet performance objectives. As the Project would also be subject to

Surfliner Inn Project 3.12-8 ESA / D202500099.00
Environmental Impact Report January 2026



3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.12 Public Services

payment of the DIFs, and would not substantially increase the service population, the Project would have
a less than significant (Class I11) cumulative impact. Therefore, the Project’s impacts would be less than
cumulatively considerable.

3.12.6 References

2023. Local Hazard Mitigation Plan: An Annex to the Santa Barbara County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard
Mitigation Plan.

California Department of Education. 2022. Enrollment by Grade - Carpinteria Unified School District.
Retrieved from:
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r=2022-23

Carpinteria Children’s Project. 2020. About Page - Carpinteria Children’s Project. Accessed: 16
September 2020. Retrieved from: https://carpchildren.org/about/

City of Carpinteria. 2003. General Plan / Coastal Land Use Plan. https://carpinteriaca.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2024/11/Full-GP-Amended-11.12.24-final.pdf. Accessed June 11, 2025.

City of Carpinteria staff, 2025. City correspondence to Carpinteria Summerland Fire Protection District
Request for Information Letter dated May 29, 2025.
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3.13 Recreation

This section evaluates potential impacts related to recreation that could result from implementation of the
Project. The section provides context regarding the recreational resources that are in the surrounding area
that serve the community and that would serve the Project Site. This section also discusses relevant State,
and local regulations and programs that are applicable to future development that could occur under the
Project. The existing conditions section was sourced from documents such as the adopted Carpinteria
General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan (GP/CLUP), the City’s Parks and Recreation website, and other
publicly accessible documents and websites.

Comments received in response to the Notice of Preparation for the EIR regarding recreation can be
found in Appendix A, of this EIR. Any applicable issues and concerns regarding potential impacts related
to recreation as a result of implementation of the Project are analyzed within this section.

3.13.1 Environmental Setting
Existing Conditions

The City owns approximately 125 acres of public parks providing recreation facilities, trails, and open
space. These facilities require maintenance of park equipment, trails and pathways, landscaping, and
associated water supply and wastewater infrastructure, staffing, roadway repair, and management by the
City. City-owned parks, trails, and open spaces are maintained by the City’s Public Works Department,
including park landscaping and facilities, coordinating necessary repairs, and overseeing graffiti
abatement. The City’s Parks, Recreation, and Community Services Department is responsible for several
activities including oversight of the City’s recreation programs and operations of the City’s parks, library,
community pool, and Veteran’s Memorial Building. Programs operated by the Parks, Recreation, and
Community Services Department include AgeWell, Junior Lifeguards, adult coed softball, ocean
recreation facilities such as the boathouse on Ash Avenue, and operation of the Community Garden Park
near the downtown Amtrak train station. Privately sponsored sports leagues commonly use City parks for
youth and adult sports such as baseball, football, and soccer (City of Carpinteria staff, 2025).

The parcel located at 399 Linden Avenue (proposed City Parking Lot #4 Site) on the south side of the
Union Pacific railroad (UPRR) tracks, was acquired from the UPRR in 2013 and currently includes the
interim Linden to Holly Trail. The parcel located at 499 Linden Avenue (proposed Hotel Site) on the
northside of the UPRR tracks currently serves as a parking lot for the downtown area and beach and a
park and ride for the Amtrack station. The City manages public parking on streets and in lots in the
downtown and beach area and as a part of most City parks.

The Carpinteria Community Garden Park is also located adjacent to existing City Parking Lot #3 to the
northwest along 5™ Avenue. Carpinteria State Beach is located approximately 0.3 miles southwest from
the Project Site, while the Carpinteria Salt Marsh Nature Park is located approximately 0.4 miles west of
the Project Site. Directly across Linden Avenue to the southeast is the Tomol Interpretive Play Area,
which includes a walking trail, a children’s playground, and connections to a walking trail along the
stretch of Carpinteria State Beach parcel adjacent to the UPRR tracks. Additionally, it is adjacent to the
open space area of Linden Field and vehicle camp ground area that is part of the Carpinteria State Beach.
The City supports the maintenance of these state-owned facilities (Linden Field and Tomol Park and
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Interpretive Play Area). Parks within the Project vicinity are included in Table 3.13-1, Parks in the
Vicinity of the Project Site, below.

TABLE 3.13-1

PARKS IN THE VICINITY OF THE PROJECT SITE

Park Name

Address

Distance from
Project Site (miles)

Amenities

Tar Pits Park 5669 Carpinteria Avenue 15 Hiking and biking trails and a few benches, but
no other park amenities.

Carpinteria Creek Park | Via Real and Carpinteria 1.4 Approximately 1 acre and is located along the

Creek Drive Carpinteria Creek adjacent to a bike path. The
park features two natural climbing structures,
five picnic tables, a passive recreation turf area,
and a sculpture of steelhead trout with
interpretive signage.

El Carro Park 5300 El Carro Lane 1.2 The park offers two large turf areas. The area on
the south consists of two baseball ball fields. The
north portion is a soccer field. Other Park
amenities include a children’s playground, two
restroom buildings, and three barbecue sites.

Franklin Creek Park Sterling Avenue 1.1 The park has an old fashioned swing set and a
long turf area.

Heath Ranch Park Between Eucalyptus Lane 1.1 None.

and Chaparral Drive,

Memorial Park North of the 101 Freeway 0.8 A playground, two barbecue sites and a large

on the corner of Santa turf area.

Ynez and Aragon Streets

Carpinteria Salt Marsh 101 Ash Avenue 0.5 The park includes walking trails and interpretive
signage that provides for casual self-guided
tours of the preserve.

Tomol Interpretive Play | 390 Linden Avenue 0.2 Walking trail, a children’s playground, and

Area

connections to a walking trail.

Source: City of Carpinteria staff, 2025.

3.13.2 Regulatory Framework

Federal

There are no federal regulations, plans, or policies applicable to recreation relevant to the Project.

State
Quimby Act

The Quimby Act (California Government Code Section 66477) states that the legislative body of a city or
county may, by ordinance, require the dedication of land or impose a fee payment requirement in lieu
thereof, or a combination of both, for park or recreational purposes as a condition to the approval of a
tentative map or parcel map, provided certain requirements are met. This section further states that “the
dedication of land, or the payment of fees, or both, shall not exceed the proportionate amount necessary to
provide three (3.0) acres of park area per 1,000 persons residing within a subdivision subject to this
section.” Revenues generated through the Quimby Act can only be used for developing new or
rehabilitating existing park or recreational facilities to serve the relevant subdivision. The Quimby Act
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was amended in 1982 (Assembly Bill 1600) to require agencies to clearly show a reasonable relationship
between the public need for the recreation facility or parkland and the type of development project upon
which the fee is imposed.

Regional

There are no regional regulations, plans, or policies applicable to recreation relevant to the Project.

Local
City of Carpinteria General Plan/Local Coastal Plan

The Carpinteria General Plan and Coastal Land Use Plan (GP/CLUP) serves as the primary planning
policy for the City. The GP/CLUP was adopted in April 1986 and last updated in 2003. It is currently in
the process of being updated. The Land Use Element and Open Space, Recreation, and Conservation
Element include the following objective and policy relevant to the Project:

Land Use Element

Objective LU-1: Establish the basis for orderly, well planned urban development while protecting
coastal resources and providing for greater access and recreational opportunities for the public.

Policy LU-3i: Ensure the provision of adequate services and resources, including parking, public
transit and recreational facilities, to serve proposed development.

Open Space, Recreation, and Conservation Element

Objective OSC-14: Provide for adequate park and recreation facilities to meet the needs of the
community and visitors.

Policy OSC-14a: Increase coastal and recreational access for all segments of the population,
including the disabled and elderly, while protecting natural resources, particularly
environmentally sensitive habitat areas.

Policy OSC-14b: Provide for passive recreation uses of natural open space areas, such as along
creeks and the Bluffs 1 areas, where such uses would not damage the resources being protected.

Policy OSC-14d: In a zone extending approximately 250 feet inland from the mean high tide
line, priority shall be given to coastal dependent and related recreational activities and support
facilities. However, camping facilities should be set back from the beach and bluffs and near-
shore areas reserved for day use activities. Recreational activities that are not coastal dependent
may be located within the 250-foot zone if the less desirable coastal dependent support facilities
(parking, restrooms, etc.) are located inland. In no case shall facilities, except for required
structures (i.e., lifeguard towers, volleyball nets, etc.) be located directly on the sandy beach.

Policy OSC-14f: No unrelated development shall be permitted in publicly owned recreational
areas except pipelines to serve coastal development industrial uses when no alternative route is
feasible.

Policy OSC-14h: Support habitat preservation by establishing habitat preserves and open space
for passive and active recreation by development programs including, but not limited to: transfer
of development rights; conservation easements; land acquisition grants; partnership agreements
between private developers, the City, school districts, State Park, and the National Forest; overlay
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performance zoning; development impact fees for recreational resources and services; and use
fees and fines.

Policy OSC-14k: In those areas where it is established that the public acquired a right of access
through use, custom or legislative authorization, new development shall not interfere with or
diminish such access. This policy shall be interpreted to allow flexibility in accommodating both
new development and continuation of historic public parking and access.

Policy OSC-14l: The City shall accept all offers to dedicate public access ways, including those
already recorded, and shall open them to the public as soon as possible. If after five years the
OTD has not been opened, the City shall make the OTD available to another governmental
agency or non-profit organization who is willing to open it.

Objective OSC-15: Maintain the existing trail system and provide additional recreation and access
opportunities by expanding the trail system.

Policy OSC-15a: The City’s trail system shall be maintained and expanded based upon Figure
C-3, the Trails Map, and, if approved by the Coastal Commission in an amendment to its Local
Coastal Plan, the Trails Master Plan or similar implementing document.

Policy OSC-15b: Support enhancement of access trails along creekways designated as open
space up to the foothills of the Santa Ynez mountain range. This should include exploring trail
development for public use along the Edison easement behind Carpinteria High School, ending
on the first ridge above the City. This should be linked to the old Franklin trail, leading to the
ridge up to East Camino Cielo. Trail restoration and enhancement of easement areas should be
pursued to restore the natural beauty along these trails by negotiating with property owners, the
school district, and the National Forest, to redesign trails and adopt protective fencing methods.

Policy OSC-15d: Creek trails shall be designed and located to prevent any significant direct or
indirect adverse impacts on the riparian habitats of the creeks or the Carpinteria Salt Marsh.

City of Carpinteria Code of Ordinances
Section 15.80.030 Development Impact Fees

D. The following development impact fee is established and imposed on the issuance of all commercial,
retail, and industrial development permits for development within the City to finance the cost of the
following categories of public facilities and improvements required by new commercial, retail, and
industrial development.

1. Open Space. A development impact fee is established for open space land acquisition.

3.13.3 Thresholds of Significance

According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, impacts to recreation would be considered
significant if the Project would:

« Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

« Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?
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3.13.4 Methodology

The analysis of the Project’s impact on recreational facilities would rely upon the existing context of the
City’s recreational facilities, including service ratios, proximity of the Project Site to recreational
facilities, and the existing users of the recreational facilities.

3.13.5 Impact Analysis

Impact 3.13-1: Would the Project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or
other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?

Project Impact Analysis

Construction of the Project’s proposed City Parking Lot #4 would require the temporary removal of the
existing Linden to Holly Trail. This would result in temporary interruption of public access to the entirety
of the trail during construction. However, as the Linden to Holly Trail does not serve as the singular
access point to the nearby parks, this temporary closure would not result in increased use of existing
segments of trails nearby such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated.

Increased demand for existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities is typically
driven by increases in population. The proposed Hotel is not intended to serve as a permanent residence
and would result in temporary residents (hotel guests) in the City; therefore, permanent residents that
routinely use recreational facilities are not anticipated to reside at the proposed Hotel. The proposed Hotel
also includes on-site amenities for guests, including a pool. It is noted that the proposed Hotel would
bring guests to the City who may utilize nearby recreational facilities as well. Utilizing a standard
occupancy room rate of two (2) persons per room, the Project would generate approximately 72 additional
temporary residents at full capacity. Therefore, future hotel guests would negligibly increase use of
existing parks in the City and would not change the existing ratio of 10 acres of parkland per 1,000
residents. In addition, the Amtrak Carpinteria Train Station directly adjacent to the south of the Project
Site would bring in both guests to the proposed Hotel as well as commuters and visitors to the area..
Further, all development in the City is subject to the payment of DIFs per Section 15.80.030 Development
Impact Fees which would fund future open space land acquisition. As such, impacts would be less than
significant (Class I11).

Cumulative Impact Analysis

Development generating additional population growth, such as residential land uses, would occur as
buildout of the GP/CLUP takes place. The increase in population will result in an increased use of
existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities, which may lead to their
deterioration. However, per the City’s Municipal Code, Section 16.24.020, , every person who subdivides
land for residential purposes shall dedicate a portion of such land, pay a fee in lieu thereof or a
combination of both, at the option of the City, for park and recreational purposes according to the
standards and criteria contained in this chapter. These funds would be utilized for the maintenance and
expansion of recreational facilities such that residents continue to be served by quality recreational
facilities despite population growth and increased utilization of these facilities. Per GP/CLUP Policy LU-
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3i, the City would ensure the provision of adequate services and resources, including parking, public
transit and recreational facilities, to serve proposed development.

The timing of new development is unknown at this time and construction has the potential to occur
simultaneously before necessary expansions or maintenance may be completed, which may strain the
existing infrastructure. Therefore, cumulative development could result in significant cumulative impacts.
However, because the Project would not result in significant impacts associated with increased use of the
recreational facilities within the Project area such that substantial deterioration would occur, the Project’s
contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable. As such, a less than
significant impact (Class I11) would occur in this regard.

Impact 3.13-2: Does the Project include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

Project Impact Analysis

The Project would not involve the provision of new parks or public recreational facilities. Construction of
the Project’s proposed City Parking Lot #4 would require the temporary removal of the interim Linden to
Holly Trail. A new 5-foot-wide decomposed granite public pathway is proposed along the northern
boundary of the proposed City Parking Lot #4, terminating to the east at the sidewalk along Linden
Avenue to replace the existing trail. Analysis of the impacts of the construction of this trail are included
within the analysis throughout this EIR, as the trail is within the footprint of the proposed City Parking
Lot #4. Any necessary mitigation is included within those resource topic chapters of this EIR. Therefore,
impacts are less than significant (Class I11).

Cumulative Impact Analysis

Continued increases in the development of residential uses in the City, combined with the resulting
increase in population of the City, has created a need for updating the planning, acquisition, improvement
and expansion of public parks, playgrounds and recreation facilities to serve the population of the City
and the means of providing for the improvements. Per Section 16.24.020 of the City Code of Ordinances,
every person who subdivides land for residential purposes shall dedicate a portion of such land, pay a fee
in lieu thereof or a combination of both, at the option of the City, for park and recreational purposes
according to the standards and criteria contained in this chapter. Per GP/CLUP Policy LU-3i, the City
would ensure the provision of adequate services and resources, including parking, public transit and
recreational facilities, to serve proposed development. The timing of new development is unknown at this
time and construction has the potential to occur simultaneously which may result in cumulative physical
environmental impacts. However, each proposed development would be required to undergo plan review
check and be conditioned, or will undergo subsequent environmental review and mitigate for potential
impacts. Since timing, location, and details regarding these developments is unknown at this time,
cumulative development could result in significant cumulative impacts. However, because the Project
would not result in significant impacts associated with increased use of the recreational facilities within
the Project area such that substantial deterioration would occur, the Project’s contribution to cumulative
impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable. As such, a less than significant impact

(Class I11) would occur in this regard.
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3.14 Transportation

This section evaluates potential impacts related to transportation that could result from implementation of
the Project. The section provides context regarding the transportation network to the City and the Project
Site. This section also discusses relevant federal, State, regional and local regulations and programs that
are applicable to future development that could occur under the Project. The existing conditions section
was sourced from such documents as the adopted General Plan and Coastal Land Use Plan (GP/CLUP)
and other publicly accessible documents and websites. The analysis utilizes the Updated Traffic and
Parking Study for the Surfliner Inn Project (Updated Traffic and Parking Study), prepared by Associated
Transportation Engineers (Appendix J, of this EIR) and information referenced in that study from the
Downtown Carpinteria Parking Study (“Walker Study”) prepared in 2020 by Walker Consultants. The
analysis below notes where conditions or assumptions have changed since preparation of this study.

3.14.1 Environmental Setting
Existing Conditions

Key regional transportation routes for automobiles, buses, rail, and bicycles serve the City, including U.S.
101 and the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR). Longer-distance mobility to regional destinations in Santa
Barbara, Ventura, and beyond is often constrained by congestion along U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101),
relatively infrequent rail and bus service, and an incomplete regional bike network.

The City also includes important multi-modal transportation facilities. The City is traversed by UPRR which
supports operations by Amtrak, with approximately 10 passenger trains per day in 2024 stopping at the
City’s Downtown station, as well as several freight trains. Passenger service along the railroad is governed
by the Los Angeles — San Diego — San Luis Obispo Rail Corridor agency that oversees this 351-mile-long
corridor that travels through a six-county coastal region and is the second busiest intercity passenger rail
corridor in the United States. In addition, the City is served by two major regional bus lines operated by the
Santa Barbara Metropolitan Transit District and the Ventura County Transportation Commission Coastal
Express. The City also lies along two regional bikeways, including the main Coast Route.

In addition to efficient and improved automobile circulation within and through the City, connections
between the Carpinteria Amtrak Station, bus stops, rideshare, and other shared mobility alternatives (e.g.,
walking and biking networks) must also be aligned to serve all community areas. Primary roadway
connections include Linden Avenue and Carpinteria Avenue, Via Real, State Route 150 (SR 150) and
State Route 192 (SR 192), and north-south connections across U.S. 101 and UPRR. The eastern SR 150
and Bailard Avenue overpasses either lack or have limited pedestrian improvements. The three western
overpasses are more improved and the Casitas Pass and Linden Avenue overpasses have full sidewalks on
both sides and Class Il bike paths while the Santa Ynez overpass has sidewalks but no bike paths. The
Linden Avenue and Palm Avenue railroad crossings provide vehicle and pedestrian crossings.

Linden Avenue is a two-lane main street south of Carpinteria Avenue and a local connector street north of
Carpinteria Avenue, running from the beach through the center of the City, across U.S. 101 to SR 192.
Linden Avenue provides access to Canalino Elementary School and Carpinteria Family School. Linden
Avenue supports sidewalks on both sides throughout its length and Class 1l stripped bike lanes with

Surfliner Inn Project 3.14-1 ESA / D202500099.00
Environmental Impact Report January 2026



3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.14 Transportation

extensive on-street parking through much of the Downtown and Beach Neighborhood, across the U.S.
101 overpass and north of the freeway to SR 192.

3.14.2 Regulatory Framework
Federal

There are no federal plans, policies, regulations, or laws related to traffic and transportation that apply to
the Project.

State
Senate Bill 743 (SB 743)

Senate Bill 743 (Steinberg, 2013) required changes to the State CEQA Guidelines regarding the analysis
of transportation impacts. Currently, the CEQA Guidelines identify vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as the
most appropriate metric to evaluate a project’s transportation impacts. Project-related generation of VMT
results in greenhouse gas emissions, and other adverse effects to the public and natural environment.

Regional

Santa Barbara County Association of Governments Connected 2050: Regional
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy

Regional transportation planning encompassing incorporated and unincorporated communities across
Santa Barbara County is the responsibility of the Santa Barbara County Association of Governments
(SBCAG). The most recent regional transportation plan adopted by SBCAG is Connected 2050: Regional
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy, or simply the RTP (SBCAG, 2021). The RTP
is a long-range planning document that defines the investment and implementation program in regional
transportation systems over a 20-year period based on regional goals, multimodal transportation needs for
people and goods, and estimates of available funding to provide a balanced approach to addressing long-
term regional needs. The RTP includes a Sustainable Communities Strategy, as required by SB 375,
which sets forth a forecasted development pattern for the region and is integrated with the transportation
network and other transportation measures and policies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from
passenger vehicles and light trucks to achieve the greenhouse gas reduction targets set by the California
Air Resources Board.

County of Santa Barbara Vehicle Miles Travelled Guidance

The County of Santa Barbara Planning and Development Department prepared an amendment to the
Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual to shift from level of service to VMT-based metrics,
consistent with SB 743 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 which was adopted by the Board of
Supervisors in 2020. The amendment included the proposed amendment (Exhibit 1 to Attachment 2),
Planning Commission staff report (Attachment 6), and VMT report, titled Transportation Analysis
Updates in Santa Barbara County (Attachment 4). The amendment contains a step-by-step guide for
analyzing transportation impacts under CEQA. The Transportation Analysis Updates in Santa Barbara
County contains background and technical information regarding the proposed VMT methodologies,
thresholds of significance, and mitigation measures (County of Santa Barbara, 2020).
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Local
City of Carpinteria General Plan/Local Coastal Plan

The Carpinteria General Plan and Coastal Land Use Plan (GP/CLUP) serves as the primary planning
policy for the City. The GP/CLUP was adopted in April 1986 and last updated in 2003. It is currently in
the process of being updated (City of Carpinteria, 2025a). Objectives and policies within the Land Use
Element, Community Design Element, and Circulation Element relevant to traffic and transportation
applicable to the Project are listed below.

Land Use Element
Policy LU-3h: Develop land uses that encourage the thoughtful layout of transportation
networks, minimize the impacts of vehicles in the community, and encourage alternative means
of transportation.

Policy LU-3i: Ensure the provision of adequate services and resources, including parking, public
transit and recreational facilities, to serve proposed development.

Community Design Element
Policy CD-6b: Parking lots should be beside or behind the buildings, not in front. On-street
customer parking for small neighborhood-serving shops, restaurants, offices and service
businesses is encouraged. Such on-street parking should be managed as short-term convenience
parking, and should not conflict with parking for coastal access or for nearby residences.

Objective CD-8: To encourage and facilitate pedestrian and bicycle pathways.

Policy CD-8a: All streets should be designed with safe and pleasant pedestrian ways at their
edge. Pedestrian ways shall be spatially separated from vehicular traffic by elements such as
trees, other plantings, streetlights, and/or parked cars.

CDS2 Implementation Policy 20: Driveways should be as narrow as practical to make
pedestrian use of the sidewalks safer and more pleasant. Parking of vehicles across the
sidewalk should be prohibited and enforced.

CDS2 Implementation Policy 22: Frontages with parking lots for commercial buildings
should be designed with walls or hedges approximately 3 to 4 feet in height to shield views of
the parking lot from the street.

CDS6-Implementation Policy 63: Parking lots should not be the dominant visual element
on a site. Large expansive paved areas located between the street and the buildings are to be
avoided in favor of smaller multiple lots separated by buildings and landscaping.

Circulation Element
Policy C-3h: Require all new projects to demonstrate safe traffic flow integration with the
Master Plan of Streets as well as street/drainage improvements function. This shall include
construction traffic and the designation of construction routes.

Policy C-3l: Provide sufficient parking and loading space in commercial and industrial areas to
minimize interference with efficient traffic circulation.

Objective C-6: Provide adequate safe railroad crossings and to effectuate community design of
buffers that will attenuate rail-related noise.
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Objective C-7: Build demand for alternative transportation use by increasing ease, effectiveness, and
social acceptability, and through foresighted planning.

Policy C-9h: Encourage MTD to promote use of Parking Lot 3 as a park and ride lot, and
encourage Caltrans to establish and promote its parcel southwest of the Bailard/Highway 101
interchange for a park and ride lot.

Policy C-9n: Require new development plans to include significant attention to alternative
modes of transportation.

City of Carpinteria Municipal Code
Section 14.54.040 Parking Spaces Required

The City of Carpinteria Municipal Code (CMC) Section14.54.040 provides required parking rates for
various types of land uses. Hotels are required to have one parking space per guest room, plus one space
per employee.

Section 14.54.060 - Conjunctive use of parking spaces

Section 14.54.060 specifies that “...conjunctive use shall be defined as the joint use of parking spaces for
two or more land uses where the hours of operation and demand for parking are such that the parking
spaces can be used by the individual uses at different times of the day or week and, therefore, can serve
more than one use. The intent is to provide a special provision of possible reduction in the number of
parking spaces ordinarily required for two or more land uses and the sharing of parking spaces under a set
of unique circumstances including the compatibility of the land uses, adjacency of properties, and lack of
need for separate parking facilities.”

3.14.3 Thresholds of Significance

According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, impacts to transportation would be considered
significant if the Project would:

e Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit,
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

« Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

e Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

e Result in inadequate emergency access?

3.14.4 Methodology

The following analysis assesses the Project’s impacts via the State CEQA Statues and Guidelines
Appendix G thresholds utilizing the project designs, service provider review letters, and technical study
prepared for the Project. The analysis utilizes local regulations and policies as thresholds to assess impact
significance.
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3.14.5 Impact Analysis
Conflict with a Program Plan, Ordinance, or Policy

Impact 3.14-1: Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system,
including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

Project Impact Analysis
Transit

The Carpinteria Amtrak Station is located on the Union Pacific Railroad (UPPR) tracks between the
existing City Parking Lot #3 and the proposed City Parking Lot #4 Site. The Project includes a hotel and
parking lot that would encourage the continued use of rail as a means of transportation to and from the
Project Site, which is consistent with GP/CLUP Objective C-7, Policy C-9h, and Policy C-9n. The Project
would not interrupt service or reduce access to this transit stop, and therefore would not conflict with a
program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the transit system. No impact (Class 111) would occur.

Roadway

According to the Updated Traffic and Parking Study (Appendix J, of this EIR), although the Project
would increase vehicular volumes entering and exiting the Project Site compared to existing conditions,
there would be a less than significant impact on the local roadways. Given the current level of traffic on
Linden Avenue south of the UPRR tracks (approximately 300 peak hour trips), the proposed City
Parking Lot #4 driveway would operate in the level of service. A range with very little delay and
queuing for vehicles entering and exiting the parking lot driveway and thus less than significant traffic
circulation impact on Linden Avenue would occur. The Project would, therefore, be consistent with
GP/CLUP Policy C-3h which requires all new projects to demonstrate safe traffic and GP/CLUP Policy
C-3l which requires new development to provide sufficient parking and loading space in commercial and
industrial areas to minimize interference with efficient traffic circulation. The Project would not conflict
with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the roadway network, and impacts would be less
than significant (Class I11).

Bicycle and Pedestrian

From the proposed City Parking Lot #4 Site, pedestrians and guests would travel on the existing sidewalk
on the west side of Linden Avenue to the proposed Hotel. The Project would not propose roadway
improvements that would impact bicycling lanes or shared travelled lanes. A bicycle storage room
attached to the proposed Hotel would accommodate secure storage of eight bicycles for hotel guests and
additional bicycle racks accommodating four bicycles would be provided for public use near the café and
visitor center along the Linden Avenue frontage. A new 5-foot-wide decomposed granite public pathway
is proposed along the northern boundary of the proposed City Parking Lot #4 Site, terminating to the east
at the sidewalk along Linden Avenue to replace the existing Interim Linden to Holly Trail. Therefore, the
Project would not conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the bicyclist or pedestrian
network, and impacts would be less than significant (Class I11).

Parking

Per the CMC Section 14.54.040, Parking Spaces Required, hotels are required to have one parking space
per guest room, plus one space per employee. Under existing conditions, there are 113 parking spaces
within City Parking Lot #3. With implementation of the Project, the total parking supply within the
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reconfigured City Parking Lot #3 would be reduced to 46 parking spaces. However, the Project is
proposing to construct the proposed City Parking Lot #4 south of the UPRR tracks, which would contain
93 parking spaces for a total of 139 parking spaces for the Project. The Project would operate under a
conjunctive parking arrangement which would accommodate parking for hotel guests, hotel employees,
and the general public within the reconfigured City Parking Lot #3 and the proposed City Parking Lot #4.
The Project would provide sufficient parking meeting all City statutory requirements. Further, to ensure
that adequate parking is provided during the construction phase of the Project, the proposed City Parking
Lot #4 would be constructed prior to the commencement of construction of the proposed Hotel and
reconfigured City Parking Lot #3.

Parking demand created by a project need not be considered a significant environmental impact under
CEQA unless it would cause significant secondary effects. While not needed to address a significant
environmental impact of the Project, the Updated Traffic and Parking Study (Appendix J, of this EIR)
assessed two development projects currently proposed in the downtown area in addition to the Project that
could affect parking in the reconfigured City Parking Lot #3 and proposed City Parking Lot #4 during
Project operation. However, since preparation of this study, one of the two projects has been completed
and the other involving the Amtrak track expansion has been shelved (City of Carpinteria, 2025b).
Regardless, per CMC Section 14.54.060, conjunctive use of parking spaces is encouraged, which allows
for the joint use of parking spaces for two or more land uses where the hours of operation and demand for
parking are such that the parking spaces can be used by the individual uses at different times of the day or
week and, therefore, can serve more than one use (City of Carpinteria, 2025c¢). The newly-constructed
700 Linden Project (now called Linden Square) is a mixed-use retail, office, and restaurant development
located on the east side of Linden Avenue between 7th Street and 8th Street. The Linden Square Project
provided 20 parking spaces onsite and has been allocated up to 28 spaces in Parking Lots #3 and #4 for its
patrons’ use.

Based on the parking demand estimates, the Updated Traffic and Parking Study (Appendix J, of this
EIR) concluded that the future weekday parking demand in the reconfigured City Parking Lot #3 and
proposed City Parking Lot #4 is 139 spaces and the future weekend parking demand forecast is 127
spaces. The 139 spaces provided would satisfy parking demand during both Project construction and
operation. Based on the demand study, the proposed spaces would provide no extra spaces on the
weekdays and 12 extra spaces on the weekends (Appendix J, of this EIR). It is noted that the parking
surveys were conducted in August in 2019 on days that accurately reflect busy summer parking
conditions in the City. A less than significant (Class I11) would occur.

Cumulative Impact Analysis

The Project does not conflict with programs, plans, ordinances, and policies addressing the circulation
system —either on the project-level or cumulatively. Conflict with programs, plans, ordinances, and
policies are a possible indicator of an adverse physical impact, but not an environmental impact.
Implementation of the Project would not cumulatively impact the environment provided all policies, rules
and regulations of all relevant governing bodies are adhered to. All cumulative projects in the City would
be required to undergo consistency review with these policies prior to approval. Therefore, the Project’s
impact would be less than cumulatively considerable and a less than significant impact (Class 111)
would occur.
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Vehicle Miles Travelled

Impact 3.14-2: Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3,
subdivision (b)?

Project Impact Analysis

The City does not have adopted analysis methodologies or impact thresholds for evaluating VMT.
Therefore, per the Updated Traffic and Parking Study (Appendix J, of this EIR), the Santa Barbara
County VMT analysis procedures and impact thresholds were utilized for the Project (County of Santa
Barbara, 2020). The County’s VMT analysis procedures include VMT screening criteria for Projects that
would likely reduce VMT in the County or generate a low amount of VMT in comparison to the County
VMT. The Project is located adjacent to the existing Carpinteria Amtrak Station; thus, the Project would
meet the Transit Proximity screening criteria (located within % mile of a major transit stop). The Project
would therefore have a less than significant impact (Class I11) based on County thresholds.

Cumulative Impact Analysis

The Project’s location downtown can be characterized as infill development, and given the land use
context, visitors, employees, and residents would be able to access destinations throughout the downtown
area using non-vehicular modes of transportation. The proposed Hotel would redistribute existing visitor
trips to Santa Barbara County by providing additional lodging options in a location where complementary
uses and destinations are nearby. Implementation of the Project would result in VMT impacts that are not
cumulatively considerable. Applicable cumulative projects in the City would be required to undergo VMT
impact assessments and implement mitigation as necessary prior to approval. As such, a less than
significant (Class 111) would occur.

Increase in Hazards

Impact 3.14-3: Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves
or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Project Impact Analysis

It is anticipated that most traffic accessing proposed City Parking Lot #4 would be oriented to and from
the downtown area north of the UPRR tracks, with very little traffic oriented to the south. Most of the
traffic flows at the driveway would, therefore, be right-turns in and left-turns out (i.e., two cars can fit
prior to the railroad crossing). There is a UPRR rail crossing gate arm located north of the proposed
Linden Avenue driveway. There is sufficient storage space for two vehicles between the stop bar at the
rail crossing arm and the driveway for proposed City Parking Lot #4 that would ensure that a geometric
design hazard would not be introduced.

In addition, it is noted that pedestrians walking to and from the proposed Hotel and proposed City Parking
Lot #4 would utilize the approximately 10-foot wide sidewalk along the western side of Linden Avenue
would need to cross over the railroad tracks This presents an existing safety risk to pedestrians, however,
because railroad crossing arms are located on both the west and east sides of Linden Avenue and are
activated when on-coming trains arrive at the Linden Avenue crossing, the pedestrians traveling on either
the west or east sides of Linden Avenue would be alerted of on-coming train activity. Therefore, the
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existing railroad crossing arms currently provide an adequate safety feature for automobile traffic as well
as existing and future pedestrians traveling along the sidewalk.

The construction and operation of a proposed Hotel on the Project Site in the downtown area would not
result in an incompatible use. Vehicle access to the proposed Hotel on reconfigured City Parking Lot #3
would continue via the existing western access at 5th Street and EIm Avenue. Overall, the Project’s traffic
hazard impacts would be less than significant (Class I11).

Cumulative Impact Analysis

The Project does not increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections), incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment), or adding pedestrian or bicycle travel — either at
the project level or at the cumulative level. Individual projects are reviewed and conditioned for
consistency with City standards, which are designed to avoid such impacts. Therefore, Project traffic
hazard impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable. As such, a less than significant (Class I111)
would occur in this regard.

Inadequate Emergency Access

Impact 3.14-4: Result in inadequate emergency access?

Project Impact Analysis

Vehicle access to the proposed Hotel on reconfigured City Parking Lot #3 would continue via the existing
western access at 5th Street and EIm Avenue. Access to proposed City Parking Lot #4 would be accessed
from Linden Avenue with emergency access only to EIm Avenue. A locked secondary emergency access
gate is proposed at the end of EIm Avenue to provide emergency vehicle access and an emergency
ingress/egress route to the proposed public parking lot and adjacent neighborhood. In addition, the Project
has undergone preliminary review by the Carpinteria Summerland Fire Protection District (CSFPD) to
ensure that conditions involving emergency access are implemented in the design prior to approval
(Appendix I, of this EIR). Conditions include, but are not limited to, the requirement for all access ways
(public or private) to be installed and made serviceable prior to vertical construction or storage of
combustible materials and the requirement that the fire lane is adequately labeled compliant with the
CSFPD Development Standards. With the Project design features and the implementation of the Fire
Protection District’s conditions, potential impacts related to emergency access would be less than
significant (Class I11).

Cumulative Impact Analysis

As discussed above, the Project design features and the implementation of the Fire Protection District’s
conditions would reduce potential emergency access impacts to less than significant. The Project does not
contribute cumulatively to inadequate emergency access in the City. Cumulative projects in the City
would be required to undergo design review and implement design modifications to ensure adequate
emergency access so that impacts are less than significant. Because the Project as well as individual
projects would result in less than significant emergency access impacts, the Project’s impacts would be
less than cumulatively considerable. As such, a less than significant impact (Class 111) would occur in
this regard.
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3.15 Tribal Cultural Resources

This section evaluates potential impacts related to tribal cultural resources that could result from
implementation of the Project. The sections is based on a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search conducted by
the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), consultations between the City and
Native American tribes pursuant to Assembly Bill (AB) 52, as well as the Surf Liner Inn 399 & 499
Linden Avenue Project: Phase 1 Archaeological Resources Report (Archaeological Report), prepared by
Stone Archaeological Consulting (Stone, 2024);. Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15120(d) and
Government Code Section 6254, detailed archaeological information is exempt from public disclosure.
Because the Archaeological Report contains sensitive cultural resource information, it is considered
confidential and therefore cannot be included in a public appendix. A confidential version is on file at the
City. Pursuant to AB 52 and CEQA Guidelines and Government Code Section 6254, tribal consultation
correspondence and materials provided by California Native American tribes are confidential and exempt
from public disclosure. In accordance with these requirements, tribal consultation documents are not
included a public appendix. A confidential version is on file at the City. Native American consultation
documentation that is available for public dissemination (i.e., tribal letters mailed) related to AB 52
consultations is provided in Appendix K, of this EIR.

Comments received in response to the Notice of Preparation for the EIR regarding tribal cultural
resources can be found in Appendix A, of this EIR. Any applicable issues and concerns regarding
potential impacts related to tribal cultural resources as a result of implementation of the Project are
analyzed within this section.

3.15.1 Environmental Setting
Existing Setting

The Project Site consists of the property at 499 Linden Avenue (Assessor’s Parcel Number [APN]: 004-
105-011) and the property at 399 Linden Avenue (APN: 004-105-026). The Project Site is located on the
Carpinteria coastal flood plain south of the Santa Ynez Mountain foothills and approximately 400 meters
(1,300 feet) northeast of the Pacific Ocean. The topography throughout the Project Site is level. The
property at 399 Linden Avenue is currently undeveloped with a decomposed granite pathway running
through the parcel. The property at 499 Linden Avenue is currently developed as City Parking Lot #3
(commonly known as the Amtrak Lot) and a public restroom (Stone, 2024).

Soils within the Project Site are characterized as Camarillo fine sandy loam, fine substratum. The
representative profile is an A topsoil Horizon of fine, sandy loam that generally extends to 7 inches
transitioning to stratified loamy sand to clay loam, that extends to 35 inches. The underlying B Horizon
clay generally extends to 72 inches below surface. Topsoil A Horizons are considered to have formed
during the Holocene geologic time, extending over 10,000 years ago (Stone, 2024).

Archaeologists consider that evidence of prehistoric occupation within the Santa Barbara Channel is
exclusively encountered within and on top of A Horizon soils. Underlying B Horizon soils were formed
in the Pleistocene Age, predating prehistoric occupation in the New World. Evidence of prehistoric
occupation within the Santa Barbara Channel is exclusively encountered within A Horizon topsoils,

Surfliner Inn Project 3.15-1 ESA / D202500099.00
Environmental Impact Report January 2026



3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.15 Tribal Cultural Resources

except for post-depositional movement of artifacts caused by rodent burrowing, that can relocate cultural
materials a minimum of 1.1 meters (3.6 feet) below the ground surface (Stone, 2024).

Prehistoric Setting

The local Santa Barbara County prehistoric chronology is divided into four major periods — Paleoindian,
Early Period, Middle Period, and Late Period. It is generally accepted that humans entered the New
World during the latter part of the Wisconsin glaciation between 40,000 and 20,000 years before present
(B.P.). The earliest unquestioned evidence of human occupation in southern Santa Barbara County is
dated to between 10,000 to 8,000 B.P. Paleoindian groups during this time focused on hunting Pleistocene
megafauna, including mammoth and bison. Plants and smaller animals were undoubtedly part of the
Paleoindian diet as well, and when the availability of large game was reduced by climatic shifts near the
end of the Pleistocene, the subsistence strategy changed to a greater reliance on these resources

(Stone, 2024).

Discussion of the Early, Middle, and Late periods is based on a fairly well-known chronological sequence
developed by Chester King for the Santa Barbara Channel region. Post-Pleistocene changes in climate
and environment are reflected in the local archaeological record by approximately 8,000 B.P., the
beginning of the Early Period, as defined by Chester King. The Early Period of the Santa Barbara
Channel mainland was originally defined by David Banks Rogers, who called it the “Oak Grove” Period.
The diagnostic feature of this period is the mano and metate milling stones, which were used to grind hard
seeds such as sage for consumption. Toward the end of the Early Period, sea mammal hunting appears to
have supplemented subsistence strategies (Stone, 2024).

The Middle Period (3,350 to 800 B.P.) is characterized by larger and more permanent settlements, related
to a generally wetter environment. Materials from Middle Period sites reflect a greater reliance on marine
resources and include marine shells, fish remains, and fishhooks. A major shift in vegetable food
exploitation occurred, as the mano and metate milling stones were replaced by stone mortars and pestles.
This indicates a transition from seed gathering to oak tree acorn gathering and processing, a result of
cooler temperatures and more expansive oak woodland habitats. Toward the end of this period, the plank
canoe was developed, making ocean fishing and trade with the Channel Islands safer and more efficient.
Terrestrial resources continued to be exploited as evidenced by the presence of contracting-stemmed and
corner-notched projectile points from Middle Period sites (Stone, 2024).

The Late Period (800 to 150 B.P. or approximately A.D. 1150 to 1800) was a time of increased social and
economic complexity. The increased number of permanent and semi-permanent villages clustered along
the Santa Barbara Channel and on the Channel Islands, and the diversity of environmental site settings in
which sites have been identified, indicates a substantial increase in prehistoric population. Intensification
of terrestrial as well as marine resources occurred. Acorns continued to be processed, and land mammals
were hunted with the bow and arrow, rather than exclusively by spear. Trade networks, probably
controlled by village chiefs, expanded and played an important part in local Chumash culture, reinforcing
status differences and encouraging craft specialization. Shell beads, found throughout the Early and
Middle Periods, increased in number and variety, related to status and social value (Stone, 2024).
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The protohistoric culture of the Chumash was terminated by the arrival of a Spanish expedition led by
Gaspar de Portola in 1769. Chumash culture changed dramatically with the establishment of the Missions
of Santa Barbara, San Buenaventura, Santa Ynez, and La Purisima (Stone, 2024).

Existing Conditions

Central Coast Information Center Records Search

An archaeological site records and literature search of the California Historical Resources Information
System Central Coast Information Center, Santa Barbara Museum of Natural History, was conducted on
November 30, 2023. The records search identified all recorded archaeological sites and investigations within
the Project Site and a 0.5-mile buffer. No archaeological sites are recorded within the Project Site; however,
one archaeological site (CA-SBA-7, multicomponent, ethnohistoric Chumash village site of Mishopshnow)
is located within the 0.5-mile radius. The site has been subject to numerous archaeological excavations.

Four archaeological investigations have previously been conducted within the Project Site, but these did
not yield the identification of archaeological resources. A total of 29 additional archaeological
investigations have also been conducted within the 0.5-mile radius.

Sacred Lands File Search

The NAHC maintains a confidential SLF which contains sites of traditional, cultural, or religious value to
the Native American community. The NAHC was consulted on November 20, 2023. On December 1, 2023,
the NAHC indicated that the results were positive and provided a list of tribes to contact for information.

Pedestrian Survey

A cultural resources pedestrian survey of the Project Site was conducted on December 2, 2023. All ground
surfaces within the Project Site were intensively inspected by using 2-meter (6-foot) parallel transects.
Shovel scrapes were used to expose the ground surface and improve the overall reliability of the surface
survey. No prehistoric or historic-period cultural materials were identified during the pedestrian survey.
Assembly Bill 52 Tribal Consultation

The City submitted notification and request to consult letters to 11 individuals and organizations on May
23, 2025, pursuant to AB 52. In particular, AB 52 letters were sent by both e-mail and U.S. Postal Service
to the following California Native American tribes and individuals:

e Barbara Lopez, Eleanor Fishburn, Amanda Dobrov, Barbarefio Band of Chumash Indians

e Cultural Resource Committee, Barbarefio/Venturefio Band of Mission Indians

e Julio Quair, Chumash Council of Bakersfield

e Gabe Frausto, Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation

e Violet Walker, Northern Chumash Tribal Council

» Nakia Zavalla, Wendy Teeter, Sam Cohen, Crystal Mendoza, Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians
On May 28, 2025, the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians (Santa Ynez Band or Tribe) reached out to

the City and requested a copy of the Archaeological Report, which the City provided on the same day. The
Tribe formally requested consultation with the City on June 3, 2025. The Tribe indicated to the City that
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the Project Site had the potential to retain buried resources given the presence of two archaeological sites
(CA-SBA-7 and CA-SBA-6) that have been previously recorded in the vicinity of the Project Site. The
Tribe stated that resource CA-SBA-7 had been recorded within a half-mile radius of the Project Site while
CA-SBA-6 had been recorded outside the 0.5-mile radius and not included in the Archaeological Report.
Given the presence of these two resources in the vicinity, the Tribe requested that a qualified archaeologist
(who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for Archaeology) and
tribal representative be present to monitor ground disturbing activities at the Project Site.

The AB 52 Native American notification letters and documentation related to consultations between the
City and the Santa Ynez Band are provided in Appendix K, of this EIR. The City has not received any
other responses from the Native American community.

3.15.2 Regulatory Framework
Federal

There are no federal regulations, plans, or policies applicable to tribal cultural resources relevant to the
Project.

State
Assembly Bill 52

AB 52 was approved on September 25, 2014. The act amended California Public Resources Code (PRC)
Section 5097.94, and added PRC Sections 21073, 21074, 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2, 21082.3, 21083.09,
21084.2, and 21084.3. The primary intent of AB 52 is to involve California Native American Tribes early
in the environmental review process and to establish a category of resources related to Native Americans,
known as tribal cultural resources, that require consideration under CEQA. PRC Section 21074(a)(1) and
(2) defines tribal cultural resources as “sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and
objects with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe” that are either included or determined to
be eligible for inclusion in the California Register or included in a local register of historical resources, or a
resource that is determined to be a tribal cultural resource by a lead agency, in its discretion and supported
by substantial evidence. A tribal cultural resource is further defined by PRC Section 20174(b) as a cultural
landscape that meets the criteria of subdivision (a) to the extent that the landscape is geographically
defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape. PRC Section 20174(c) provides that a historical
resource described in Section 21084.1, a unique archaeological resource as defined in subdivision (g) of
Section 21083.2, or a “nonunique archaeological resource” as defined in subdivision (h) of Section
21083.2 may also be a tribal cultural resource if it conforms with the criteria of subdivision (a).

PRC Section 21080.3.1 requires that, within 14 days of a lead agency determining that an application for
a project is complete, or a decision by a public agency to undertake a project, the lead agency provide
formal notification to the designated contact, or a tribal representative, of California Native American
Tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the project (as defined in
PRC Section 21073) and who have requested in writing to be informed by the lead agency of projects
within their geographic area of concern. Tribes interested in consultation must respond in writing within

1 Public Resources Code, Section 21080.3.1(b) and (c).
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30 days from receipt of the lead agency’s formal notification and the lead agency must begin consultation
within 30 days of receiving the tribe’s request for consultation.?

PRC Section 21080.3.2(a) identifies the following as potential consultation discussion topics: the type of
environmental review necessary; the significance of tribal cultural resources; the significance of the
project’s impacts on the tribal cultural resources; project alternatives or appropriate measures for
preservation; and mitigation measures. Consultation is considered concluded when either: (1) the parties
agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect, if a significant effect exists, on a tribal cultural
resource; or (2) a party, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement
cannot be reached.3

In addition to other CEQA provisions, the lead agency may certify an EIR or adopt a mitigated negative
declaration for a project with a significant impact on an identified tribal cultural resource, only if a
California Native American tribe has requested consultation pursuant to Section 21080.3.1 and has failed
to provide comments to the lead agency, or requested a consultation but failed to engage in the
consultation process, or the consultation process occurred and was concluded as described above, or if the
California Native American tribe did not request consultation within 30 days.4

PRC Section 21082.3(c)(1) states that any information, including, but not limited to, the location,
description, and use of the tribal cultural resources, that is submitted by a California Native American
tribe during the environmental review process shall not be included in the environmental document or
otherwise disclosed by the lead agency or any other public agency to the public without the prior consent
of the tribe that provided the information. If the lead agency publishes any information submitted by a
California Native American tribe during the consultation or environmental review process, that
information shall be published in a confidential appendix to the environmental document unless the tribe
that provided the information consents, in writing, to the disclosure of some or all of the information to
the public.

Confidentiality does not apply to data or information that are, or become, publicly available, are already
in lawful possession of the applicant before the provision of the information by the California Native
American tribe, are independently developed by the applicant or the applicant’s agents or are lawfully
obtained by the applicant from a third party that is not the lead agency, a California Native American
tribe, or another public agency.®

Regional

There are no regional regulations, plans, or policies applicable to tribal cultural resources relevant to the
Project.

2 Public Resources Code, Sections 21080.3.1(d) and 21080.3.1(e)

3 Public Resources Code, Section 21080.3.2(b)

4 Public Resources Code, Section 21082.3(d)(2) and (3)

5 Public Resources Code, Section 21082.3(c)(2)(B).
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Local

There are no local regulations, plans, or policies applicable to tribal cultural resources relevant to the
Project.

3.15.3 Thresholds of Significance

According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, impacts to tribal cultural resources would be
considered significant if the Project would:

« Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource,
defined in 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:

— 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

— Arresource 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 Resources Code Section
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe.

3.15.4 Methodology

The analysis is based on a SLF search conducted by the NAHC, consultations between the City and
Native American tribes pursuant to AB 52, as well as the Archaeological Report. Specifically, the City
submitted notification and request to consult letters to Native American individuals and organizations and
conducted follow-up Native American consultation.

3.15.5 Impact Analysis
Name of topic to be addressed

Impact 3.15-1: Would the Project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource, defined in 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:

i. 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

ii. 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 Resources
Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe.
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Project Impact Analysis

As discussed in the Archaeological Report, no known prehistoric archaeological resources were identified
within the Project Site. However, a village site (CA-SBA-7; a multicomponent ethnohistoric village site)
is located within the 0.5-mile radius. The SLF search conducted through the NAHC indicated that the
Project Site was positive for known resources in the SLF database. In accordance with AB 52, the City
submitted notification and request to consult letters to 11 individuals and organizations on May 23, 2025.
The Santa Ynez Band requested formal consultation with the City on June 3, 2025.

During consultations with the City, the Tribe indicated that the Project Site had the potential to retain
buried resources given the presence of two archaeological sites (CA-SBA-7 and CA-SBA-6) that have
been previously recorded in the vicinity of the Project Site. The Tribe stated that resource CA-SBA-7 had
been recorded within a half-mile radius of the Project Site while CA-SBA-6 had been recorded outside
the 0.5-mile radius and not included in the Archaeological Report. Given the presence of these two
resources in the vicinity, the Tribe requested that a qualified archaeologist (who meets the Secretary of
the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for Archaeology) and tribal representative be present
to monitor ground disturbing activities at the Project Site.

No known tribal cultural resources, as defined in PRC Sections 21074(a)(1), or resources determined by
the City in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence to be significant pursuant to PRC
Section 5024.1, have been identified within the Project Site as a result of AB 52 consultations, or as a
result of the SLF search through the NAHC and the SCCIC.

However, due to the Project Site being located in the vicinity of two archaeological sites, the Project Site
appears to have a moderate to high potential for encountering previously unknown tribal cultural
resources during construction. As a result, there is potential that the Project could cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource as described in PRC Section 21084.2.
Accordingly, impacts on tribal cultural resources are considered potentially significant, and mitigation
measures are provided below.

Mitigation Measures

MM-TCR-1: Prior to any ground disturbing activities for the Project, the Applicant shall retain a
Native American Monitor approved by the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians (Santa Ynez
Band or Tribe). The Native American Monitor shall be present during the following construction
activities that have the potential for encountering tribal cultural resources: demolition, pavement
removal, clearing/grubbing, drilling/augering, potholing, grading, trenching, excavation, tree
removal, or other ground disturbing activity associated with the Project (collectively “ground
disturbing activities™). Prior to commencement of ground disturbing activities, a Tribal Cultural
Resources Sensitivity Training session shall be held for those construction personnel who will be
directly involved in the ground disturbing activities. The training session shall be carried out by
the Native American Monitor and shall focus on how to identify tribal cultural resources that may
be encountered during ground disturbing activities and the procedures to be followed in such an
event. Full-time monitoring may be reduced to part-time inspections, or ceased entirely, if
determined appropriate by the Native American Monitor in the event there appears to be little to
no potential for impacting tribal cultural resources. Native American monitoring shall conclude
no later than conclusion of ground disturbing activities.
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MM-TCR-2: The Native American Monitor shall complete daily monitoring logs that provide
descriptions of the relevant ground-disturbing activities, the type of construction activities
performed, locations of ground-disturbing activities, soil types, cultural-related materials, and any
other facts, conditions, materials, or discoveries of significance to the Santa Ynez Band. Monitor
logs shall identify and describe any discovered tribal cultural resources, including but not limited
to, Native American cultural and historical artifacts, remains, places of significance, etc., as well
as any discovered Native American (ancestral) human remains and burial goods. Copies of
monitor logs shall be provided to the Applicant upon written request to the Tribes. The Applicant
shall not be deemed to be out of compliance with this measure if the Native American Monitor
fails to complete or submit any such monitoring logs.

MM-TCR-3: In the event of a discovery of potential tribal cultural resources at the Project Site,
the Qualified Archaeologist (who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications
Standards for Archaeology) identified in Mitigation Measure MM-CUL-1 (after consultation with
the Native American Monitor) shall have the authority to temporarily divert, redirect, or halt
ground-disturbance activities to allow identification, evaluation, and potential recovery of such
potential resources. After consulting with the Native American Monitor and the Applicant, the
Qualified Archaeologist shall establish an appropriate buffer area in accordance with industry
standards, reasonable assumptions regarding the potential for additional discoveries in the
vicinity, and safety considerations for those making an evaluation and potential recovery of the
discovery. This buffer area shall be established around the find where ground-disturbing activities
shall not be allowed to continue. Work shall be allowed to continue outside of the buffer area.

Within three (3) business days of such discovery, a meeting shall take place between the
Qualified Archaeologist, the Santa Ynez Band, the Applicant, and the City to discuss the
significance of the find and whether it qualifies as a tribal cultural resource pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 21074(a). If, as a result of the meeting and after consultation with the
Tribe and the Qualified Archaeologist, the City determines, based on substantial evidence, that
the resource is in fact a tribal cultural resource, the Qualified Archaeologist shall develop a
reasonable and feasible treatment plan, with input from the Tribe as necessary, and with the
concurrence of the City’s Community Development Department Director. The treatment
measures in the treatment plan shall be in compliance with any applicable federal, State, or local
laws, rules, or regulations. The treatment plan shall also include measures regarding the curation
of the recovered resources.

The Applicant may recommence ground disturbance activities inside of the specified radius of the
discovery site only after it has complied with all of the recommendations developed and approved
pursuant to the process set forth in the above paragraphs. The recovered Native American
resources may be placed in the custody of the Tribe, who may choose to use them for their
educational purposes, or they may be curated at a public, non-profit institution with a research
interest in the materials. If neither the Tribe nor an institution accepts the resources, they may be
donated to a local school or historical society in the area for educational purposes.

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation

With the implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-TCR-1 through MM-TCR-3, impacts to tribal
cultural resources would be less than significant with mitigation (Class I1).

Cumulative Impact Analysis

As demonstrated above, prior to mitigation, the Project would have a potentially significant impact on
tribal cultural resources even though there are no resources listed or determined eligible for listing, on the
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national, State, or local register of historical resources, and the Lead Agency determined that no resources
were identified during AB 52 tribal consultation that are eligible for listing under the criteria in PRC
Section 5024.1(c). This significant impact finding is due to the potential to encounter tribal cultural
resources at depth during construction. This potential exists due to the Project Site being located in the
vicinity of two archaeological sites.

As with the Project, each related project would also be required to engage in AB 52 consultation with
Native American tribes in order to identify any tribal cultural resources that could potentially be impacted
by the related project and to address potentially significant impacts, if identified. The related projects may
require mitigation similar to that applicable to the Project, especially if those related projects are in areas
of heightened sensitivity similar to the Project Site.

Accordingly, in light of the Project’s mitigation measures and similar anticipated mitigation requirements
for Projects in areas of heightened sensitivity, the Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to tribal cultural resource impacts with the implementation of Mitigation Measures TCR-
MM-1 through TCR-MM-3. A less than significant impact with mitigation (Class 1) would occur in
this regard.

3.15.6 References

Stone, David. 2024. Phase 1 Archaeological Resources Report, Surfliner Inn. 399 & 499 Linden Avenue,
Carpinteria, California, APNs 004-105-011 and 004-105-026. Prepared for 499 Linden Managers,
LLC. Prepared by Stone Archaeological Consulting, January 2024.
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3.16 Utilities and Service Systems

This section evaluates potential impacts related to utilities and service systems that could result from
implementation of the Project. The section provides context regarding the utilities that are currently in
place to provide water, wastewater treatment, stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, and
telecommunications services to the Project Site and the City. This section also discusses relevant federal,
State, regional and local regulations and programs that are applicable to the Project.

Comments received in response to the Notice of Preparation for the EIR regarding utilities and service
systems can be found in Appendix A, of this EIR. Any applicable issues and concerns regarding potential
impacts related to utilities and service systems as a result of implementation of the Project are analyzed
within this section.

The existing conditions in this section are based, in part, from such documents as the 2020 Carpinteria
Valley Urban Water Management Plan (2020 UWMP), CalRecycle, the Carpinteria General Plan/Coastal
Land Use Plan (GP/CLUP), and other publicly accessible documents and websites.

3.16.1 Environmental Setting

Existing Conditions

Water
Water Supplies and Sources

The Carpinteria Valley Water District (CVWD) is the water purveyor for the entire Carpinteria Valley,
including the City and the Project Site, and the service area encompasses approximately 8,912 acres.
CVWD water supplies originate from Cachuma Lake, the State Water Project (SWP), and the Carpinteria
Groundwater Basin (Basin). Per the 2020 UWMP, the CVWD provided its service area with a total of
4,105 acre-feet of water supplies in 2020, which sufficiently met the City service area total water demand
(CVWD, 2021). Local groundwater, Cachuma Lake surface water, and SWP surface water, and recycled
water for potable reuse are anticipated to be the primary water supplies through 2045.

Table 3.16-1, Projected Normal Water Year Supply and Demand 2025-2045, as included in the 2020
UWMP, indicates that total water supplies available in normal water-years is projected to be 4,586 acre-
feet (AF) for 2025 and 5,586 AF for the period 2030 to 2045. Total water demands are projected to be
4,111 to 4,530 acre-feet per year (AFY) for the period 2025 to 2045. Table 3.16-1 indicates that CVWD
will have an estimated net positive supply ranging from approximately 475 AFY in 2025 to
approximately 1,416 AFY in 2030 and 1,056 in 2045. Thus, no deficit is expected during normal water-
years.

Table 3.16-2, Projected Single Dry Water Year Supply and Demand 2025-2045, indicates that total water
supplies available in single dry water-years is projected to be 4,280 AF for the period 2025 and 4,719 AF
by 2045. CVWD is expected to have an estimated water supply equal to or greater than water demand
from 2025 to 2045. A small surplus is seen in 2030, when potable reuse supplies (recycled water) become
available.
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Table 3.16-3, Projected Multiple Dry Water Years Supply and Demand 2025-2045, shows the projected
supply totals, demands, and differences (surplus or shortages) under five consecutive dry years for the
planning period. In the first dry year of the multiple dry water-year assessment, CVWD is projected to
have between 4,280 and 4,719 AFY of water. In the second dry year, CVWD would have between 4,578
AFY and 5,047 AFY of supplies and would need to use supplemental water in all years. During the third
dry year, CVWD would have between 4,274 to 4,712 AFY of supplies. Supplemental water would be
used in the third dry year under the 2025 scenario but not used in any of the other planning years.
Demand is expected to decrease in the third dry year because CVWD assumes drought messaging would
be implemented and conservation would occur, consistent with the 2012-2016 reference period. In the
fourth dry year, CVWD’s supplies are projected to range from 3,905 AFY to 4,306 AFY, and
supplemental water used in the 2025 and 2045 scenarios. Similarly, the fifth dry year, the CVWD’s
supplies are projected to range from 3,637 AFY to 4,010 AFY, and supplemental water used in the 2025
and 2045 scenarios.

TABLE 3.16-1
PROJECTED NORMAL WATER YEAR SUPPLY AND DEMAND 2025-2045
Water Supply Sources 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045
Groundwater! 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200
Cachuma Project2 2,110 2,110 2,110 2,110 2,110
State Water Project3 876 876 876 876 876
Exchange3 400 400 400 400 400
Other*® 0 0 0 0 0

Supply Total 4,586 5,586 5,586 5,586 5,586

Demand Total® 4,111 4,170 4,381 4,452 4,530
Difference’ 475 1,416 1,205 1,134 1,056

Source: CVWD, 2021

1. Current conservative estimate of long term average for District pumping is approximately 1,200 AFY which is consistent with the Basin
sustainable yield of around 4,000 AFY, annual average District groundwater pumping is approximately 1,500 AFY (2016-2020);

2. The District’s current maximum allocation is 2,813 AFY. However, the District anticipates annual delivery may be reduced due to more
competition for this supply, drought, and other factors. For planning purposes, the District is using of a maximum of 2,110 AFY (75 percent of
the allocation; via anticipated reduction of 25 percent) from 2025 to 2045. In addition, the District could use Cachuma Project carryover water if
available.

3. SWP delivery may be 1,256 AFY which represents the most current understanding of the normal water-year yield from the SWP (58% delivery
of max allocation at 2,200 AFY). In addition, the District could use SWP carryover water. The projected SWP value of 876 AFY reflects the
average delivery (1,276 AFY) minus the ID#1 exchange volume of 400 AF. District’s current maximum SWP allocation is 2,200 AFY (includes
200 AFY drought buffer program). However, the District understands that future deliveries will be less than the maximum allocation.

4. The District is currently evaluating potential long-term use of recycled water However; the District understands that future deliveries will be less
than the maximum allocation.

5. The District has banked and utilized 1,000 AFY of State Water Project water. The District anticipates utilizing banking programs in a normal
year.

6. Demand total does not include potential additional reduction of demand of 10 percent for period 2025-2045 utilizing water enhanced demand
management measures for urban and agricultural customers.

7. The difference represents the sum of supplies minus demands. The District desires to maintain a positive supply or contingency of a minimum of
200 to 400 AFY in order to account for unforeseen changes in supplies or demands. In years where supply exceed demand, the District will
reduce groundwater pumping or diversions from Cachuma Project and State Water Project.
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TABLE 3.16-2
PROJECTED SINGLE DRY WATER YEAR SUPPLY AND DEMAND 2025-2045 (AFY)

Water Supply Sources 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045
Groundwater! 2,017 1,200 1,307 1,385 1,455
Cachuma Project? 2,110 2,110 2,110 2,110 2,110
State Water Project3 154 154 154 154 154
Recycled Water? 0 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000

Other® 0 0 0 0 0
Supply Total 4,281 4,464 4,571 4,649 4,719
Demand Total & 4,281 4,345 4,571 4,649 4,719

Difference ’ 0 119 0 0 0

Source: CVWD, 2021
Notes:

1. The District anticipates that pumping could be increased up to the operational yield of 2,800 AFY to offset demands in a shortage condition.
Current conservative estimate of long-term average for District pumping is approximately 1,200 AFY which is consistent with the Basin
sustainable-yield of 4,000 AFY; annual average District groundwater pumping is approximately 1,500 AFY (2016-2020, a dry period).

2. The District's current maximum allocation is 2,813 AFY. However, the District anticipates annual delivery may be reduced due to more
competition for this supply, drought, and other factors. For planning purposes, the District is using of a maximum of 2,110 AFY (75 percent of
the allocation; via anticipated reduction of 25 percent) from 2025 to 2045. In addition, the District could use Cachuma Project carryover water.

3. Projected SWP delivery is 154 AFY which represents the most current understanding of the single dry water- year yield from the SWP (7%
delivery of maximum allocation at 2,200 AFY). In addition, the District could use SWP carryover water if available. District’s current maximum
SWP allocation is 2,200 AFY (includes 200 AFY drought buffer program). However, the District understands that future deliveries will be less
than the maximum allocation. The District anticipates no exchange with the ID#1 in a single dry water-year.

4. The District is currently planning for the potential long-term use of recycled water. Conservative estimate assumes 1,000 AF of recycled water
will be available annually for indirect potable reuse starting in 2026.

5. The District has banked and utilized 1,000 AFY of State Water Project water. However, the District anticipates that accessing water in banking
programs between 2025 and 2045 will be considered as the final option before purchasing supplemental water.

6. Does not include potential additional reduction of demand of 10 percent for period 2020-2040 utilizing water enhanced demand management
measures for urban and agricultural customers.

7. The difference represents the sum of supplies minus demands. The District desires to maintain a positive supply or contingency of a minimum of
200 to 400 AFY in order to account for unforeseen changes in supplies or demands.

TABLE 3.13.1-3
PROJECTED MULTIPLE DRY WATER YEARS SUPPLY AND DEMAND 2025-2045

Year 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045
Supply Total1:2:3:45 4,280 4,345 4,571 4,648 4,719
1 Demand Total® 4,280 4,345 4,571 4,648 4,719
Difference’ 0 0 0 0 0
Supply Totall:2:3:45 4,578 4,647 4,888 4,972 5,047
2 Demand Total® 4,578 4,647 4,888 4,972 5,047
Difference’ 0 0 0 0 0
Supply Totall:2:3:45 4,274 4,338 4,338 4,641 4,712
3 Demand Total® 4,274 4,338 4,563 4,641 4,712
Difference’ 0 0 0 0 0
Supply Totall:2:3:45 3,905 3,964 4,170 4,241 4,306
4 Demand Total® 3,905 3,964 4,170 4,241 4,306
Difference’ 0 0 0 0 0
Supply Total1:2:3:45 3,637 3,691 3,883 3,949 4,010
5 Demand Total® 3,637 3,691 3,883 3,949 4,010
Difference’ 0 0 0 0 0
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Year 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045

Note: CVWD, 2021. All values in AFY and rounded

1. Maximum groundwater production is 2,800 AFY. Current conservative estimate of long term average for District pumping is approximately 1,200
AFY which is consistent with the Basin sustainable-yield of 4,000 AFY; the District anticipates that pumping could be increased up to the
operational yield of 2,800 AFY to offset demands and would be used more in the later dry years, when carry-over storage from surface water is
depleted.

2. Projected Cachuma Project delivery is 0 to 2,110 AFY for future years. The District’s current maximum allocation is 2,813 AFY. However, the
District anticipates annual delivery may be reduced due to more competition for this supply, drought, and other factors. For planning purposes,
the District is using of a maximum of 2,110 AFY (75 percent of the allocation; via anticipated reduction of 25 percent) from 2025 to 2045.

3. Projected SWP delivery ranges from 134 AFY to 317 AFY, which is based on a conservative estimate of both SWP availability and demands
that cannot be met with District’s local supplies. Current maximum SWP allocation is 2,200 AFY (includes 200 AFY drought buffer). However,
the District understands that future deliveries will be less than the maximum allocation.

4. The District is currently planning for the potential long-term use of recycled water. Conservative estimate assumes 1,000 AF of recycled water
will be available annually for indirect potable reuse starting by 2026.

5. The District has banked and utilized 1,000 AFY of State Water Project water. The District anticipates utilizing banking programs again between
2020 and 2045. Historically, the District has also been able to purchase supplemental water from CMWD and other State Water Contractors.

6. Does not include potential additional reduction of demand of 10 percent for period 2025-2045 utilizing water enhanced demand management
measures for urban and agricultural customers but does assume some demand conservation in response to drought restrictions.

7. The difference represents the sum of supplies minus demands. The District desires to maintain a positive supply or contingency of a minimum
of 200 to 400 AFY in order to account for unforeseen changes in supplies or demands.

Source: CVWD, 2020 Urban Water Management Plan.

The District currently participates in two “out of District storage programs”. The first program includes a
cooperative arrangement for groundwater banking called “Short-Term Water Storage Partnership”
(Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District and Irvine Ranch Water District), which the District has
participated in since 2008. This program involves storage of SWP water in the groundwater basins
managed by the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District. The second program involves the District
temporarily storing SWP carryover water in San Luis Reservoir. The groundwater banking program and
storage in San Luis Reservoir are two programs made available to increase overall SWP supply reliability.
Currently, the District has approximately 560 AF of deliverable water stored in these two out of District
storage programs. Implementation of a portion of these arrangements, or any future potential water
storage or banking arrangements, can reasonably be expected to provide up to 1,000 AF of supply in
future dry years, and the District anticipates increasing this out of District storage amount between 2021
and 2045.

In addition, in the event of a water supply shortage, CVWD has the ability to implement its Water
Shortage Contingency Plan (WSCP), which requires water response actions to six water shortage stages,
which correspond to progressively severe water shortage conditions (up to 10 percent, 20 percent, 30
percent, 40 percent, 50 percent, and greater than 50 percent shortage) as compared to the normal
reliability condition. The following six (6) Stages list the shortage response actions:

e Stage 1 (Up to 10 percent) — Limit landscape irrigation, restrict water use for decorative features,
repair leaks and malfunctions, prohibit water use for washing vehicles and hard surfaces.

e Stage 2 (Up to 20 percent) — Limit landscape irrigation to no more than three days per week, prohibit
irrigation of turf or landscapes during and 24 hours following a measurable rainfall, implement water
use efficiency devices for residential and ClI, restrict water use for decorative features, repair leaks
and malfunctions within 72 hours of notification, prohibit water use for washing vehicles and hard
surfaces, restrict water use for recreational purposes.

e Stage 3 (Up to 30 percent) — Limit landscape irrigation to no more than two days per week, prohibit
irrigation of turf or landscapes during and 48 hours following a measurable rainfall, implement
water use efficiency devices for residential and ClI, restrict water use for decorative features, repair
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leaks and malfunctions within 72 hours of notification, and prohibit water use for washing vehicles
and hard surfaces.

e Stage 4 (Up to 40 percent) — Prohibit all landscape irrigation to no more than one day per week, prohibit
irrigation of turf or landscapes during and 48 hours following a measurable rainfall, prohibit watering of
turf, implement water use efficiency devices for residential and ClI, restrict water use for decorative
features and recreational purposes, repair leaks and malfunctions within 48 hours of notification,
prohibit water use for washing vehicles and hard surfaces, consider a moratorium of new meters.

e Stage 5 (Up to 50 percent) — Prohibit all landscape irrigation to no more than one day per week, prohibit
irrigation of turf or landscapes during and 48 hours following a measurable rainfall, prohibit watering of
turf, implement water use efficiency devices for residential and CII, restrict water use for decorative
features and recreational purposes, repair leaks and malfunctions within 48 hours of notification,
prohibit water use for washing vehicles and hard surfaces, consider a moratorium of new meters.

e Stage 6 (50 percent or greater shortage) — Prohibit all landscape irrigation to no more than one day
per week, prohibit irrigation of turf or landscapes during and 48 hours following a measurable
rainfall, prohibit watering of turf, implement water use efficiency devices for residential and CIl,
restrict water use for decorative features and recreational purposes, repair leaks and malfunctions
within 48 hours of natification, prohibit water use for washing vehicles and hard surfaces, consider a
moratorium of new meters, consider a water budget.

Groundwater

The CVWD serviced area overlays the Carpinteria Groundwater Basin (DWR Basin No. 3-018), a
relatively large groundwater aquifer, that extends beyond the Ventura County line on the east, to Toro
Canyon on the west, from the foothills of Santa Ynez Mountains to the north, and extending offshore to
the southwest for over a mile. The Basin includes approximately 16.6 square miles of surface area and
multiple water bearing zones (CVWD, 2021). Groundwater supplies from the Carpinteria Groundwater
Basin are generally reliable and resilient to drought conditions, though groundwater levels must be
managed to avoid seawater intrusion. In addition, CVWD currently participates in two “out of District
storage programs”, which includes a cooperative arrangement for groundwater banking called “Short-
Term Water Storage Partnership” allowing CVWD to store SWP water in the groundwater basins
managed by the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District. The second program involves the District
temporarily storing SWP carryover water in San Luis Reservoir. The groundwater banking program and
storage in San Luis Reservoir are two programs made available to increase overall SWP supply reliability.
Potential maximum short-term extraction of groundwater by CVWD is 3,000 AFY, while the long-term
average (sustainable-yield) will be approximately 1,200 AFY, which is consistent with the Basin’s
sustainable-yield.

Recycled Water

Acceptable uses of recycled water include irrigating crops, parks, and golf courses, as well as water
needed for groundwater recharge, industrial processes, power plants, firefighting, and other similar uses,
depending on quality of the recycled water. CVWD does not currently produce or use recycled water.
CVWD is in the process of implementing a potable reuse project to meet future water demands and is not
currently considering development of non-potable recycled water supplies. Increased use of recycled
water for non-potable uses could reduce the CVWD’s reliance on SWP and Lake Cachuma supplies and
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reduce use of local groundwater supplies. CVWD intends to maximize the volume of recycled water for
potable reuse and therefore is not planning to produce non-potable recycled water in the future.

Water Infrastructure

CVWD currently provides potable water service to the Project Site. There is an existing water line in 5
Street and Linden Avenue. Additionally, a water meter is located along the sidewalk of 5" Street and a
water valve along the sidewalk of Linden Avenue. There is a fire hydrant located across 5™ Street across
the Project Site, and another fire hydrant at the intersection of 5" Street and EIm Avenue, generally within
the central portion of the Project Site.

Desalination

Use of desalinated water could aid in offsetting the District’s reliance on their other available water
supplies during drought periods and allow for their more efficient management. Seawater desalination
options potentially available to the District include:

e Construct a new seawater desalination facility within or adjacent to the District’s service area
e Participate in the City of Santa Barbara’s desalination project

e Participate in a desalination facility outside of Santa Barbara County and receive water by exchange.

The City of Santa Barbara reactivated the Charles E. Meyer Desalination Plant in 2017 in response to the
recent historic drought. The plant can provide a supply of up to 3,125 AFY. At present, the District does

not plan to purchase water from the City of Santa Barbara ocean desalination facility because costs of the
desalinated water exceed costs of the District’s other water supplies. The District does not currently have
plans to construct a desalination treatment plant nor purchase desalinated water from any agency.

Wastewater

Wastewater collection and treatment services are managed by the Carpinteria Sanitary District (CSD).
This community-wide service agency has the obligation of operating and maintaining this system for the
transmission, treatment and disposal of sewage generated within this area. CSD is also responsible for
providing treatment to the level necessary to meet various discharge requirements set by the Regional
Water Quality Control Board and other state and federal agencies. Currently, service is provided to areas
both within and outside the corporate limits of the City. Sewage generated in this area is conveyed
through district lines to the treatment facility located between Olive and Oak Avenues, south of 6th Street
and adjacent to the Union Pacific Railroad.

The collection system includes 4 miles of force mains as well as gravity lines. The predominant pipe
material is vitrified clay pipe, accounting for approximately 78 percent of the collection system's total
length. The average age of the collection system is approximately 40-50 years. These facilities convey
wastewater to the CSD’s wastewater treatment plant located between Olive and Oak Avenues, south of
6th Street and adjacent to the Union Pacific Railroad, which has a throughput capacity of approximately
2.5 million gallons per day (MGD) (City of Carpinteria, 2025).
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Stormwater Infrastructure

The existing storm drain is located along 5" Street and Linden Avenue. The Project would maintain
existing drainage patterns and continue to run from south to north . The City and County have the legal
authority to ensure implementation of all Stormwater Management Plan provisions through the
comprehensive land use policy and development review process. As a regulated small MS4, the City and
the County are subject to National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase 11
requirements for stormwater pollution control. Project flows will outlet mainly into the gutter of 5" Street
through a system of parkway culverts. Onsite runoff will sheet flow from roof drains into an underground
storm drain system that collects flow and then routes to a diversion manhole that divides water quality
flows from high flows (Appendix G, of this EIR).

Flooding in the Carpinteria planning area is generally produced by winter storms occurring between
December and March. Several local streams that discharge into the Pacific Ocean cross through the
planning area, including Carpinteria Creek, Santa Monica Creek, Franklin Creek, Arroyo Paredo, and
Toro Canyon Creek. The Carpinteria, Santa Monica, and Franklin Creeks have been channelized by the
Santa Barbara County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
and the U.S. Soil Conservation Service. The Santa Barbara County Flood Control Engineer has
determined that lands above 250 feet elevation in the Carpinteria area would be free from flood hazard in
the area of the channelized creeks.

The Federal Emergency Management Agency has established National Flood Insurance Rate Maps, which
designate flood zones for the Carpinteria planning area. The maps were last updated for Carpinteria and
adjacent areas in September of 1985. Areas within the 100-year flood zone include:

e areas adjacent to Santa Monica, Franklin, and Carpinteria Creeks;
» the northwest corner of the City; along Highway 101 between Franklin and Carpinteria Creeks;
» areas along the Pacific Ocean coastline; and

e thearea east of the El Estero Marshland, west of Linden Avenue and south of the Union Pacific
Railroad.

Winter storms also bring high ocean tides and waves that annually threaten structures adjacent to the City
beach between Linden Avenue and Ash Avenue along Sandyland Avenue. The City has received a permit
to annually build a sand berm during winter months to protect the structures and improvements on private

property.
Solid Waste

Solid waste produced in the City is collected by E.J. Harrison and Sons, Inc., located in Ventura. E.J.
Harrison and Sons, Inc. provides solid waste collection and disposal for all residential, commercial, and
industrial areas in the City. Once collected, the solid waste is transported to the Gold Coast Material
Recovery Facility and the residual is ultimately deposited in the Simi Valley Landfill or the Toland Road
Landfill. Recyclable materials such as glass, cardboard, and plastics are separated from solid waste at the
Gold Coast Material Recovery Facility. Collected green waste materials are transported to Agromin, an
Oxnard-based company that recycles organic material for uses such as agriculture and landscaping.
Table 3.16-4, Solid Waste Facility, describes permitted and active disposal facilities for the Project Site.
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TABLE 3.16-4
SoLID WASTE FACILITY

Maximum Permitted

Remaining Capacity Daily Capacity Final
Solid Waste Facility!  Distance from Project Site  (Million Cubic Yards) (Cubic Yards) Operation Year
Simi Valley Landfill 42 miles southeast 79,783,835 119,600,000 2063
Toland Road Landfill 40 miles east 7,600,000 30,000,000 2033

Source: CalRecycle, Simi Valley Landfill, 2020; CalReycle, Toland Road Landfill, 2021.

Electric Power

Electrical service is provided to the City by Southern California Edison (SCE). As the City builds out,
SCE will be able to provide additional services as needed. The City is heavily dependent on a few key
transmission lines. The 220-kilovolt lines going through the Santa Ynez mountains provide most of the
City’s electricity, while 66-kilovolt lines along different routes provide the remainder.

Natural Gas

The Southern California Gas Company is the only supplier of natural gas to the City. A franchise fee is
paid by the Gas Company to supply the City’s gas needs. The Gas Company currently services the City
and will service the outer areas as needed. The Southern California Gas Company can easily supply
natural gas to the outer Planning Area for residential, commercial, and industrial use. In as much as the
City is not expected to develop heavy industrial uses, new demand for more natural gas is not expected
during the life of the GP/CLUP. The Project would be all electric. Therefore, no further discussion of
natural gas is required.

Telecommunications

General Telephone Electric has historically provided local phone services and will continue to serve the
City in the future. When the City and its needs expand, the engineering department within General
Telephone Electric will make forecasts and supply the additional phone services. Underground cables are
more dominant than overhead lines in the City and the California Public Utilities Commission has
deemed that cables should be placed underground. There are existing overhead lines in the City that were
put up 25 to 30 years ago. Many of these aerials are being replaced with underground cables if the cables
are old and replacement is needed, or with new construction. All new development is required as a
condition of approval to underground all utilities. The City is served by two cable internet providers, Cox
Communications and Frontier Communications, as well as T-Mobile’s 5G service, all of which offer
residential internet access to most City residents. Cox Cable, DirecTV, and Dish are the only cable
television franchise companies currently supplying the City with cable television services. When new
development occurs, further cable television hookups are anticipated to be made available if requested.

1 CalRecycle (California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery). “Solid Waste Information System (SWIS)
Home.” https://www?2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/Site/Search. Accessed May 2025.
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3.16.2 Regulatory Framework

Federal
Water

There are no federal regulations, plans, or policies applicable to water relevant to the Project.

Wastewater
Federal Clean Water Act (33 USC Sections 1251, et seq.)

The Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) forms the national foundation for the management of water quality
and the control of pollution discharges; it provides the legal framework for several water quality
regulations, including the NPDES, effluent limitations, water quality standards, pretreatment standards,
anti-degradation policy, nonpoint-source discharge programs, and wetlands protection. U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency has delegated the responsibility for administration of portions of the
CWA to State and regional agencies. In California, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)
administers the NPDES permitting program and is responsible for developing NPDES permitting
requirements. The SWRCB works in coordination with the Regional Water Quality Control Boards
(RWQCB) to preserve, protect, enhance, and restore water quality.

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System Permits

The NPDES permit system was established in the CWA to regulate both point source discharges (a
municipal or industrial discharge at a specific location or pipe) and nonpoint source discharges (diffuse
runoff of water from adjacent land uses) to surface waters of the United States. For point source
discharges, such as sewer outfalls, each NPDES permit contains limits on allowable concentrations and
mass emissions of pollutants contained in the discharge.

Stormwater
Clean Water Act (CWA)

The CWA was enacted by Congress in 1972 and amended several times since its inception. It is the
primary federal law regulating water quality in the United States and forms the basis for several State and
local laws throughout the country. Its objective is to reduce or eliminate water pollution in the nation’s
rivers, streams, lakes, and coastal waters. The CWA prescribed the basic federal laws for regulating
discharges of pollutants as well as set minimum water quality standards for all waters of the United
States. At the Federal level, the CWA is administered by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. At
the State and regional level, the CWA is administered and enforced by the SWRCB and the RWQCBs.
The State of California has developed a number of water quality laws, rules, and regulations to assist in
the implementation of the CWA and related Federally mandated water quality requirements. In many
cases, the Federal requirements set minimum standards, and the laws, rules, and regulations adopted by
the State and Regional Boards are more restrictive, i.e. more protective of the environment.

Solid Waste

There are no federal regulations, plans, or policies applicable to solid waste relevant to the Project.

Electric Power

There are no federal regulations, plans, or policies applicable to electric power relevant to the Project.
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Telecommunications

There are no federal regulations, plans, or policies applicable to telecommunications relevant to the Project.

State

Water
California Water Plan

The California Water Plan, last updated in 2013, provides a collaborative planning framework for elected
officials, agencies, tribes, water and resource managers, businesses, academia, stakeholders, and the
public to develop findings and recommendations and make informed decisions for California's water
future. The plan, updated every five years, presents the status and trends of California's water-dependent
natural resources; water supplies; and agricultural, urban, and environmental water demands for a range
of plausible future scenarios. The California Water Plan also evaluates different combinations of regional
and statewide resource management strategies to reduce water demand, increase water supply, reduce
flood risk, improve water quality, and enhance environmental and resource stewardship. The evaluations
and assessments performed for the plan help identify effective actions and policies for meeting
California's resource management objectives in the near term and for several decades to come.

Urban Water Management Plan Act

The Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) Act was passed in 1983 and codified as California Water
Code Sections 10610 through 10657. The Act requires “every urban water supplier providing water for
municipal purposes to more than 3,000 customers or supplying more than 3,000 AFY, to prepare and
adopt, in accordance with prescribed requirements, an urban water management plan.” Urban water
suppliers must file these plans with the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) every 5 years
describing and evaluating reasonable and practical efficient water uses, reclamation, and conservation
activities. As required by the Memorandum of Understanding Regarding Urban Water Conservation in
California and Assembly Bill (AB) 11, the 2005 UWMP Act incorporated water conservation initiatives
and a WSCP. The 2020 Urban Water Management Plans for each urban water supplier were due to DWR
onJuly 1, 2021.

California Administrative Code Title 24

California Administrative Code Title 24 contains the California Building Standards, including the
California Plumbing Code (Part 5), which promotes water conservation. Title 20 addresses public utilities
and energy and includes appliance efficiency standards that promote water conservation. In addition, a
number of State laws, listed below, require water-efficient plumbing fixtures in structures:

e Title 20, California Administrative Code, Section 1604(g) establishes efficiency standards that give the
maximum flow rate of all new showerheads, lavatory faucets, sink faucets, and tub spout diverters.

e Title 20 California Administrative Code Section 1606 prohibits the sale of fixtures that do not comply
with established efficiency regulations.

e Title 24, California Administrative Code, Sections 25352(i) and (j) address pipe insulation
requirements, which can reduce water used before hot water reaches equipment or fixtures. Insulation
of water-heating systems is also required.

e Health and Safety Code Section17921.3 requires low-flush toilets and urinals in virtually all buildings.
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Senate Bill 610, Senate Bill 221, and Senate Bill 7

Two of the State laws addressing the assessment of water supply necessary to serve large-scale
development projects, Senate Bill (SB) 610 and SB 221, became effective January 1, 2002. SB 610,
codified in Water Code Sections 10910-10915, specifies the requirements for Water Supply Assessments
(WSAS) and their role in the CEQA process, and defines the role UWMPs play in the WSA process. SB
610 requires that, for projects subject to CEQA that meet specific size criteria, the water supplier prepare
WSA s that determine whether the water supplier has sufficient water resources to serve the projected
water demands associated with the projects. SB 610 provides specific guidance regarding how future
supplies are to be calculated in the WSAs where an applicable UWMP has been prepared. Specifically, a
WSA must identify existing water supply entitlements, water rights, or water service contracts held by the
public water system, and prior years’ actual water deliveries received by the public water system. In
addition, the WSA must address water supplies over a 20-year period and consider normal, single-dry,
and multiple-dry year conditions. In accordance with SB 610, projects for which a WSA must be prepared
are those subject to CEQA that meet any of the following criteria:

* Residential developments of more than 500 dwelling units;

e Shopping centers or business establishments employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than
500,000 sf of floor space;

e Commercial office buildings employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 250,000 sf of
floor space;

e Hotels, motels, or both, having more than 500 rooms;

< Industrial, manufacturing, or processing plants, or industrial parks planned to house more than 1,000
persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more than 650,000 sf of floor area

e Mixed-use projects that include one or more of the projects specified in this subdivision; or

e Projects that would demand an amount of water equivalent to or greater than the amount of water
required by a 500-dwelling-unit project. (Water Code Section 912, CEQA Guidelines Section 15155(a)).

The Project does not meet the above criteria, and, therefore, a WSA is not required.

In addition, under SB 610, a water supplier responsible for the preparation and periodic updating of an
UWMP must describe the water supply projects and programs that may be undertaken to meet the total
project water use of the service area. If groundwater is identified as a source of water available to the
supplier, the following additional information must be included in the UWMP: (1) a groundwater
management plan; (2) a description of the groundwater basin(s) to be used and the water use adjudication
rights, if any; (3) a description and analysis of groundwater use in the past five years; and (4) a discussion
of the sufficiency of the groundwater that is projected to be pumped by the supplier.

SB 221 also addresses water supply in the land use approval process for large residential subdivision
projects. However, unlike SB 610 WSAs, which are prepared at the beginning of a planning process, SB
221-required Water Supply Verification is prepared at the end of the planning process for such projects.
Under SB 221, a water supplier must prepare and adopt a Water Supply Verification indicating sufficient
water supply is available to serve a proposed subdivision, or the local agency must make a specific
finding that sufficient water supplies are or will be available prior to completion of a project, as part of the
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conditions for the approval of a final subdivision map. SB 221 specifically applies to residential
subdivisions of 500 units or more. However, Government Code Section 66473.7(i) exempts “...any
residential project proposed for a site that is within an urbanized area and has been previously developed
for urban uses; or where the immediate contiguous properties surrounding the residential project site are,
or previously have been, developed for urban uses; or housing projects that are exclusively for very low
and low-income households.”

SB 7, enacted on November 10, 2009, mandates new water conservation goals for UWMPs, requiring
Urban Water Suppliers to achieve a 20 percent per capita water consumption reduction by the year 2020
statewide, as described in the “20 x 2020” State Water Conservation Plan (California State Water
Resources Control Board 2010). As such, each updated UWMP must now incorporate a description of how
each respective urban water supplier will quantitatively implement this water conservation mandate, which
requirements in turn must be taken into consideration in preparing and adopting WSAs under SB 610.

Senate Bill X7-7 — Water Conservation Act

SB X7-7 (Water Conservation Act of 2009), codified in California Water Code Section 10608, requires
all water suppliers to increase water use efficiency. Enacted in 2009, this legislation sets an overall goal
of reducing per capita urban water use, compared to 2009 use, by 20 percent by December 31, 2020. The
State of California was required to make incremental progress towards this goal by reducing per capita
water use by at least 10 percent on or before December 31, 2015. Monthly statewide potable water
savings reached 25.1 percent in February 2017 as compared to that in February 2013 (State Water
Resources Control Board, 2017a). Cumulative statewide savings from June 2015 through February 2017
were estimated at 22.5 percent (State Water Resources Control Board, 2017b). Following a multi-year
drought and improvements to hydrologic conditions, statewide potable water savings reached 14.7 percent
in August 2017 as compared to August 2013 potable water production (State Water Resources Control
Board, 2017c). As provided in CVWD’s 2020 UWMP, in accordance with SB X7-7, GSWC developed a
final reported 2020 target of 117 gallons per capita per day (GPCD). CVWD’s actual GPCD in 2020 was
112 GPCD, less than the 2020 target (Carpinteria Valley Water District, 2021).

CALGreen Building Code

The California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen Code) (Title 24, Part 11 of the California
Code of Regulations) was developed to enhance the design and construction of buildings, and the use of
sustainable construction practices, through planning and design, energy efficiency, water efficiency and
conservation, material conservation and resource efficiency, and environmental air quality. Recent energy
efficiency improvements to the residential standards include improvements for attics, walls, water
heating, and lighting and standards for residential plumbing fixtures (water closets and urinals) and
fittings (faucets and showerheads) to reduce indoor demand for potable water.

Chapters 4 and 5 of the 2019 CALGreen Code require new development to comply with either a local
water efficient landscape ordinance or DWR’s current Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance,
whichever is more stringent. Both chapters require all residential and nonresidential construction
contractors to reduce construction waste and demolition debris by 65 percent. Code requirements include
preparing a construction waste management plan that identifies the materials to be diverted from disposal
by efficient usage, recycling, reuse on the project, or salvage for future use or sale; determining whether
materials will be sorted on-site or mixed; and identifying diversion facilities where the materials collected
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will be taken. The code also specifies that the amount of materials diverted should be calculated by weight
or volume, but not by both. In addition, the CALGreen Code requires that 100 percent of trees, stumps,
rocks, and associated vegetation and soils resulting primarily from land clearing be reused or recycled.

Wastewater

State Water Resources Control Board Statewide General Waste Discharge Requirements for
Sanitary Sewer Systems

The Statewide General Waste Discharge Requirements for Sanitary Sewer Systems (SWRCB Order No
2006-0003-DWQ) applies to sanitary sewer systems that are greater than one-mile-long and collect or
convey untreated or partially treated wastewater to a publicly owned treatment facility. The goal of Order
No. 2006-0003 is to provide a consistent statewide approach for reducing Sanitary Sewer Overflows
(SSOs), accidental releases of untreated or partially treated wastewater from sanitary sewer systems, by
requiring that:

1. Inthe event of an SSO, all feasible steps must be taken to control the released volume and prevent
untreated wastewater from entering storm drains, creeks, etc.

2. Ifan SSO occurs, it must be reported to the SWRCB using an online reporting system developed by
the SWRCB.

3. All publicly owned collection system agencies with more than one mile of sewer pipe in the State
must develop a Sewer System Management Plan (SSMP), which must be updated every 5 years.

The RCWD Board of Directors adopted RCWD’s first SSMP in March 2008. RCWD updated and
adopted the SSMP in February 2013.

Stormwater
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act establishes the SWRCB and the RWQCB as the principal
State agencies having primary responsibility for coordinating and controlling water quality in California.
The Porter-Cologne Act establishes the responsibility of the RWQCBs for adopting, implementing, and
enforcing water quality control plans (Basin Plans), which set forth the State’s water quality standards
(i.e. beneficial uses of surface waters and groundwater) and the objectives or criteria necessary to protect
those beneficial uses.

Solid Waste
Solid Waste Management and Resource Recovery Act of 1972

The Solid Waste Management and Resource Recovery Act of 1972 is the legislation that addresses solid
waste. The California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB), which was created by this act,
was given broad authority related to solid waste handling, disposal, and reclamation. Under this act, the
CIWMB initially: (1) created a state-solid waste management and resource recovery policy; (2) developed
minimum standards for solid waste handling and disposal; and (3) approved county Solid Waste
Management Plans. The CIWMB was responsible for enforcing the legal provisions dealing with solid
waste management and disposal for protecting the environment and public health and safety.
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California Integrated Waste Management Act (AB 939)

In 1989, the Legislature adopted the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) to
“reduce, recycle, and re-use solid waste generated in the State to the maximum extent feasible.” The term
“integrated waste management” refers to the use of a variety of waste management practices to safely and
effectively handle the municipal solid waste stream with the least adverse impact on human health and the
environment. AB 939 establishes a waste management hierarchy as follows:

e Source Reduction
e Recycling

e Composting

e Transformation

e Disposal

The law also requires that each county prepare a new Integrated Waste Management Plan and each city
prepare a Source Reduction and Recycling Element by July 1, 1991. The Source Reduction and Recycling
Element is required to identify how each jurisdiction will meet the mandatory State waste diversion goal
of 50 percent by the year 2000. AB 939 mandated that California’s 450 jurisdictions (i.e., cities, counties,
and regional waste management compacts) implement waste management programs aimed at a 25 percent
diversion rate by 1995 and a 50 percent diversion rate by 2000. If the 50 percent goal was not met by the
end of 2000, the jurisdiction was required to submit a petition for a goal extension to CalRecycle. Senate
Bill 2202 made a number of changes to the municipal solid waste diversion requirements under AB 939.
These changes included a revision to the statutory requirement for 50 percent diversion of solid waste to
clarify that local governments shall continue to divert 50 percent of all solid waste on and after January 1,
2000. Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, Division 7, Section 17200, et seg., California
Integrated Waste Management Board, includes additional regulations to further implement standards for
solid waste management.

California State Assembly Bill 341

With the passage of AB 341, the governor and the legislature established a policy goal for the State that a
minimum of 75 percent of solid waste must be reduced, recycled, or composted by the year 2020. Since
the passage of AB 939 in 1989, State diversion rates are now equivalent to 65 percent. The statewide
recycling rate is 50 percent, and the beverage container recycling rate is 80 percent. The State provided
strategies to achieve its new 75 percent goal, including moving organics out of the landfill and expanding
recycling/ manufacturing infrastructure.

Electric Power

There are no State regulations, plans, or policies applicable to electric power relevant to the Project.

Telecommunications

There are no State regulations, plans, or policies applicable to telecommunications relevant to the Project.
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Regional
Water

Central Coast Water Authority Urban Water Management Plan Update

As discussed in detail below, the Central Coast Water Authority (CCWA) is a wholesale supplier of urban
water for thirteen water agencies in Santa Barbara County. Based on the water supply planning
requirements imposed on its member agencies and ultimate customers, CCWA has adopted a series of
official reports on the state of its water supplies. As described in further detail below, the CCWA has
developed plans intended to provide solutions that, when combined with the rest of its supply portfolio,
will ensure a reliable long-term water supply for its member agencies, including the City.

CCWA'’s 2020 UWMP (CCWA UWMP) addresses the future of CCWA’s water supplies and demand
through the year 2045 (Central Coast, 2021). Evaluations are prepared for average year conditions, single
dry-year conditions, and multiple dry-year conditions. The analysis for five year drought conditions (i.e.
under the most challenging weather conditions such as drought and service interruptions caused by
natural disasters) is presented in Table 6-5 of the 2020 UWMP. The analysis in the 2020 UWMP
concluded that reliable water resources would be available to continuously meet demand through 2045
(Central Coast, 2021).

CCWA has comprehensive plans for stages of actions it would undertake to address up to a 50-percent
reduction in its water supplies and a catastrophic interruption in water supplies through its Water Surplus
and Drought Management and Water Supply Allocation Plans. CCWA has also developed an Emergency
Storage Requirement to mitigate against potential interruption in water supplies resulting from
catastrophic occurrences within the Southern California region and is working with the State to
implement a comprehensive improvement plan to address catastrophic occurrences that could occur
outside of Santa Barbara County. CCWA is also working with the State on the Delta Risk Management
Strategy to reduce the impacts of a seismic event in the Delta that would cause levee failure and
disruption of SWP deliveries.

Wastewater
There are no regional regulations, plans, or policies applicable to wastewater relevant to the Project.

Stormwater

Santa Barbara County-Wide Integrated Stormwater Resource Plan

The Santa Barbara County-Wide Integrated Stormwater Resource Plan was developed to promote a
watershed-based solution to stormwater and dry weather runoff management and implementation of
treatment through projects that replicate natural hydrology and watershed processes, as well as provide
multiple benefits. This framework for stormwater management provides water quality benefits by
reducing the volume of runoff and associated pollutants entering receiving waters, in addition to
maintaining a healthy watershed and providing other social, community, and environmental benefits.

Solid Waste

There are no regional regulations, plans, or policies applicable to solid waste relevant to the Project.
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Electric Power

There are no regional regulations, plans, or policies applicable to electric power relevant to the Project.

Telecommunications

There are no regional regulations, plans, or policies applicable to telecommunications relevant to the Project.

Local

Water
Carpinteria Valley Water District 2020 Urban Water Management Plan

The CVWD owns and operates five (5) municipal wells with a combined capacity to produce
approximately 3.98 MGD. These wells are located central to the suburban section of Carpinteria. The
UWMP provides information on present and future water supplies and demands and provides an
assessment of the District’s water resource needs.

CVWD’s 2020 UWMP (CVWD UWMP) addresses the future of CVWD*s water supplies and demand
through the year 2045 (CVWD, 2021). Evaluations are prepared for average year conditions, single dry-
year conditions, and multiple dry-year conditions. The analysis for five year drought conditions, i.e. under
the most challenging weather conditions such as drought and service interruptions caused by natural
disasters, is presented in Table 6 of the 2020 UWMP. The analysis in the 2020 UWMP concluded that
reliable water resources would be available to continuously meet demand through 2045 (CVWD, 2021).

CVWD has a six-stage rationing plan to invoke during declared water shortages. Per the 2020 UWMP
guidelines, suppliers are now required to include six standard shortage levels corresponding to
progressive ranges of up to 10, 20, 30, 40, and 50 percent shortages, and greater than 50 percent shortage
compared to the normal reliability condition in their WSCPs. The rationing plan includes voluntary and
mandatory rationing, depending on the causes, severity, and anticipated duration of the water supply
shortage. In 2025, the approximate amount of total potable water demand in the CVWD service area was
4,111 AF. Table 3.13-5, Projected District Total Water Demands (2025-2045 (AFY), illustrates the
District’s projected water demands for 2025 to 2045. Agriculture is projected to be the largest customer
category by volume used (2,093 AF) through 2045. Residential accounts are projected to be the second
largest customer category by volume used (1,257 to 1,567 AFY) through 2045.

City of Carpinteria General Plan/Local Coastal Plan

The Carpinteria General Plan and Coastal Land Use Plan (GP/CLUP) serves as the primary planning
policy for the City. The GP/CLUP was adopted in April 1986 and last updated in 2003. It is currently in
the process of being updated. Goals and policies within the Public Facilities and Services Element, the
Open Space, Recreation and Conservation Element, and the Community Design Element relevant to
utilities and service systems (i.e., water, wastewater, stormwater, solid waste, electric power, and
telecommunications) which would be applicable to the Project are listed below.
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TABLE 3.13-5
PROJECTED DISTRICT TOTAL WATER DEMANDS 2025-2045 (AFY)

Costumer Classification'? 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045
Single Family Residential 793 788 857 855 856
Multi-Family Residential 415 412 448 448 448
Commercial 261 260 282 281 282
Industrial 61 61 61 61 61
Institutional/Governmental 121 121 121 121 121
Landscape 59 57 62 63 64
Agricultural irrigation 2,156 2,220 2,287 2,356 2,426
Water Losses® 245 251 263 267 272

Total Water Use 4,111 4,170 4,381 4,452 4,530

Notes:

1. CVWD, 2020. All values rounded. Some differences may occur due to rounding.

2. Projected total water use includes existing water use and projected water use from potential new development.
New development based on Santa Barbara County Association of Governments forecast for 2025 to 2045
including 0.36 percent per year for 2021-2025, 0.2 percent per year for 2026-2040, and 0.08 percent per year
for 2041-2045, and adjusted for RHNA housing projections. Source: SBCAG, 2019 and 2021.

3. Assumes water losses are 6 percent of total water use, based on average water losses for the last five years.

Source: CVWD, 2021

Public Facilities and Services Element

Objective PF-5: To provide a high quality and broad range of public services, facilities, and utilities
to meet the needs of all present and future residents of the Carpinteria Planning Area.

Policy PF-5b: The City will require proposed new developments to pay a fair share of the cost of
needed public facilities and services. Further, in areas of the City designated for non-residential
use but where residential use may be permitted, the City shall monitor total residential
development and report annually to the School, Fire, Water and Sanitary districts to permit proper
facilities planning by these special districts.

Policy PF-5c: The City will ensure that new development will not adversely impact services and
facilities provided to existing development.

Policy PF-5k: The City shall require proposed developments to demonstrate that adequate water
supply, water systems and sewer facilities are or will be available to serve the project site.

Objective PF-6: To ensure that new development is adequately served by utilities and does not
impact existing service areas in the community.

Policy PF-6a: The ultimate responsibility to ensure that the facilities (including systemwide
improvements) needed to support the project are available at the time that they are needed shall
be that of the sponsor of development projects.

Policy PF-6b: Development projects shall not result in a quantifiable reduction in the level of
public services provided to existing development, nor shall new development increase the cost of
public services provided to existing development.
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Policy PF-6¢: Development projects within Carpinteria shall be required to:

1. Construct and/or pay for the new on-site capital improvements that are required to support the
project;

2. Ensure that all new off-site capital improvements that are required by the project are available
prior to certificate of occupancy;

3. Be phased so as to ensure that the capital facilities that will be used by the new development
are available prior to certificates of occupancy;

4. Ensure that, in the event that public services or off-site capital facilities are impacted prior to
development, the level of service provided to existing development will not be further
impacted by the new development; and

5. Provide for the provision of public services, and shall not increase the cost of public services
provided to existing development.

Open Space, Recreation and Conservation Element
Objective OSC-10: Conserve all water resources, and protect the quality of water.

Policy OSC-10a: Minimize the erosion and contamination of beaches. Minimize the
sedimentation, channelization and contamination of surface water bodies.

Policy OSC-10b: Continue to support water conservation measures to provide an adequate
supply of water to the community. Water conservation may measure as low-flow plumbing
fixtures and drought tolerant landscape plans for new development.

Policy OSC-10c: Degradation of the water quality of groundwater basins, nearby streams or
wetlands, or any other waterbody shall not result from development. Pollutants such as
sediments, litter, metals, nutrients, chemicals, fuels or other petroleum hydrocarbons, lubricants,
raw sewage, organic matter and other harmful waste shall not be discharged into or alongside any
waterbody during or after construction.

Wastewater
City of Carpinteria General Plan/Local Coastal Plan

Please refer above to the objectives and policies under Water that are relevant to all utilities and service
systems which would be applicable to the Project.

Sewer System Management Plan

The SSMP was prepared by the CSD in September 2017. The SSMP provides a plan and schedule to
properly manage, operate, and maintain all components of the sewer sanitary system to help reduce and
prevent SSOs and to mitigate impacts resulting from overflows that do occur.

Stormwater
City of Carpinteria General Plan/Local Coastal Plan

Please refer above to the objectives and policies under Water that are relevant to all utilities and service
systems which would be applicable to the Project.
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City of Carpinteria Watershed Management Ordinance

The City adopted the Stormwater and Urban Runoff Management and Discharge Controls Ordinance to
protect and enhance the water quality of waters of the State and water bodies in a manner pursuant to and
consistent with the Federal CWA:

e To regulate the contribution of pollutants to the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) by
stormwater discharges by any user;

e To prohibit illicit connections and illegal discharges to the MS4;

e To eliminate, to the maximum extent practicable, the discharge of pollutants that would degrade the
water quality of local creeks and streams;

e To reduce stormwater runoff rates and volumes and non-point source pollution whenever possible
through stormwater management controls, and ensuring that these management controls are properly
maintained and pose no threat to public safety; and

e To establish legal authority to impose stormwater management penalties and carry out all inspection,
surveillance and monitoring procedures necessary to ensure compliance with this chapter.

New development and modifications to existing development would require any owner or person
developing real property to identify appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPs) to control the
volume, rate, and potential pollutant load of stormwater runoff from new development and redevelopment
projects as may be appropriate to minimize the generation, transport, and discharge of pollutants. The
owner and/or developer shall comply with the terms, provisions and conditions of such land use
entitlements and building permits as required. These requirements may include a combination of
structural and non-structural BMPs and shall include requirements to ensure the proper long-term
operation and maintenance of these BMPs.

City of Carpinteria Municipal Code (CMC)
Section 15.80.030 Development Impact Fees

A. The following development impact fees are established and imposed on the issuance of all
development permits for development within the city to finance the cost of the following categories of
public facilities and improvements required by new development.

1. General Government Facilities. A development impact fee is established for general government
facilities.

2. Highways and Bridges. A development impact fee is established for highways and bridges.

3. Storm Drain Facilities. A development impact fee is established for storm drain facilities.

4. Traffic Control Facilities. A development impact fee is established for traffic control facilities.

5. Streets and Thoroughfares. A development impact fee is established for streets and thoroughfares.

Section 15.90.190

Section 15.90.190 of the CMC requires project applicants to refer to the City of Carpinteria and/or
Regional Water Quality Control Board for information on any applicable stormwater ordinances and
stormwater management plans.
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Alternative 3 Extended City Parking Lot #3 and Relocated Community Garden
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4. Alternatives

4.4 Impact Assessment

4.4.1 No Project Alternative

Impact Discussion
Aesthetics

As noted in Section 3.1. Aesthetics, of this EIR, the Project would result in a less than significant impact
on aesthetics, including on scenic vistas, state scenic highways, visual character and public views, and
from light and glare.

As the No Project Alternative would not change the Project Site from existing conditions, there would be
less impacts on aesthetics as compared to the Project.

Air Quality

As noted in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of this EIR, the Project would result in a less than significant impact
on air quality, including conflict with an applicable air quality plan, expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations, result in a net increase of a criteria pollutant, or result in odors
impacting a substantial number of people.

As the No Project Alternative would not result in construction or operation of the Project, there would be
less impacts on air quality.

Biological Resources

As noted in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of this EIR, the Project would result in a less than
significant impact with mitigation on sensitive species, including construction resulting in direct and/or
indirect impacts to Cooper’s hawk through the potential removal of active nests from the removal of two
trees which would be mitigated through pre-construction nesting bird surveys and the establishment of
buffers as necessary (Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-1). The Project would result in a less than significant
impact with mitigation from conflict with applicable policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources. Incorporation of mitigation (Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-2) as presented in the Tree
Assessment (Appendix C1) would ensure that impacts to local policies and ordinances would be less than
significant.

As the No Project Alternative would not result in the construction and operation of the Project, there
would be less impacts on biological resources as compared to the Project, as no trees would be removed,
reducing the potential to impact potential nesting birds.

Cultural Resources

As noted in Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, of this EIR, the Project would result in a less than significant
impact on causing a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource. In addition, the
Project would result in less than significant impact with mitigation on impacting an archaeological
resource with implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-CUL-1 through MM-CUL-3, as the Project
Site has a moderate to high potential for encountering buried archaeological resources during ground
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disturbing activities. With implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-CUL-4, the Project would have a
less than significant impact with mitigation on impacting unanticipated human remains.

As the No Project Alternative would not result in construction, there would be less impacts on cultural
resources as compared to the Project as there would be no ground disturbance associated with this
Alternative.

Energy

As noted in Section 3.5, Energy, of this EIR, the Project would result in a less than significant impact on
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources and from conflict with or obstruct a
state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency.

As the No Project Alternative would not result in construction or operation of the Project, there would be
less impacts on energy as compared to the Project.

Geology and Soils

As noted in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils, of this EIR, the Project would result in a less than significant
impact on geologic hazards and paleontological resources.

As the No Project Alternative would not result in construction or operation of the Project, there would be
less impacts from geologic hazards as compared to the Project as no structures would be built that would
expose people to geologic hazards, nor would there be ground disturbance which would have the potential
to impact paleontological resources.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

As noted in Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this EIR, the Project would result in a less than
significant impact through conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. The Project would also have a less than significant impact
related to generating emissions that would have a significant impact on the environment. Construction of
the Project would result in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, which are primarily associated with use of
off-road construction equipment, on-road vendor and haul trucks, and worker vehicles. The analysis of
Project emissions also considers the Project-generated operational GHG emissions from energy sources
(electricity). The evaluation of significance is determined by adding the amortized construction emissions
to the operational emissions and comparing them to the operational threshold, which was determined to
not conflict with any City or Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District significance thresholds
and thus, would result in a less than significant impact.

As the No Project Alternative would not result in construction or operation of the Project, the GHG
emissions would be reduced as compared to the Project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

As noted in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this EIR, the Project would result in a
less than significant impact from hazards and hazardous materials, and no impacts related to wildland
fires. As the No Project Alternative would not result in construction or operation of the Project, the risk
related to exposure to hazards and hazardous materials, a safety hazard or noise hazard from proximity
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to an airport, or the impairment of an adopted emergency response or evacuation plan would be less as
compared to the Project.

As the Project Site is not located within a very high fire hazard severity zone, there would be no change in
impacts as compared to the Project related to exposing people or structures to risks involving wildland fires.

Hydrology and Water Quality

As noted in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this EIR, the Project would result in a less than
significant impact on hydrology and water quality. Implementation of applicable best management
practices (BMPs) including physical barriers to prevent erosion and sedimentation, construction of
sedimentation basins, limitations on work periods during storm events, use of infiltration swales,
protection of stockpiled materials, and a variety of other measures would substantially reduce the
potential for impacts to surface and groundwater quality from occurring during construction. The Project
would increase the amount of impervious surfaces when compared to current conditions, which would
increase stormwater flows. However, the Project would incorporate Low Impact Development (LID)
measures including the use of permeable surfaces for portions of the new and reconfigured parking areas
and the installation of underground retention chambers to treat and limit storm water discharge from the
Project Site. As calculated in the Drainage Study (Appendix H) for the Project, the post-construction
runoff from the Project Site would be less than existing conditions.

Although the No Project Alternative would result in no construction and therefore less impacts related to
water quality and drainage in the construction phase as compared to the Project, it would result in
incrementally greater impacts to water quality and drainage as compared to the Project since the existing
conditions does not include BMP or LID measures to treat and limit storm water discharge from the
Project Site.

Land Use and Planning

As noted in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, of this EIR, the Project would result in no impacts
related to dividing an established community as an infill site and a less than significant impact conflict
with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect.

The No Project Alternative would have less impacts as compared to the Project related to land use and
planning as there would be no change to the Project Site being an established site within the community
and maintaining the Project Site under existing conditions would not conflict with any land use plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.

Noise

As noted in Section 3.11, Noise, of this EIR, the worst-case scenario modeling for construction of the
Project would result in a potentially significant short-term noise impact at the nearest residence and
apartment complex located south of the Project Site due to paving and grading of Lot #4. Implementation
of Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-1, which requires the installation of a temporary noise barrier 10-feet in
height along the southern property boundary of Lot #4 would reduce potentially significant construction
noise impacts to less than significant. The Project’s use of a vibratory pile driver for construction was
also determined to potentially result in significant human annoyance and residential structure damage at
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neighboring structures. To mitigate this impact, the use of a vibratory roller should be restricted to a
distance of 23 feet or greater (Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-2) and any foundation piles that could be
necessary for foundational support of the Project shall be installed using pre- drilled cast-in-place
methods (Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-3) to reduce vibration impacts to less than significant. As noted
in Section 3.11, Noise, of this EIR, potentially significant vibration annoyance impacts for the occupants
of the residential structures located next to the southern boundary of the future construction zone
boundary for the proposed Lot #4 exist. To avoid these significant impacts, the use of a vibratory roller
should be restricted to a distance of 23 feet or greater from any existing off-site residence (residential
structures have portions that are at a distance of less than 23 feet from the potential future construction
zone for the Project) (Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-2) and any required foundation pile installation for
the Project shall be limited to pre-drilled and cast-in- place methods (no impact or vibratory pile driving
methods shall be employed) (Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-3).

Operational impacts were also determined to be less than significant for the Project as the analysis
assessed various operational noise sources, such as delivery or trash trucks, parking lot noises, and
operations of the Hotel’s rooftop uses to the distance to sensitive receptors. The analysis conservatively
assessed noise impacts from heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment and battery
energy storge system (operated continuously over a 24-hour period) and 100 guests utilizing the rooftop
amenity areas 24 hours per day and determined that operational sound level at the noise-sensitive
receptors nearest to the Project Site would fall well below the 2003 General Plan/Local Coastal Land Use
Plan (GP/CLUP) guidance of 60 dBA CNEL. Consequently, operational noise impacts of the Project with
maximum capacity levels of rooftop amenity use would be less than significant. In addition, operation of
the Project would involve trip generation that would result in traffic noise level increases on area
roadways of no greater than 1.6 dBA CNEL, which would not exceed the significance threshold of 3
dBA. Consequently, operational traffic noise impacts would be less than significant.

The Project Site is not located within an airport land use plan area or within two miles of a public airport
or public use airport and therefore, the Project would not expose people to excessive noise levels from
such uses and no impact would occur.

As the No Project Alternative would not result in construction, there would be reduced impacts from
noise impacts or vibration impacts on sensitive receptors or to structures as compared to the Project. In
addition, the No Project Alternative would not construct the Project and therefore not introduce the noises
associated with its operation to the area, impacts would be less than the Project.

Public Services

As noted in Section 3.12, Public Services, of this EIR, the Project would result in a less than significant
impact related to public services. The Project would not impact response times or other performance
objectives for fire or police services and therefore would not result in the need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts.
The Project would also not result in an increase the number of residents in the City that would
substantially impact existing school capacity or on recreational resources in a way that would result in the
need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which would result in
environmental impacts.
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The No Project Alternative would not change how fire and police services would travel to or access the
Project Site and would therefore not impact response times or other performance objectives and
environmental impacts from the need to expand or construct new facilities would be less as compared to
the Project. Additionally, the No Project Alternative would not impact existing school capacity or on
recreational resources as it would maintain its current use as a parking lot and therefore would have less
impacts as compared to the Project.

Recreation

As noted in Section 3.1,3 Recreation, of this EIR, the Project would result in a less than significant
impact on the deterioration of existing recreational facilities or result in the need for new or expanded
recreational facilities whose construction could cause significant environmental impacts as it would not
introduce substantial amounts of permanent residents that would utilize existing recreational resources in
the area.

The No Project Alternative would have less impacts as compared to the Project as it would maintain the
Project Site’s use as an existing surface lot and Interim Linden to Holly Trail, neither of which would
result in a substantial increase in the use of recreational facilities in the area through an increase in
permanent residents.

Transportation

As noted in Section 3.14, Transportation, of this EIR, the Project would result in a less than significant
impact from conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, vehicle
miles traveled, an increase in hazards due to a geometric design feature, or result in inadequate emergency
access.

The No Project Alternative would not change any existing infrastructure hazards, such as the UPRR arm
crossing guards, or result in a change to the existing use as a surface parking lot and the Interim Linden to
Holly Trail. The Project Site is located adjacent to the existing Carpinteria Amtrak Station; thus, the No
Project Alternative would also meet the transit proximity screening criteria (located within % mile of a
major transit stop) and not have vehicle miles traveled impacts. Therefore, the No Project Alternative
would have less impacts compared to that of the Project.

Tribal Cultural Resources

As noted in Section 3.15, Tribal Cultural Resources, of this EIR, the Project would result in a less than
significant impact with mitigation through causing a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource. Implementation of Mitigation Measures TCR-MM-1 through TCR-MM-3 would
reduce impacts to less than significant.

As the No Project Alternative would not result in construction, there would be reduced impacts to tribal
cultural resources as compared to the Project as there would be no ground disturbance associated with this
Alternative and therefore, a reduced potential to encounter subsurface unanticipated resources.

Utilities and Service Systems

As noted in Section 3.16, Utilities and Service Systems, of this EIR, the Project would result in a less than
significant impact related to utilities and service systems.
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As the No Project Alternative would not result in construction or operation of the Project, there would be
reduced impacts on the environment from the lack of the need for expansion of service connections for
utilities as compared to the Project.

Relationship of the Alternative to the Objectives

The No Project Alternative would meet one of the project objectives, but it would not meet the objectives
specific to the project constructing and operating a hotel and parking lot. The No Project Alternative
would maintain the existing condition of a public parking lot with public restroom which would continue
to provide a visitor-serving use in downtown Carpinteria; however, this Alternative would not meet any
of the other Project objectives. In addition, with implementation of the No Project Alternative, the project
design features that would improve the Project Site’s environmental conditions would not occur. These
include project design features that ensure that stormwater is captured, treated, infiltrated, and discharged
such the rate and volume is equal to or less than existing conditions, landscaping that would improve the
Project Site’s character, and construction of the improved Interim Linden to Holly Trail which would
improve both the aesthetic and recreational value of the Project Site.

4.4.2 Alternative 1 No New Parking on Lot #4
Impact Discussion

Aesthetics

Alternative 1 would not construct a surface parking on Lot #4 and would therefore have incrementally
less impacts on aesthetics as compared to the Project due to a reduction in construction vehicles grading
and working on Lot #4 in addition to no vehicles parking at 399 Linden Avenue. In addition, as Lot #4
would not be constructed, it would incrementally reduce potential operational lighting impacts from
vehicles parking in Lot #4 and from overhead lights at the Project Site as compared to the Project. It is
noted that the Interim Linden to Holly Trail on Lot #4 would also not be reconstructed as proposed in the
Project with pavement and landscaping. The informal trail that currently exists would remain for the
foreseeable future.

Air Quality

As Alternative 1 would not result in the construction or operation of a parking lot on Lot #4, there would
be incrementally less impacts on air quality as compared to the Project due to less emissions from
equipment and construction activities in the construction phase for Lot #4. In addition, as this Alternative
would reduce the number of parking spaces available during operations, it would incrementally reduce air
quality impacts from trips generated by vehicles utilizing Lot #4.

Biological Resources

Although Alternative 1 would not result in the construction or operation of a parking lot on Lot #4 and the
Interim Linden to Holly Trail on Lot #4 would remain, there would be similar impacts on biological
resources as compared to the Project as trees would be removed on Lot #3. Therefore, the Alternative has
the potential to impact nesting birds present at the time of construction.
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Cultural Resources

As Alternative 1 would not result in the construction or operation of a parking lot on Lot #4 and the
Interim Linden to Holly Trail would remain, there would be incrementally less impacts on cultural
resources as compared to the Project as there would be a reduced footprint of ground disturbance
associated with this Alternative and therefore a reduced potential of encountering subsurface
unanticipated cultural resources.

Energy

As Alternative 1 would not result in the construction or operation of a parking lot on Lot #4 and the
Interim Linden to Holly Trail would remain, there would be incrementally less impacts on energy as
compared to the Project as there would be less electrical energy and fuel used during the construction
phase associated with this Alternative. In addition, a reduction in parking would reduce the fuel usage of
the operational phase as less vehicle trips would be generated by the Alternative.

Geology and Soils

As Alternative 1 would not result in the construction or operation of a parking lot on Lot #4 and the
Interim Linden to Holly Trail would remain, there would be incrementally less impacts related to geologic
hazards as compared to the Project. Further, with a reduced ground disturbance footprint on Lot #4 during
the construction phase, there would be incrementally less impacts on paleontological resources as the
potential to encounter unanticipated subsurface resources is reduced.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

As Alternative 1 would not result in the construction or operation of a parking lot on Lot #4 and the
Interim Linden to Holly Trail would remain, there would be incrementally less impacts related to GHG
emissions from operation of parking on Lot #4 and from fuel use from construction vehicles.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

As Alternative 1 would not result in the construction or operation of a parking lot on Lot #4 and the
Interim Linden to Holly Trail would remain, there would be incrementally less impacts related to risks
related to exposure of people to hazards and hazardous materials, a safety hazard or noise hazard from
proximity to an airport, or the impairment of an adopted emergency response or evacuation plan as
compared to the Project. As the Project Site is not located within a very high fire hazard severity zone,
there would be no change in impacts as compared to the Project related to exposing people or structures to
risks involving wildland fires.

Hydrology and Water Quality

As the Alternative 1 would be similar to the Project with the exception of the construction and operation

of a parking lot on Lot #4, there would be incrementally greater impacts to water quality and drainage as

compared to the Project since there would be a reduction in the amount of LID measures installed to treat
and limit storm water discharge from the Project Site.

Land Use and Planning

Alternative 1 would have less impacts as the Project related to land use and planning as there would be no
construction or operation of a parking lot on Lot #4 and the Interim Linden to Holly Trail would remain.
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Noise

As noted in Section 3.11, Noise, of this EIR, the worst-case scenario modelling concluded that
construction noise levels are predicted to exceed the recommended Federal Transit Administration
maximum of 80 dBA Leq 8-hour at receptors sensitive receptors south of Lot #4 during the construction
and paving of the proposed City Parking Lot #4 as part of the Project. Therefore, Alternative 1 would
reduce impacts associated with construction noise.

The Project’s use of a vibratory pile driver for construction was also determined to potentially result in
significant human annoyance and residential structure damage at neighboring structures. To mitigate this
impact, the use of a vibratory roller should be restricted to a distance of 23 feet or greater (Mitigation
Measure MM-NOI-2) and any foundation piles that could be necessary for foundational support of the
Project shall be installed using pre- drilled cast-in-place methods (Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-3) to
reduce vibration impacts to less than significant.

Alternative 1 would have less impacts as the Project related to noise as there would be no operation of a
parking lot on proposed City Parking Lot #4 and the Interim Linden to Holly Trail would remain.

Public Services

Alternative 1 would not change how fire and police services would get to or access the Project Site and
would therefore not impact response times or other performance objectives and impacts would be the
same as the Project. Additionally, the Alternative 1 would not impact existing school capacity or on
recreational resources as it would not result in an increase in permanent residents in the area and therefore
would have the same impacts as the Project.

Recreation

Alternative 1 would have similar impacts as the Project as it would be similar to the Project with the
exception of the construction and operation of a parking lot on proposed City Parking Lot #4, which
would not result in a substantial increase in the use of recreational facilities in the area by permanent
residents.

Transportation

Alternative 1 would not include construction or operation of a parking lot on proposed City Parking Lot
#4 and the Interim Linden to Holly Trail would remain. Alternative 1 would not change any existing
geometric design hazards, such as the UPRR arm crossing guards, or result in a change on proposed City
Parking Lot #4 that would increase any geometric design hazards or cause a conflict with a policy related
to the transportation system. Therefore, Alternative 1 would have less transportation impacts to that of the
Project.

Tribal Cultural Resources

Alternative 1 would be similar to the Project with the exception of the construction and operation of a
parking lot on proposed City Parking Lot #4. As such, there would be incrementally less impacts on tribal
cultural resources as compared to the Project as there would be reduced ground disturbance associated
with this Alternative.
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Utilities and Service Systems

Alternative 1 would be similar to the Project with the exception of the construction and operation of a
parking lot on proposed City Parking Lot #4. As such, there would be incrementally less construction and
operation impacts on utilities and service systems as compared to the Project.

Relationship of the Alternative to the Objectives

Alternative 1 would meet a majority of the project objectives, but it would not meet the objectives
specific to providing sufficient public parking in downtown Carpinteria t. The Project would construct
139 total parking stalls, while Alternative 1 would construct 46 parking stalls.

4.4.3 Alternative 2 Single Loaded City Parking Lot #4
Impact Discussion

Aesthetics

Alternative 2 would construct 93 parking spaces in a single-loaded configuration, remove the Interim
Linden to Holly Trail, and construct the proposed 5-foot-wide public pathway under the Project. Views
from the Interim Linden to Holly Trail would be removed. The reconfigured parking lot on proposed City
Parking Lot #4 would be constructed closer to Holly Avenue beyond the current Project
boundary/footprint of proposed City Parking Lot #4 under the Project increasing the grading footprint and
operational lighting impacts from vehicles parking in City Parking Lot #4 compared to the Project.
Therefore, Alternative 2 would have incrementally greater aesthetic impacts as compared to the Project.

Air Quality

Alternative 2 would construct 93 parking spaces in a single-loaded configuration and would construct the
proposed 5-foot-wide public pathway under the Project. The reconfigured parking lot on proposed City
Parking Lot #4 would be constructed closer to Holly Avenue beyond the current Project
boundary/footprint of City Parking Lot #4 under the Project increasing the grading footprint, emissions
from construction equipment, and construction activities compared to Project. Therefore, Alternative 2
would have incrementally greater air quality impacts as compared to the Project.

Biological Resources

Alternative 2 would construct 93 parking spaces in a single-loaded configuration and would construct the
proposed 5-foot-wide public pathway under the Project. The reconfigured parking lot on proposed City
Parking Lot #4 would be constructed closer to Holly Avenue beyond the current Project
boundary/footprint of City Parking Lot #4 under the Project increasing the grading footprint and potential
removal of trees and vegetation as compared to Project. Therefore, Alternative 2 would have
incrementally greater impacts to nesting birds as compared to the Project.

Cultural Resources

Alternative 2 would construct 93 parking spaces in a single-loaded configuration and would t construct
the proposed 5-foot-wide public pathway under the Project. The reconfigured parking lot on proposed
City Parking Lot #4 would be constructed closer to Holly Avenue beyond the current Project
boundary/footprint of City Parking Lot #4 under the Project increasing the grading footprint and ground
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disturbance compared to Project. Therefore, Alternative 2 would have incrementally greater potential of
encountering subsurface unanticipated cultural resources.

Energy

Alternative 2 would construct 93 parking spaces in a single-loaded configuration and would construct the
proposed 5-foot-wide public pathway under the Project. The reconfigured parking lot on proposed City
Parking Lot #4 would be constructed closer to Holly Avenue beyond the current Project
boundary/footprint of City Parking Lot #4 under the Project increasing the grading footprint and
increasing the electrical energy and fuel used during construction compared to Project. Therefore,
Alternative 2 would have incrementally greater energy impacts as compared to the Project.

Geology and Soils

Alternative 2 would construct 93 parking spaces in a single-loaded configuration and would construct the
proposed 5-foot-wide public pathway under the Project. The reconfigured parking lot on proposed City
Parking Lot #4 would be constructed closer to Holly Avenue beyond the current Project
boundary/footprint of City Parking Lot #4 under the Project increasing the grading footprint and potential
impacts to geologic hazards compared to Project. Further, with an increased ground disturbance footprint
on proposed City Parking Lot #4 during the construction phase, there would be incrementally greater
impacts on paleontological resources as the potential to encounter unanticipated subsurface resources is
greater.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Alternative 2 would construct 93 parking spaces in a single-loaded configuration and would construct the
proposed 5-foot-wide public pathway under the Project. The reconfigured parking lot on proposed City
Parking Lot #4 would be constructed closer to Holly Avenue beyond the current Project
boundary/footprint of City Parking Lot #4 under the Project increasing the grading footprint and GHG
emissions compared to Project. Therefore, Alternative 2 would have incrementally greater greenhouse gas
impacts as compared to the Project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Alternative 2 would construct 93 parking spaces in a single-loaded configuration and would construct the
proposed 5-foot-wide public pathway under the Project. The reconfigured parking lot on proposed City
Parking Lot #4 would be constructed closer to Holly Avenue beyond the current Project
boundary/footprint of City Parking Lot #4 under the Project increasing the grading footprint compared to
Project. This increased grading footprint would incrementally increase the impacts related to risks related
to exposure of people to hazards and hazardous materials, a safety hazard or noise hazard from proximity
to an airport, or the impairment of an adopted emergency response or evacuation plan as compared to the
Project. As the Project Site is not located within a very high fire hazard severity zone, there would be no
change in impacts as compared to the Project related to exposing people or structures to risks involving
wildland fires.
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Hydrology and Water Quality

As Alternative 2 would be similar to the Project, there would be less impacts to water quality and
drainage as compared to the Project since there would be an increase in the amount of LID measures
installed to treat and limit storm water discharge with the increased footprint of Lot #4.

Land Use and Planning

Alternative 2 would construct 93 parking spaces in a single-loaded configuration and would construct the
proposed 5-foot-wide public pathway under the Project. The reconfigured parking lot on proposed City
Parking Lot #4 would be constructed closer to Holly Avenue beyond the current Project
boundary/footprint of City Parking Lot #4 under the Project increasing the grading footprint compared to
Project. Therefore, Alternative 2 would have incrementally greater impacts as compared to the Project.

Noise

Alternative 2 would construct 93 parking spaces in a single-loaded configuration and would construct the
proposed 5-foot-wide public pathway under the Project. The reconfigured parking lot on proposed City
Parking Lot #4 would be constructed closer to Holly Avenue beyond the current Project
boundary/footprint of City Parking Lot #4 under the Project increasing the grading footprint compared to
Project. Therefore, Alternative 2 would have incrementally greater noise impacts as compared to the
Project.

Public Services

Although Alternative 2 would construct 93 parking spaces in a single-loaded configuration of proposed
City Parking Lot #4 that would be constructed closer to Holly Avenue beyond the current Project
boundary/footprint of City Parking Lot #4 under the Project, it would have similar public services impacts
as compared to the Project.

Recreation

Alternative 2 would construct 93 parking spaces in a single-loaded configuration, would remove the
Interim Linden to Holly Trail, and would construct the proposed 5-foot-wide public pathway under the
Project. The reconfigured parking lot on proposed City Parking Lot #4 would be constructed closer to
Holly Avenue beyond the current Project boundary/footprint of City Parking Lot #4 under the Project
increasing the grading footprint compared to Project. Therefore, Alternative 2 would have greater impact
to recreation as compared to the Project.

Transportation

Alternative 2 would construct 93 parking spaces in a single-loaded configuration and would construct the
proposed 5-foot-wide public pathway under the Project. The reconfigured parking lot on proposed City
Parking Lot #4 would be constructed closer to Holly Avenue beyond the current Project
boundary/footprint of City Parking Lot #4 under the Project increasing the grading footprint compared to
Project. Alternative 2 would have similar transportation impacts as compared to the Project. There would
continue to be similar impacts as compared to the Project related to emergency access as this
Alternative’s proposed reconfigured proposed City Parking Lot #4 would also be subject to emergency
access review.
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Tribal Cultural Resources

Alternative 2 would construct 93 parking spaces in a single-loaded configuration and would construct the
proposed 5-foot-wide public pathway under the Project. The reconfigured parking lot of proposed City
Parking Lot #4 would be constructed closer to Holly Avenue beyond the current Project
boundary/footprint of City Parking Lot #4 under the Project increasing the grading footprint compared to
Project. Therefore, Alternative 2 would have incrementally greater tribal cultural resources impacts as
compared to the Project.

Utilities and Service Systems

Alternative 2 would construct 93 parking spaces in a single-loaded configuration and would construct the
proposed 5-foot-wide public pathway under the Project. The reconfigured parking lot on proposed City
Parking Lot #4 would be constructed closer to Holly Avenue beyond the current Project
boundary/footprint of City Parking Lot #4 under the Project increasing the grading footprint and use of
utilities and service systems during construction compared to Project. Therefore, Alternative 2 would
have incrementally greater utilities and service impacts as compared to the Project.

Relationship of the Alternative to the Objectives

Alternative 2 would meet all of the project objectives, as it would be similar to the Project with the
exception of the reconfiguring of the parking lot on proposed City Parking Lot #4 to a single-loaded lot
and the exclusion of the reconstruction of the proposed 5-foot-wide public pathway on City Parking Lot
#4.

4.4.4 Alternative 3 Extended City Parking Lot #3 and Relocated
Community Garden

Impact Discussion
Aesthetics

Alternative 3 would relocate the Community Garden to Lot #4 in addition to 32,500 square feet of
parking comprised of 11 parking spaces for the Community Garden and the public. The proposed parking
for the Project, comprised of 139 parking spaces, would be extended onto the parcel where the current
Community Garden is located. The grading footprint is slightly greater as compared to the Project. The
existing Interim Linden to Holly Trail would be removed and the 5-foot-wide decomposed granite public
pathway proposed under the Project would be constructed. Therefore, Alternative 3 would have similar
aesthetic impacts as compared to the Project.

Air Quality

Alternative 3 would relocate the Community Garden to Lot #4 in addition to 32,500 square feet of
parking comprised of 11 parking spaces for the Community Garden and the public. The proposed parking
for the Project, comprised of 139 parking spaces, would be extended onto the parcel where the current
Community Garden is located. The grading footprint is incrementally greater as compared to the Project
resulting in an increase in emissions from construction equipment and construction activities. Therefore,
Alternative 3 would have incrementally greater air quality impacts as compared to the Project.
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Biological Resources

Alternative 3 would relocate the Community Garden to Lot #4 in addition to 32,500 square feet of
parking comprised of 11 parking spaces for the Community Garden and the public. The proposed parking
for the Project, comprised of 139 parking spaces, would be extended onto the parcel where the current
Community Garden is located. Alternative 3 would retain more trees as compared to the Project.. The
grading footprint is incrementally greater as compared to the Project resulting in greater construction
impacts. . The existing Interim Linden to Holly Trail would be removed and the 5-foot-wide decomposed
granite public pathway proposed under the Project would be constructed. Therefore, Alternative 3 would
have incrementally greater impacts as compared to the Project.

Cultural Resources

Alternative 3 would relocate the Community Garden to Lot #4 in addition to 32,500 square feet of
parking comprised of 11 parking spaces for the Community Garden and the public. The proposed parking
for the Project, comprised of 139 parking spaces, would be extended onto the parcel where the current
Community Garden is located. The grading footprint is incrementally greater as compared to the Project
resulting in more ground disturbance compared to the Project. Therefore, Alternative 3 would have
incrementally greater cultural resources impacts as compared to the Project.

Energy

Alternative 3 would relocate the Community Garden to Lot #4 in addition to 32,500 square feet of
parking comprised of 11 parking spaces for the Community Garden and the public. The proposed parking
for the Project, comprised of 139 parking spaces, would be extended onto the parcel where the current
Community Garden is located. The grading footprint and electrical energy and fuel used during
construction are incrementally greater compared to the Project. Therefore, Alternative 3 would have
incrementally greater energy impacts as compared to the Project.

Geology and Soils

Alternative 3 would relocate the Community Garden to Lot #4 in addition to 32,500 square feet of
parking comprised of 11 parking spaces for the Community Garden and the public. The proposed parking
for the Project, comprised of 139 parking spaces, would be extended onto the parcel where the current
Community Garden is located. The grading footprint and potential impacts to geologic hazards are
incrementally greater as compared to the Project. Further, the potential for ground disturbance during the
construction phase looks greater compared to the Project resulting in incrementally greater impacts on
paleontological resources. Therefore, Alternative 3 would have incrementally greater geology and soil
impacts as compared to the Project.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Alternative 3 would relocate the Community Garden to Lot #4 in addition to 32,500 square feet of
parking comprised of 11 parking spaces for the Community Garden and the public. The proposed parking
for the Project, comprised of 139 parking spaces, would be extended onto the parcel where the current
Community Garden is located. The grading footprint and GHG emissions created during construction
incrementally greater as compared to the Project. Therefore, Alternative 3 would have incrementally
greater greenhouse gas impacts as compared to the Project.
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Alternative 3 would relocate the Community Garden to Lot #4 in addition to 32,500 square feet of
parking comprised of 11 parking spaces for the Community Garden and the public. The proposed parking
for the Project, comprised of 139 parking spaces, would be extended onto the parcel where the current
Community Garden is located. The grading footprint is incrementally greater as compared to the Project
resulting in a slight increase of impacts to risks related to exposure of people to hazards and hazardous
materials, a safety hazard or noise hazard from proximity to an airport, or the impairment of an adopted
emergency response or evacuation plan as compared to the Project. The Project Site is not located within
a very high fire hazard severity zone. Alternative 3 would have incrementally greater impacts as
compared to the Project.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Alternative 3 would relocate the Community Garden to Lot #4 in addition to 32,500 square feet of
parking comprised of 11 parking spaces for the Community Garden and the public. The proposed parking
for the Project, comprised of 139 parking spaces, would be extended onto the parcel where the current
Community Garden is located. The grading footprint is incrementally greater as compared to the Project.
Therefore, Alternative 3 would have incrementally greater hydrology and water quality impacts as
compared to the Project

Land Use and Planning

Alternative 3 would relocate the Community Garden to Lot #4 in addition to 32,500 square feet of
parking comprised of 11 parking spaces for the Community Garden and the public. The proposed parking
for the Project, comprised of 139 parking spaces, would be extended onto the parcel where the current
Community Garden is located. The existing Interim Linden to Holly Trail would be removed and the 5-
foot-wide decomposed granite public pathway proposed under the Project would be constructed.
Therefore, Alternative 3 would have similar land use and planning impacts as compared to the Project

Noise

Alternative 3 would relocate the Community Garden to Lot #4 in addition to 32,500 square feet of
parking comprised of 11 parking spaces for the Community Garden and the public. The proposed parking
for the Project, comprised of 139 parking spaces, would be extended onto the parcel where the current
Community Garden is located. The grading footprint looks incrementally greater as compared to the
Project. Therefore, Alternative 3 would have incrementally greater noise impacts as compared to the
Project.

Public Services

Alternative 3 would relocate the Community Garden to Lot #4 in addition to 32,500 square feet of
parking comprised of 11 parking spaces for the Community Garden and the public. The proposed parking
for the Project, comprised of 139 parking spaces, would be extended onto the parcel where the current
Community Garden is located. The existing Interim Linden to Holly Trail would be removed and the 5-
foot-wide decomposed granite public pathway proposed under the Project would be constructed.
Therefore, Alternative 3 would have similar public service impacts as compared to the Project.
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Recreation

Alternative 3 would relocate the Community Garden to Lot #4 in addition to 32,500 square feet of
parking comprised of 11 parking spaces for the Community Garden and the public. The proposed parking
for the Project, comprised of 139 parking spaces, would be extended onto the parcel where the current
Community Garden is located. The existing Interim Linden to Holly Trail would be removed and the 5-
foot-wide decomposed granite public pathway proposed under the Project would be constructed.
Therefore, Alternative 3 would have similar recreation impacts as compared to the Project.

Transportation

Alternative 3 would relocate the Community Garden to Lot #4 in addition to 32,500 square feet of
parking comprised of 11 parking spaces for the Community Garden and the public. The proposed parking
for the Project, comprised of 139 parking spaces, would be extended onto the parcel where the current
Community Garden is located. Therefore, Alternative 3 would have similar transportation impacts as
compared to the Project

Tribal Cultural Resources

Alternative 3 would relocate the Community Garden to Lot #4 in addition to 32,500 square feet of
parking comprised of 11 parking spaces for the Community Garden and the public. The proposed parking
for the Project, comprised of 139 parking spaces, would be extended onto the parcel where the current
Community Garden is located. The grading footprint is incrementally greater as compared to the Project.
Therefore, Alternative 3 would have incrementally greater tribal cultural resources as compared to the
Project.

Utilities and Service Systems

Alternative 3 would relocate the Community Garden to Lot #4 in addition to 32,500 square feet of
parking comprised of 11 parking spaces for the Community Garden and the public. The proposed parking
for the Project, comprised of 139 parking spaces, would be extended onto the parcel where the current
Community Garden is located. The grading footprint and use of utilities and service systems during
construction looks incrementally greater as compared to the Project. Therefore, Alternative 3 would have
similar utilities and service impacts as compared to the Project

Relationship of the Alternative to the Objectives

Alternative 3 would meet all of the project objectives, as it would be similar to the Project with the
exception of the reconfiguring of the parking lot on City Parking Lot #3 to extend the surface lot onto the
adjacent parcel.

4.4.5 Alternative 4 No Rooftop Uses

Impact Discussion
Aesthetics

Alternative 4 would not include rooftop uses such as an open roof terrace consisting of an outdoor rooftop
bar and seating area, an event area, guest lounge, a swimming pool area, a pool equipment room, and
landscape planter areas on the proposed Hotel and would therefore have incrementally less impacts on
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aesthetics as compared to the Project due to a reduction in lighting visible on the rooftop as compared to
the Project.

Air Quality

Although Alternative 4 would not include rooftop uses, it would construct the Project as described in the
Project Description and therefore would have similar air quality impacts as compared to the Project.

Biological Resources

Although Alternative 4 would not include rooftop uses, it would construct the Project as described in the
Project Description and therefore would have similar biological impacts as compared to the Project.

Cultural Resources

Although Alternative 4 would not include rooftop uses, it would construct the Project as described in the
Project Description and therefore would have similar cultural resources impacts as compared to the Project.

Energy

Although Alternative 4 would not include rooftop uses, it would construct the Project as described in the
Project Description and therefore would have similar energy usage impacts as compared to the Project.

Geology and Soils

Although Alternative 4 would not include rooftop uses, it would construct the Project as described in the
Project Description and therefore would have similar geologic hazard impacts and paleontological
resource impacts as compared to the Project.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Although Alternative 4 would not include rooftop uses, it would construct the Project as described in the
Project Description and therefore would have similar greenhouse gas emissions impacts as compared to
the Project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Although Alternative 4 would not include rooftop uses, it would construct the Project as described in the
Project Description and therefore would have similar hazard and hazardous material exposure impacts as
compared to the Project.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Although Alternative 4 would not include rooftop uses, it would construct the Project as described in the
Project Description and therefore would have similar hydrology and water quality impacts as compared to
the Project.

Land Use and Planning

Although Alternative 4 would not include rooftop uses, it would construct the Project as described in the
Project Description and therefore would have similar land use impacts as compared to the Project.
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Noise

As Alternative 4 would not include amplified music or rooftop uses such as an open roof terrace
consisting of an outdoor rooftop bar and seating area, an event area, guest lounge, a swimming pool area,
a pool equipment room, and landscape planter areas on the proposed Hotel, it would incrementally reduce
operational noise impacts as compared to the Project as the rooftop would not be utilized as a public
venue or hotel guests gathering spot.

Public Services

Although Alternative 4 would not include rooftop uses, it would construct the Project as described in the
Project Description and therefore would have similar public service impacts as compared to the Project.

Recreation

Although Alternative 4 would not include rooftop uses, it would construct the Project as described in
the Project Description and therefore would have similar air quality recreational impacts as compared
to the Project.

Transportation

As Alternative 4 would not include rooftop uses such as an open roof terrace consisting of an outdoor
rooftop bar and seating area, an event area, guest lounge, a swimming pool area, a pool equipment room,
and landscape planter areas on the proposed Hotel, it would reduce the number of visitors to the Project
Site incrementally as the rooftop would not include a public serving use. This would incrementally reduce
the number of generated trips as compared to the Project; however, since the Project Site meets the
Transit Proximity screening criteria (located within % mile of a major transit stop), the Alternative would
therefore have a less impact based on County thresholds, similar to the Project.

Tribal Cultural Resources

Although Alternative 4 would not include rooftop uses, it would construct the Project as described in
the Project Description and therefore would have similar tribal cultural resource impacts as compared
to the Project.

Utilities and Service Systems

Although Alternative 4 would not include rooftop uses such as an open roof terrace consisting of an
outdoor rooftop bar and seating area, an event area, guest lounge, a swimming pool area, a pool
equipment room, and landscape planter areas on the proposed Hotel, it would construct the Project as
described in the Project Description. However, with no swimming pool proposed under Alternative 4, this
Alternative would have a less impact as compared to the Project.

Relationship of the Alternative to the Objectives

Alternative 4 would meet a majority of the project objectives, but it would not meet the objective specific
providing an area for public gathering and local community events within the Hotel as it would remove
rooftop uses such as an open roof terrace consisting of an outdoor rooftop bar and seating area, an event
area, guest lounge, and a swimming pool area that were proposed to provide this community space.
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4.5 Environmentally Superior Alternative

In addition to the discussion and comparison of impacts of the Project and the alternatives, Section
15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an “environmentally superior” alternative be selected and
the reasons for such a selection disclosed. In general, the Environmentally Superior Alternative (ESA) is
the alternative that would be expected to generate the least amount of significant impacts. Identification of
the ESA is an informational procedure and the alternative selected may not be the alternative that best
meets the goals or needs of the City.

Per the impacts analysis above, the ESA is considered Alternative 1 No New Parking on Lot #4. As
shown in Table 4-2 Comparison of Project Alternative Impacts, Alternative 1 has the most reduced
environmental impacts as compared to the Project and would meet a majority of the project objectives.
The Project would incrementally reduce impacts on aesthetics, air quality, cultural resources, energy,
geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, land use and planning,
noise, transportation, tribal cultural resources, and utilities as compared to the Project. However, it would
also incrementally increase the environmental impacts associated with hydrology and water quality as
BMPs and LIDs would not be implemented on Lot #4 as compared to the Project.
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