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Table 6-2 Impact Comparison Summary for Alternative Sites

Environmental Issue

Level of Impact

Proposed Sites

Alternative Sites under Consideration

Key
Site 3

Key
Site 30

Alt. Site on
Key Site 3

Caltrans
Site

Ebbert
Site

Key
Site 15

Key
Site 16

Key
Site 23

Land Use

Temporary Construction-Related Compatibility Conflicts

Airport-Related Compatibility Conflicts

Other Long-Term Compatibility Conflicts

Cumulative Airport-Related Compatibility Conflicts

Class Il

Other Cumulative Compatibility Conflicts

Class Il

Parks and Recreation

Increased Demand for Recreational Facilities

Cumulative Demand for Recreational Facilities

Public Services

Public Schools Impacts

Police Protection Impacts

Fire Protection Impacts

Cumulative Public Schools Impacts

Class Il

Cumulative Police Protection Impacts

Class Il

Cumulative Fire Protection Impacts

Class Il

Traffic and Circulation

Local Circulation System Impacts

I*

I1*

Public Transportation Impacts

Cumulative Traffic and Circulation Impacts

Biological Resources

Sensitive Habitats

Special Status Plants

Special Status Wildlife

Wildlife Movement Corridors

Cumulative Impacts to Biological Resources

Class Il

Fire Hazards

Introduction of Residences to Wildland Fire Hazards

I |

Cumulative Wildland Fire Hazards

Class Il

Air Quality

Temporary Construction Impacts

Class Il

Class Il, significant but mitigable for combination of sites in each alternative

Long-Term Regional Emissions

Class |l

Class I, sig

nificant but mitigable for combination of sites in each alternative

Hazardous Air Pollutants

Cumulative Air Quality Impacts

Class |

Class |, significant and unavoidable for combination of sites in each alternative

Global Climate Change

No threshold exists; therefore no conclusive statement regarding significance can be made.

r

County of Santa Barbara




Santa Barbara County 2003-2008 Housing Element Focused Rezone Program EIR

Section 6.0 Alternatives

Table 6-2 Impact Comparison Summary for Alternative Sites

Environmental Issue

Level of Impact

Proposed Sites

Alternative Sites under Consideration

Key
Site 3

Key
Site 30

Alt. Site on
Key Site 3

Caltrans
Site

Ebbert
Site

Key
Site 15

Key
Site 16

Key
Site 23

Noise

Temporary Construction Noise

Exposure to Noise Exceeding County Standards

Increased Traffic Noise

Cumulative Noise Impacts

Class Il

Seismic, Soil, and Landslide Hazards

Fault Hazards

Ground-Shaking Hazards

Erosive Soils

Liguefaction, Subsidence, and Other Hazards

Landslides and Slope Instability Hazards

Cumulative Geologic Hazard Impacts

Class Il

Utilities

Water Supply

Wastewater Treatment and Disposal

Solid Waste and Disposal

Class |

Class |, significant and unavoidable for combination of sites in each alternative

Cumulative Water Supply Impacts

Class Il

Cumulative Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Impacts

Class |

Class |, significant and unavoidable for combination of sites in each alternative

Cumulative Solid Waste and Disposal Impacts

Class |

Class I, significant and unavoidable for combination of sites in each alternative

Hydrology and Water Quality

Temporary Water Quality Impacts

Long-Term Water Quality Impacts

Long-Term Hydrological Impacts

Flood Hazards

Cumulative Hydrological Impacts

Class Il

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Hazardous Materials

Freeway Safety Hazards

Cumulative Hazardous Materials Impacts

Cumulative Freeway Safety Hazards

Class Il

Cultural Resources

Impacts to Known Historic or Archaeological Resources

Impacts to Unknown Historic or Archaeological Resources

Cumulative Impacts to Cultural Resources

Class Il
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Table 6-2 Impact Comparison Summary for Alternative Sites

Level of Impact
Environmental Issue Proposed Sites Alternative Sites under Consideration
Key Key Alt. Site on Caltrans Ebbert Key Key Key
Site 3 Site 30 Key Site 3 Site Site Site 15 Site 16 Site 23
Visual and Aesthetic Resources
Visual Character Changes | I [ I | 1l 1l 1]
Alteration of Scenic Views | ] Il I 1] Il 1l 1]
Increased Light or Glare Il Il Il Il Il Il 1l Il
Cumulative Visual Character Changes Class | [ I I 11l 11l 1]
Cumulative Alteration of Scenic Views Class | I I Il Il Il Il
Cumulative Increases of Light or Glare Class llI Il 11l 1] 1l 1l 1]
Agricultural Resources
Conversion of Agricultural Lands 1 ] Il 1] 1] 1] 1] 1]
Agricultural/Urban Conflicts Il ] Il 1] 1] 1l 11l 1]
Cumulative Agricultural Resource Impacts Il 1] Il 1] 1] 11l 11l 1]

| = Unavoidably significant impact
Il = Less than significant impact with mitigation
Il = Less than significant impact

*Note: The Caltrans and Ebbert sites did not significantly contribute to local circulation system impacts when considered individually; however when the combined trips from these two sites
were added to area roadways, one intersection was significantly impacted, therefore both sites were assigned a Class Il impact level.
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Public Services. Under this alternative, impacts to the public school system would result
from the addition of future students generated by the proposed development into school
districts that are already exceeding capacities. The increase in population resulting from the
development of Alternative 1 would also cause the police officer to population ratio to be
further exceeded, increasing demand on existing resources. As with the proposed project,
payment of required fees would offset the incremental increase in demand associated with
buildout of this alternative. Resultant impacts to public schools and police services would
similarly be Class 111, less than significant. Impacts to fire protection services would be less under
this alternative, because unlike the proposed project, the SBCFD’s fire station that would serve
these sites (Station 51) would be able to maintain an acceptable firefighter to population ratio if
these alternative sites were developed. This alternative’s impacts to fire protection services
would be Class 111, less than significant with payment of fees.

Traffic and Circulation. Traffic impacts related to the alternative sites under
consideration are analyzed further in Appendix C. Development of these alternative sites
would result in traffic impacts that are similar to the proposed project. Unlike Key Site 30
under the proposed project, neither the Caltrans nor Ebbert site would result in potentially
significant impacts to the local circulation system by themselves, however the combined traffic
associated with development of the 370 MR units would significantly impact one study area
intersection (H Street/Central Ave.) Widening this intersection to provide two left-turn lanes
on the southbound approach would reduce this alternative’s impacts to a less than significant
level. Under this alternative, both of these sites would result in a potentially significant
contribution to cumulative traffic impacts. Cumulative impacts to the level of service along SR
1 north of Central Avenue and Harris Grade Road south of Burton Mesa Boulevard would
occur. In addition, three intersections: Burton Mesa and Harris Grade Road, SR 1 at Harris
Grade Road, and H Street and Central Avenue would exceed acceptable levels of service under
cumulative conditions. Mitigation would be required to ensure that impacts to these two
roadway segments, and three area intersections would be less than significant. However, the
Caltrans site presents certain traffic safety conflicts by nature of its layout. Since this site is
bisected by two 2-lane streets, the residential development that could occur on the four corners
of this intersection would be disjointed, which would pose potential site access and/or public
safety issues for future residents and visitors. These land use compatibility issues would be
adverse, but less than significant. Impacts to public transportation would be less than
significant for both of these alternative sites, as with the proposed project.

Biological Resources. This alternative’s impacts to biological resources would be slightly
greater than that of the proposed project. Although different special status species and habitat
types would be impacted on these two sites as would be under the proposed project, the overall
effect of development on either of these sites would be potentially significant. As with the
proposed project, these impacts could be reduced to a less than significant level with
incorporation of mitigation measures such as special-status species surveys, habitat avoidance
and/or restoration, setbacks, oak tree replacement, and invasive species control. Development
of Alternative 1 would, however, have a greater impact on wildlife movement corridors than
the proposed project. Both of these sites are surrounded by or contiguous to the 5,200-acrea
Burton Mesa Ecological Preserve, and currently provide high-quality chaparral habitat for
wildlife. Impacts would be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation measures that
require setbacks, wildlife linkages, and reduced road widths. It should be noted that
substantial portions of the Caltrans site is presently in negotiations for sale to the Department of
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Fish and Game, and upon the successful completion of this sale, these portions would be added
to the Burton Mesa Ecological Preserve. (Lompoc Record, August 14, 2007)

Fire Hazards. Under this alternative, the exposure of residents to wildland fire hazards
would be the same as with the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, one of the two
rezone sites (Caltrans) is within a County-designated High Fire Hazard Area, while the other
(Ebbert) is not. Mitigation similar to that required for Key Site 3, such as development of a
fire/vegetation management plan, fire prevention construction techniques, and access road
requirements would reduce potential impacts on the Caltrans site to a less than significant level.

Air Quality. Air quality impacts under Alternative 1 would be less than those of the
proposed project. Development of 370 residential units under this alternative would generate
the same number of daily vehicle trips as the proposed project, and onsite energy consumption
would be the same as well. As with the proposed project, combined operational emissions from
buildout of both of these sites would exceed established thresholds, but be mitigable.
Temporary air pollutant emissions during grading and construction would be similar.
Development under this alternative would also generate similar levels of greenhouse gases,
potentially contributing to global climate change. Overall, these air quality impacts would
require implementation of standard dust control and diesel particulate matter mitigation
measures, transportation control measures, and energy efficiency standards, as required for the
proposed project to reduce construction related air quality impacts, operational emission
impacts, and global climate change impacts to less than significant levels. Unlike the proposed
project, neither of these sites are located within 500 feet of a freeway, therefore hazardous air
pollutant impacts would be less than significant. As with the proposed project, cumulative air
quality impacts would be Class I, significant and unavoidable.

Noise. Development of these sites would result in fewer noise-related impacts in
comparison to the proposed project. Construction noise at either alternative site would require
mitigation similar to the proposed project, but these sites have fewer sensitive receivers located
in close proximity to the rezoning sites. As with the proposed project, the increased traffic noise
resulting from development under this alternative would be less than significant. Unlike the
proposed project, neither of these sites would expose future residents to Class I noise levels
exceeding County thresholds. Development at the Ebbert site would result in less than
significant noise exposure impacts, while the Caltrans site would require similar noise
attenuation mitigation proposed for Key Site 30 to reduce impacts to a less than significant
level.

Seismic, Soil and Landslide Hazards. As with the proposed project, almost all impacts
related to exposure to geological hazards would be less than significant under this alternative.
Although there are no hazards related to the Caltrans site, the soils on the Ebbert site present
both expansion and erosion hazards for future development. Mitigation required for the
proposed sites, including a geotechnical study and soil erosion analysis, would be required for
the Ebbert site under this alternative to reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level.

Utilities. This alternative would have a greater impact to available water resources than
the proposed project. Both the Caltrans and Ebbert sites are located within the Lompoc
Groundwater Basin, which is currently in a state of overdraft. The threshold of significance for
development within this basin is a demand of 12 acre-feet per year (AFY) of water, while this

County of Santa Barbara
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alternative would require approximately 74 AFY. Water supply impacts would be Class I,
significant and unavoidable. Wastewater impacts would be less than significant, similar to the
proposed project. As with the proposed project, solid waste generation would exceed the
County’s threshold, and impacts would be Class I, significant and unavoidable.

Hydrology and Water Quality. Both temporary and long-term water quality impacts
would be similar to the proposed project under this alternative. As with the proposed project,
implementation of standard NPDES permit requirements would reduce construction-related
water quality impacts to a less than significant level, and the required SWQMP would ensure
that long-term water quality impacts would also be less than significant. Long-term
hydrological impacts under this alternative would also be similar to the proposed project, and
would exceed allowed surface runoff standards as a result of new impervious surfaces. As with
the proposed project, mitigation including further drainage analysis, runoff conveyance and
construction of detention basins would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
However, unlike the proposed project, neither of these sites currently has existing drainage
issues in the area of anticipated development. None of the alternative sites under consideration
are within a flood hazard area; therefore flooding hazard impacts would be less than
significant.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Overall, impacts related to hazards and hazardous
materials would be less than the proposed project under this alternative. The roads fronting
these sites have less traffic volume that U.S. 101 along the Key Site 3 property. Freeway-related
hazards would be less than significant, as with the proposed project. In addition, there is no
evidence of potential contamination or any other recognized environmental concerns associated
with either of the sites under this alternative.

Cultural Resources. Potential impacts to known historic or archaeological impacts
would be less under this alternative, because no sensitive cultural resources were identified on
either of these sites. However, potential impacts to unknown cultural resources would be
identical to the proposed project because grading and construction activities on any
undeveloped site would still have the potential to uncover unknown artifacts or remains. As
with the proposed project, mitigation requiring work cessation in the event that archaeological
resources are encountered during land modification activities would reduce potential impacts
to a less than significant level.

Visual and Aesthetic Resources. Overall, visual and aesthetic impacts would be similar
under this alternative. Development of high density multifamily residential at either the
Caltrans or Ebbert sites would result in significant and unavoidable visual character impacts,
since the surrounding areas at these sites are predominately rural. While impacts to scenic
views on the Ebbert site would be less than significant, mitigation similar to that required for
Key Site 3 would be required to reduce potential impacts from development on the Caltrans
site. However, since the site is surrounded by open space within the Burton Mesa Ecological
Preserve, development of residential buildings up to 40 feet in height around this intersection
would result in impacts to this scenic viewshed that would be considered Class I, significant and
unavoidable. As with the proposed project, potential light and glare impacts would also require
mitigation.

County of Santa Barbara
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Agricultural Resources. Impacts related to conversion of agricultural lands or
agricultural/urban land use conflicts would be similar to the proposed project under this
alternative. Development at either of these sites would result in less than significant impacts to
agricultural resources.

6.2.2 Alternative 2: The Key Sites 15 and 23 Alternative
Setting

Key Site 15 is located north of the junction of Guadalupe Road (State Highway 1) and Orcutt
Expressway (State Highway 135) and south of Clark Avenue in Orcutt. The rezone site
comprises about 5 acres in the northeast corner of the 128.1-acre, mostly-undeveloped property.
Build-out of this rezoning site would accommodate 100 dwelling units. Two large oil tanks lie
on the southern portion of site outside of the rezone area, with most of the remaining area
dominated by creeks and riparian habitat. Surrounding uses consist of commercial, mobile
home park, and low and high density residential development on the north; vacant, low density
residential development on the south; Broadway Street and low density residential
development on the east; and open land on the west.

Key Site 23 is located at 912 West Foster Road, in the northernmost portion of the community of
Orcutt south of the Santa Maria Public Airport. The site is within the City of Santa Maria but is
owned by the County of Santa Barbara. The rezone site encompasses about 13.5 acres of a 90.9-
acre property that is developed primarily with County of Santa Barbara facilities. Full buildout
of the Orcutt Key Site 23 rezone site could accommodate up to 270 dwelling units. Surrounding
land use consists of vacant city property on the north; low density residential use on the south;
vacant land, a Frontage Road and Orcutt Road on the east; and, vacant County land on the
west.

Impact Analysis

Land Use. Overall, potential land use conflicts would be slightly less than the proposed
project under Alternative 2. As with the proposed project, development of these two alternative
sites would not create additional temporary land use compatibility impacts beyond those
addressed and mitigated in the Air Quality and Noise sections discussed below. Unlike the
proposed project, neither of these sites are within an airport’s safety zone, therefore airport
hazards would be less than significant. One of these alternative sites (Key Site 15) would
require mitigation similar to that required for Key Site 30, including architectural guidelines
and design review by the Board of Architectural Review (BAR) to reduce potential land use
compatibility conflicts to a less than significant level.

Parks and Recreation. This alternative would have similar impacts to parks and
recreational facilities as with the proposed project. Approximately the same number of
residential units would be developed (370), generating a similar population (1,014 residents),
which would create a similar demand for park acreage (4.77 acres). As with the proposed
project, payment of required fees would offset the incremental increase in demand associated
with buildout of this alternative. Resultant impacts to existing parks would similarly be Class
111, less than significant.
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Public Services. Under this alternative, impacts to the public school system would result
from the addition of future students generated by the proposed development into school
districts that are already exceeding capacities. The increase in population resulting from the
development of Alternative 2 would also cause the police officer and firefighter to population
ratios to be further exceeded, increasing demand on existing resources. As with the proposed
project, payment of required fees would offset the incremental increase in demand associated
with buildout of this alternative. Resultant impacts to public schools, police and fire protection
services would similarly be Class I1I, less than significant.

Traffic and Circulation. Development of these alternative sites would result in traffic
impacts that are less significant than the proposed project. Unlike the proposed project sites,
neither Key Site 15 or 23 would result in potentially significant impacts to the local circulation
system. In addition, under this alternative, neither of these sites would result in a potentially
significant contribution to cumulative traffic impacts. Impacts to public transportation would
be less than significant for both of these alternative sites, as with the proposed project.

Biological Resources. This alternative’s impacts to biological resources would be greater
than under the proposed project. Although different special status species and habitat types
would be impacted on these two sites as would be under the proposed project, the overall effect
of development on either of these sites would be potentially significant. Both Key Sites 15 and
23 contain valuable habitat, and the potential for special status species. In particular, Key Site
23 contains known occurrences of California tiger salamander (CTS), (New County Jail FEIR,
2008). In addition, California red-legged frog has been recorded in the immediate vicinity of the
site (Union Valley Parkway Extension Interchange DEIR, July 2008). Further development of
Key Site 23 would result in potentially significant and unavoidable (Class I) impacts to special
status species, and their habitat. In addition, development of Alternative 2 would have a
greater impact on wildlife movement corridors than the proposed project. Both of these sites
are surrounded by areas containing valuable habitats, and currently provide a natural corridor
for wildlife movement. However, impacts would be less than significant on Key Site 15 with
incorporation of mitigation measures that require setbacks, wildlife linkages, and reduced road
widths. Impacts on the further degradation of the wildlife corridors on Key Site 23, however,
would remain Class I, significant and unavoidable.

Fire Hazards. Under this alternative, the exposure of residents to wildland fire hazards
would be greater than under the proposed project. Both Key Sites 15 and 23 are located in
County-designated High Fire Hazard areas, whereas under the proposed project, only Key Site
3 presented wildland fire hazards. Impacts on either of these alternative rezone sites would be
potentially significant; however mitigation similar to that required under the proposed project
for Key Site 3, such as development of a fire/ vegetation management plan, fire prevention
construction techniques, and access road requirements would reduce potential impacts from
this alternative to a less than significant level.

Air Quality. Air quality impacts under Alternative 2 would be less than those of the
proposed project. Development of 370 residential units under this alternative would generate
the same number of daily vehicle trips as the proposed project and onsite energy consumption
would be the same as well. As with the proposed project, combined operational emissions from
buildout of both of these sites would exceed established thresholds, but be mitigable.
Temporary air pollutant emissions during grading and construction would also be similar.
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Development under this alternative would also generate similar levels of greenhouse gases,
potentially contributing to global climate change. Overall, these air quality impacts would
require implementation of standard dust control and diesel particulate matter mitigation
measures, transportation control measures, and energy efficiency standards, as required for the
proposed project to reduce construction related air quality impacts, operational emission
impacts, and global climate change impacts to less than significant levels. Unlike the proposed
project, neither of these sites are located within 500 feet of a freeway, therefore hazardous air
pollutant impacts would be less than significant. As with the proposed project, cumulative air
quality impacts would be Class I, significant and unavoidable.

Noise. Development of these sites would result in less noise-related impacts in
comparison to the proposed project. Construction noise at either alternative site would require
mitigation similar to the proposed project. As with the proposed project, the increased traffic
noise resulting from development under this alternative would be less than significant. Unlike
the proposed project, neither of these sites would expose future residents to Class I noise levels
exceeding County thresholds. Development at Key Site 15 would result in less than significant
noise exposure impacts, while Key Site 23 would require similar noise attenuation mitigation
proposed for Key Site 30 to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.

Seismic, Soil and Landslide Hazards. As with the proposed project, almost all impacts
related to exposure to geological hazards would be less than significant under this alternative.
However, similar to the proposed project, the soils on both Key Sites 15 and 23 present erosion
hazards for future development. Mitigation required for the proposed sites, including a
geotechnical study and soil erosion analysis, would be required for Key Sites 15 and 23 under
this alternative.

Utilities. This alternative would have identical impacts on public utilities and service
systems as the proposed project. Water supply and wastewater impacts would be less than
significant, as with the proposed project because these sites would utilize the same water and
wastewater service providers as the proposed project sites. Solid waste generation would also
be the same, and would exceed the County’s threshold, resulting in Class I, significant and
unavoidable impacts.

Hydrology and Water Quality. Both temporary and long-term water quality impacts
would be similar to the proposed project under this alternative. As with the proposed project,
implementation of standard NPDES permit requirements would reduce construction-related
water quality impacts to a less than significant level, and the required SWQMP would ensure
that long-term water quality impacts would also be less than significant. Long-term
hydrological impacts under this alternative would also be similar to the proposed project, and
would exceed allowed surface runoff standards as a result of new impervious surfaces. As
with the proposed project, mitigation including further drainage analysis, runoff conveyance
and construction of detention basins would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
However, unlike the proposed project, neither of these sites currently has existing drainage
issues in the area of anticipated development. None of the alternative sites under consideration
are within a flood hazard area; therefore flooding hazard impacts would be less than
significant.
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Overall, impacts related to hazards and hazardous
materials would be less than the proposed project under this alternative. Neither of these sites
is in the vicinity of a major highway, therefore freeway-related hazards would also be less than
significant. However, similar to the proposed project, both sites under this alternative contain
evidence of potential contamination or a recognized environmental concern. As with the
proposed project, further environmental analysis may be required, including soil sampling, and
groundwater sampling and remediation, if required would reduce potential impacts to a less
than significant level.

Cultural Resources. Potential impacts to known historic or archaeological impacts
would be less under this alternative, because no sensitive cultural resources were identified on
either of these sites. However, potential impacts to unknown cultural resources would be
similar to the proposed project because grading and construction activities on the undeveloped
site would have some potential to uncover unknown artifacts or remains. As with the proposed
project, mitigation requiring work cessation in the event that archaeological resources are
encountered during land modification activities would reduce potential impacts to a less than
significant level.

Visual and Aesthetic Resources. Overall, visual and aesthetic impacts would be reduced
under this alternative, in comparison to the proposed project sites. Development of high
density multifamily residential at Key Site 23 would result in less than significant visual
character impacts and would not affect scenic views. On the other hand, development of Key
Site 15 would impact both the visual character of the surrounding area and potentially alter
scenic views. However, mitigation measures including architectural guidelines and landscape
requirements would reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. As with the
proposed project, potential light and glare impacts on both of these sites would also require
mitigation.

Agricultural Resources. Impacts related to conversion of agricultural lands or
agricultural /urban land use conflicts would be similar to the proposed project under this
alternative. Development at either of these sites would result in less than significant impacts to
agricultural resources.

6.2.3 Alternative 3: The Key Sites 3 and 16 Alternative
Setting

Key Site 3 is described in Sections 3.0, Environmental Setting, and Section 4.0, Environmental
Impact Analysis, of this EIR.

Key Site 16 encompasses about 11.8 acres along Clark Avenue and Marcum Street in Orcutt.
The proposed rezone portion would be 10.5 acres. Full buildout of the Orcutt Key Site 16
rezone site could accommodate up to 210 dwelling units. The property is currently vacant and
the property was used in the past for oil production. Surrounding use consists of Clark
Avenue, Mobile Home Park on the north; vacant (residential) on the south; light Industrial use
on the east; and vacant industrial use on the west.

County of Santa Barbara
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Impact Analysis

Land Use. Overall, potential land use conflicts would be slightly less than the proposed
project under Alternative 3. As with the proposed project, development of these two alternative
sites would not create additional temporary land use compatibility impacts beyond those
addressed and mitigated in the Air Quality and Noise sections discussed below. Unlike the
proposed project, neither of these sites are within an airport’s safety zone; therefore airport
hazards would be less than significant. One of these alternative sites (Key Site 16) would
require mitigation similar to that required for Key Site 30, including architectural guidelines
and design review by the Board of Architectural Review (BAR) to reduce potential land use
compatibility conflicts to a less than significant level.

Parks and Recreation. This alternative would have similar impacts to parks and
recreational facilities as with the proposed project. Approximately the same number of
residential units would be developed (370), generating a similar population (1,014 residents),
which would create a similar demand for park acreage (4.77 acres). As with the proposed
project, payment of required fees would offset the incremental increase in demand associated
with buildout of this alternative. Resultant impacts to existing parks would similarly be Class
111, less than significant.

Public Services. Under this alternative, impacts to the public school system would result
from the addition of future students generated by the proposed development into school
districts that are already exceeding capacities. The increase in population resulting from the
development of Alternative 3 would also cause the police officer and firefighter to population
ratios to be further exceeded, increasing demand on existing resources. As with the proposed
project, payment of required fees would offset the incremental increase in demand associated
with buildout of this alternative. Resultant impacts to public schools, police and fire protection
services would similarly be Class 111, less than significant.

Traffic and Circulation. Development of these alternative sites would result in traffic
impacts that are similar to the proposed project. Unlike the proposed project sites, Key Site 16
would not result in potentially significant impacts to the local circulation system. However,
under this alternative, both of these sites would result in a potentially significant contribution to
cumulative traffic impacts. As with the proposed project, development under this alternative
would contribute to a cumulative impact at the Highway 101 southbound onramp at Clark
Avenue. Similar mitigation as required for the proposed project would be applied to ensure
that impacts to this intersection would be less than significant. Impacts to public transportation
would be less than significant for these alternative sites, as with the proposed project.

Biological Resources. This alternative’s impacts to biological resources would be similar
to that of the proposed project. Although different special status species and habitat types
would be impacted on Key Site 16 than would be on Key Site 30, the overall effect of
development on either of these sites would be potentially significant. As with the proposed
project, these impacts could be reduced to a less than significant level with incorporation of
mitigation measures such as special-status species surveys, habitat avoidance and/or
restoration, setbacks, and oak tree replacement. Development of Alternative 3 would, however,
have a greater impact on wildlife movement corridors than the proposed project. Unlike Key
Site 30, Key Site 16 is adjacent to areas containing valuable habitats, and currently provides a
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natural corridor for wildlife movement. Impacts would be less than significant with
incorporation of mitigation measures that require setbacks, wildlife linkages, and reduced road
widths.

Fire Hazards. Under this alternative, the exposure of residents to wildland fire hazards
would be greater than under the proposed project. Both Key Sites 3 and 16 are located in
County-designated High Fire Hazard areas, whereas under the proposed project, only Key Site
3 presented wildland fire hazards. Impacts on either of these alternative rezone sites would be
potentially significant. However, mitigation similar to that required under the proposed project
for Key Site 3, such as development of a fire/ vegetation management plan, fire prevention
construction techniques, and access road requirements would reduce potential impacts from
this alternative to a less than significant level.

Air Quality. Air quality impacts under Alternative 3 would be identical to those of the
proposed project. Development of 370 residential units under this alternative would generate
the same number of daily vehicle trips as the proposed project and onsite energy consumption
would be the same as well. As with the proposed project, combined operational emissions from
buildout of both of these sites would exceed established thresholds, but be mitigable.
Temporary air pollutant emissions during grading and construction would also be similar.
Development under this alternative would also generate similar levels of greenhouse gases,
potentially contributing to global climate change. Overall, these air quality impacts would
require implementation of standard dust control and diesel particulate matter mitigation
measures, transportation control measures, and energy efficiency standards, as required for the
proposed project to reduce construction related air quality impacts, operational emission
impacts, and global climate change impacts to less than significant levels. As with the proposed
project, cumulative air quality impacts would be Class 1, significant and unavoidable.

Noise. Development of this combination of sites would result in similar noise-related
impacts in comparison to the proposed project. Noise impacts related to Key Site 3 are
discussed in Section 4.0. Construction noise at Key Site 16 would require mitigation similar to
the proposed project. As with the proposed project, the increased traffic noise resulting from
development under this alternative would be less than significant. Similar to the proposed
project, Development at Key Site 16 would require similar noise attenuation mitigation to
reduce impacts to a less than significant level.

Seismic, Soil and Landslide Hazards. As with the proposed project, almost all impacts
related to exposure to geological hazards would be less than significant under this alternative.
As discussed in the project analysis for Key Site 3, the onsite soils present erosion-related
hazards. In addition, the soils on Key Site 16 present both expansion and erosion hazards for
future development. Mitigation required for the proposed project sites, including a
geotechnical study and soil erosion analysis, would similarly be required for Key Site 16 under
this alternative to reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level.

Utilities. This alternative would have identical impacts on public utilities and service
systems as the proposed project because these sites would be served by the same water and
wastewater service providers. Water supply and wastewater impacts would be less than
significant, as with the proposed project. Solid waste generation would also be the same, and
would exceed the County’s threshold, resulting in Class I, significant and unavoidable impacts.
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Hydrology and Water Quality. Both temporary and long-term water quality impacts
would be similar to the proposed project under this alternative. As with the proposed project,
implementation of standard NPDES permit requirements would reduce construction-related
water quality impacts to a less than significant level, and the required SWQMP would ensure
that long-term water quality impacts would also be less than significant. Long-term
hydrological impacts under this alternative would also be similar to the proposed project, and
would exceed allowed surface runoff standards as a result of new impervious surfaces. As
with the proposed project, mitigation including further drainage analysis, runoff conveyance
and construction of detention basins would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
None of the alternative sites under consideration are within a flood hazard area; therefore
flooding-related impacts would be less than significant.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Overall, impacts related to hazards and hazardous
materials would be less than the proposed project under this alternative. Freeway-related
hazards would also be less than significant for both sites under this alternative. However,
similar to the proposed project, both sites under this alternative contain evidence of potential
contamination or a recognized environmental concern. As with the proposed project, further
environmental analysis including soil sampling, and groundwater sampling and remediation
may be required to reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level.

Cultural Resources. Potential impacts to known historic or archaeological impacts
would be similar to the proposed project under this alternative, because no sensitive cultural
resources were identified on either Key Site 16 or 30. Potential impacts to unknown cultural
resources would be similar to the proposed project because grading and construction activities
on any undeveloped site have some potential to uncover unknown artifacts or remains. As
with the proposed project, mitigation requiring work cessation in the event that archaeological
resources are encountered during land modification activities would reduce potential impacts
to a less than significant level.

Visual and Aesthetic Resources. Overall, visual and aesthetic impacts would be slightly
reduced under this alternative, in comparison to the proposed project. Visual impacts related to
the development of the Key Site 3 rezoning site would occur in this alternative. Development of
high density multifamily residential at Key Site 16 would impact both the visual character of the
surrounding area and potentially alter scenic views. However, mitigation measures including
architectural guidelines and landscape requirements would reduce potential impacts to a less
than significant level. As with the proposed project, potential light and glare impacts on both of
these sites would also require mitigation.

Agricultural Resources. Impacts related to conversion of agricultural lands or
agricultural /urban land use conflicts would be similar to the proposed project under this
alternative. Development at either of these sites would result in less than significant impacts to
agricultural resources.
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6.2.4 Alternative 4: Alternative Rezone Site Location on Key Site 3
Setting

As discussed above, the alternate rezone site location on Key Site 3 would be located northwest
of the proposed rezone location, along the northern boundary of the site, adjacent to the mobile
home park.

Key Site 30 is described in Sections 3.0, Environmental Setting, and Section 4.0, Environmental
Impact Analysis, of this EIR.

Impact Analysis

This alternative would be very similar to the proposed project and have similar impact levels in
many of the environmental issue areas. The exceptions would be for the categories of Land
Use, Biological Resources, Air Quality, Noise, Hydrology, Cultural Resources, and Visual and
Aesthetic Resources, which are discussed below.

Land Use. Overall, potential land use conflicts would be greater than the proposed
project under this alternative. As with the proposed project, development of these two
alternative sites would not create additional temporary land use compatibility impacts beyond
those addressed and mitigated in the Air Quality and Noise sections discussed below. Airport-
related compatibility conflicts would remain the same as the proposed project on Key Site 30.
However, the alternate rezone site location on Key Site 3 presents certain land use compatibility
conflicts, due to its proximity to the mobile home park to the north. Development of high
density multi-family residential at heights of 40 feet or three stories directly adjacent to single
story residences could create significant quality of life impacts to the existing residents,
including privacy issues and solar access issues, as defined in the Santa Barbara County
Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual. However, mitigation such as reduced building
heights for the perimeter of the development, location of carports between existing and new
residences, vegetative screening, setbacks, or opaque windows on new development could
reduce these impacts to a less than significant level.

Biological Resources. The level of impacts to special status plant and animal species,
their habitats, and wildlife movement corridors would be the same under this alternative as
with the proposed project. The alternative rezone location on Key Site 3 contains the same
California annual grassland habitat, and supports the same plant and animal species. Although
in either case impacts would be Class II, under this alternative, less of the potential wetland
located in the eastern portion of the mesa on Key Site 3 would be impacted by development.

Air Quality. Air quality impacts under Alternative 4 would be less than those of the
proposed project. Development of 372 residential units under this alternative would generate
the same number of daily vehicle trips as the proposed project and onsite energy consumption
would be the same as well. As with the proposed project, combined operational emissions from
buildout of both of these sites would exceed established thresholds. Temporary air pollutant
emissions during grading and construction would also be similar. Development under this
alternative would also generate similar levels of greenhouse gases, potentially contributing to
global climate change. Overall, these air quality impacts would require implementation of
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standard dust control and diesel particulate matter mitigation measures, transportation control
measures, and energy efficiency standards, as required for the proposed project to reduce
construction related air quality impacts, operational emission impacts, and global climate
change impacts to less than significant levels. However, the alternative rezone site would not
expose future residents to hazardous air pollutants associated with development near the
freeway. Although portions of the alternate rezone location may be within 500 feet of Highway
101, mitigation including setbacks, would ensure that impacts related to exposure to these
emissions would be less than significant. As with the proposed project, cumulative air quality
impacts would be Class 1, significant and unavoidable.

Noise. Development of these sites would result in fewer noise-related impacts in
comparison to the proposed project. Construction noise at either alternative site would require
mitigation similar to the proposed project. As with the proposed project, the increased traffic
noise resulting from development under this alternative would be less than significant. Unlike
the proposed project, neither of these sites would expose future residents to Class I noise levels
exceeding County thresholds. Development at the alternate rezone site location on Key Site 3
would require similar noise attenuation mitigation required for the proposed project, which in
this case, would effectively reduce impacts to a less than significant level because this alternate
site is located further from the traffic noise associated with Highway 101.

Hydrology and Water Quality. Both temporary and long-term water quality impacts
would be similar to the proposed project under this alternative. As with the proposed project,
implementation of standard NPDES permit requirements would reduce construction-related
water quality impacts to a less than significant level, and the required SWQMP would ensure
that long-term water quality impacts would also be less than significant. Long-term
hydrological impacts under this alternative would also be similar to the proposed project, and
would exceed allowed surface runoff standards as a result of new impervious surfaces. In
addition, the drainage swale that crosses through the northern portion of Key Site 3 would
present similar impacts to future development under this alternative, as it would for the
proposed project. As with the proposed project, mitigation including further drainage analysis,
runoff conveyance and construction of detention basins would reduce impacts to a less than
significant level. None of the alternative sites under consideration are within a flood hazard
area; therefore flooding-related impacts would be less than significant.

Cultural Resources. Potential impacts to known historic or archaeological impacts
would be less than the proposed project under this alternative. The alternate rezone site
location on Key Site 3 does not contain any known sensitive cultural resources, therefore
impacts would be less than significant. Potential impacts to unknown cultural resources would
be similar to the proposed project because grading and construction activities on any
undeveloped site have the same potential to uncover unknown artifacts or remains. As with
the proposed project, mitigation requiring work cessation in the event that archaeological
resources are encountered during land modification activities would reduce potential impacts
to a less than significant level.

Visual and Aesthetic Resources. Overall, visual and aesthetic impacts would be reduced
under this alternative, in comparison to the proposed project sites. Impacts related to Key Site
30 are discussed in Section 4.0. The alternate rezone site location on Key Site 3 would have
similar (Class I) impacts to visual character as the proposed rezone site, and the proximity of 40-
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foothigh structures next to the mobile homes to the north would present certain land use
compatibility concerns, as discussed under Land Use above. However, development of high
density multifamily residential at the alternate rezone site would be set away from Highway
101, and would result in less than significant impacts to scenic views. As with the proposed
project, potential light and glare impacts on both of these sites would also require mitigation.

6.2.5 Alternative 5: The No Project Alternative

The No Project alternative would assume that the Focused Rezone Program would not be
implemented, and that the project sites would not be rezoned to MR. No development of
affordable housing would occur under this alternative.

This alternative would have much lower physical impacts to the environment as no new multi-
family residential units would be built, and the condition of the project sites would remain
largely unchanged, with the potential for the development of one single-family residence on
each rezoning site. Consequently, impacts relating to such issues as agricultural resources,
biological resources, cultural resources, aesthetics, geology, hydrology and wildland fire
hazards would be substantially lower than under the proposed project. In addition, only a
minimal increase in demand for parkland, public services or utilities would occur. Finally,
because high levels of traffic would not be generated to or from the project site, only minor
impacts to the local circulation system or increase in traffic-related noise would occur. This
alternative avoids all of the Class I impacts that would be anticipated with the proposed project.

However, as stated above in Section 6.1, in the No Project Alternative, the County would not be
able to maintain certification of the 2003-2008 Housing Element, and hence would not achieve
the basic objectives of the project. In addition, if affordable housing units are not developed in
close proximity to areas of employment, such as the Santa Maria Valley, workers could have a
longer commute, potentially resulting in additional vehicle miles traveled.

6.3 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

This discussion identifies the environmentally superior alternative by assessing the degree to
which each alternative avoids significant and unavoidable environmental impacts. In some
cases, an alternative will avoid one or more significant and/or unavoidable impacts identified
for the proposed project but then introduces one or more new significant impacts. Hence, the
selection of the Environmentally Superior Alternative requires an overall assessment of the
changes in the number and type of significant impacts.

The State CEQA Guidelines do not define a precise methodology regarding the determination
of the Environmentally Superior Alternative. For the purposes of this analysis, each alternative
has been compared within each issue area to the proposed project, and a determination has
been made as to whether the alternative was superior, inferior, or similar to the proposed
project. For the purpose of this EIR, the analysis assumed each impact was equally weighted.
Decision makers and the community in general may choose to emphasize one issue or another,
which could lead to differing conclusions regarding environmental superiority. If the No
Project Alternative is identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative for a given issue
area, the development scenario among the remaining alternatives that produces the fewest
impacts is noted, in accordance with CEQA.
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The No Project Alternative (Alternative 5) is considered environmentally superior overall, since
no MR rezoning action on either of these sites would occur, and no high-density housing would
be constructed on these sites under the proposed program. Future development proposed for
these Key Sites would be expected to adhere to the land use designation and zoning within the
Orcutt Community Plan, as well as any pertinent development standards. Future development
of Key Site properties would be expected to have a lower number of residential units on the
portions of the key sites considered for MR zoning under the proposed project. Hence
environmental impacts would be substantially reduced in the No Project Alternative.

Among the remaining alternatives, Alternatives 2 and 4 would result in fewer Class I, significant
and unavoidable impacts in comparison to the proposed project and hence could be considered
environmentally superior to the proposed project. As shown in Table 6-1 above, the proposed
project would result in Class I impacts in the areas of land use, air quality, noise, solid waste,
wastewater, visual character, and scenic views, while Alternatives 2 and 4 result in fewer
significant and unavoidable impacts. !

Alternative 4 (Alternate Rezone Site Location on Key Site 3) could be considered superior to the
greatest extent and is identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative among the
development alternatives. The alternate rezone location on Key site 3 would avoid the Class I
impacts related to noise and hazardous vehicle emissions exposure to future residents, because
this alternate site is a sufficient distance from Highway 101 to allow noise and freeway
emissions impacts to be avoided or mitigated. The greater setback from the highway in this
alternative also avoids the Class I impacts related to scenic view blockage for travelers on this
major transportation route. Furthermore, impacts to known cultural resources on Key Site 3
would be reduced if development were to occur at this alternate location on the site, as the
alternative location avoids a known historic site that is within the rezoning area under the
proposed project.

However, the alternate rezone site location on Key Site 3 presents a greater degree of land use
compatibility conflicts, due to its proximity to the mobile home park to the north. This Land Use
impact is significant but mitigable in Alternative 4; whereas this is a less than significant impact
for the proposed project. Development of high density multi-family residential at heights of 40
feet or three stories directly adjacent to the single-story mobile home park residences to the
north would create significant quality of life impacts to the existing residents, including privacy
issues and solar access issues. However, mitigation such as reduced building heights for the
perimeter of the development, location of carports between existing and new residences,
vegetative screening, setbacks, or opaque windows on new development could reduce these
impacts to a less than significant level.

All other potentially significant impacts at this alternate site, including cumulative traffic
impacts, impacts to biological resources, fire hazards, geologic conditions, and existing drainage

! Class | impacts pertaining to cumulative air quality emissions and solid waste generation would be considered
significant and unavoidable, regardless of which sites were chosen. In the proposed project and all alternatives
except the no project alternative, significant cumulative air quality impacts would result due to the rezoning program’s
increase in residential units not included in the current Clean Air Plan. Similarly, in all alternatives except the no
project alternative, solid waste would be generated at levels that exceed County thresholds.
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problems would be similar to the proposed project, and would require similar mitigation to
reduce these impacts to a less than significant level.

Alternative 2 (Key Sites 15 and 23 Alternative) could also be considered environmentally
superior to the proposed project. Although development at these alternative sites would avoid
the noise and aesthetic resources impacts generated by the proposed project, both Key Sites 15
and 23 contain valuable habitat, and the potential for special status species. In particular, Key
Site 23 is relatively constrained due to the presence of significant biological resources. As noted
above, Key Site 23 contains known occurrences of California tiger salamander (CTS), and
California red-legged frog (CRLF) has been recorded in the immediate vicinity of the site.
Further development of Key Site 23 would result in potentially significant and unavoidable
(Class I) impacts to special status species and their habitat. In addition, development of
Alternative 2 would have a greater impact on wildlife movement corridors than the proposed
project. Both of these sites are surrounded by areas containing valuable habitats, and currently
provide a natural corridor for wildlife movement. While such impacts would be less than
significant on Key Site 15 with incorporation of mitigation measures that require setbacks,
wildlife linkages, and reduced road widths, overall, in consideration of the development on
both of these sites, impacts would be Class 1, significant and unavoidable.

Alternatives 1 and 3 would result in the same amount of significant and unavoidable impacts as
the proposed project. Alternative 1 is environmentally inferior to the proposed project in that it
would result in Class I impacts to water supply, and would present public safety and
circulation issues at the Caltrans site as a result of a disjointed residential development
surrounding this intersection. In addition, as previously discussed, portions of the Caltrans site
are presently under negotiation for sale to the Department of Fish and Game, who would add
the site to their 5,200 acre Burton Mesa Ecological Preserve, which currently surrounds the
Caltrans site to the north, east and west. This purchase could render the project infeasible at
this location. Alternative 3, which combines housing on Key Sites 3 and 16, presents similar
level of environmental impacts as the proposed project, as the environmental sensitivity of Key
Site 16 is similar to the sensitivity of Key Site 30. This alternative is environmentally similar to
the proposed project, but environmentally inferior to Alternative 4.
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7.0 OTHER CEQA-REQUIRED DISCUSSIONS

This section discusses other issues for which CEQA requires analysis in addition to the specific
issue areas discussed in Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis. These additional issues
include: (1) the potential to induce growth; and (2) significant and irreversible impacts on the
environment.

7.1 GROWTH INDUCING EFFECTS

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that EIRs discuss the potential for projects to
induce population or economic growth, either directly or indirectly. CEQA also requires a
discussion of ways in which a project may remove obstacles to growth.

Generally speaking, a project may be considered growth inducing if it results in one of the five
conditions identified below:

=

Induces population growth.

Induces economic expansion.

3. Establishes a precedent setting action (e.g. an innovation, a radical change in
zoning or general plan designation).

4. Results in development or encroachment in an isolated or adjacent area of open
space (i.e. being distinct from “infill” development).

5. Removes an impediment to growth (e.g. the establishment of an essential public

service or the provision of new access to an area).

N

The impacts identified below are based on build-out of the two rezone sites under the proposed
Focused Rezone Program.

7.1.1 Population Growth

As discussed in Section 2.0, Project Description, the proposed Housing Element Focused Rezone
Program is designed to complete the implementation of Housing Element Policy 1.10: Action 1
Rezone Program, by identifying sites outside the community of Isla Vista with the capacity to
accommodate 370 additional affordable residential units through a rezone action. The Focused
Rezoned Program is proposed to ensure compliance with State Housing law and State Housing
and Community Development (HCD) policy direction. The Focused Rezone Program would
amend the existing zoning and development standards for the identified sites to facilitate by-
right construction of multifamily residential units at a density of 20 units per acre. Portions of
Orcutt Key Sites 3 and 30 are identified as housing sites to accommodate 372 units of affordable
multifamily housing.

Based on the community of Orcutt’s average household size of 2.74 persons per dwelling unit
(California Department of Finance, 2008), buildout under the proposed Focused Rezone
Program would result in 1,019 new residents. The potential population increase of 1,019 people
is a substantial increase in population on an area-wide basis but is not inconsistent with
buildout projections in the Orcutt Community Plan. This population growth would fulfill the
affordable housing requirements set forth by the State. In addition, the current County
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population is less than the year 2008 population estimate in the Regional Growth Forecast, such
that the potential addition of 1,019 people in the Orcutt Area is not expected to exceed long term
population growth estimates. The Rezone Program directs this growth into the urban portions
of the Orcutt Community Plan Area, which is also consistent with County goals for reducing
sprawl and maintaining Urban/Rural boundaries. Thus, the Rezone Program would not have a
significant impact population growth.

7.1.2 Economic Growth

The proposed Rezone Program focuses on residential development rather than commercial
development. As such, the Rezone Program would not directly contribute to economic growth
by providing additional space for business. However, under the Rezone Program, 372
residential units could be developed, which may indirectly contribute to economic growth. As
development occurs under the Rezone Program, the additional population would likely
contribute to the local economy as demand for general goods increases, which in turn could
result in economic growth for various sectors. However, since the proposed Rezone Program
would not result in commercial development nor result in a substantial need for additional
commercial development, it would not have a significant impact on economic growth.

7.1.3 Precedent Setting Action

The proposed Focused Rezone Program directs residential development to two identified key
sites in the Orcutt Community Plan: Key Site 3 and Key Site 30. These key sites were identified
as areas for additional residential development in the Orcutt Community Plan. The
development under the Focused Rezone Program would in part facilitate development
expected under the community plan. The creation of affordable high density housing is
consistent with County housing policies to provide a mix of residential opportunities for area
residents and would not be seen as precedent setting. Similarly, the Rezone Program would
facilitate compliance with State Housing law as well as State Housing and Community
Development (HCD) policy direction. Thus, the Rezone Program would not result in precedent
setting actions.

7.1.4 Development of Open Space/Vacant Land

Development of open space is considered growth-inducing when it occurs outside urban
boundaries or in isolated locations instead of infill areas. As discussed above, the Orcutt
Community Plan has identified several key sites within its boundaries that are designated for
residential development. Key Site 3 and Key Site 30 are designated as such and would not
extend into land outside of the urban boundary. The development that could occur under the
Rezone Program maintains the urban-rural boundary line and directs future development to
areas within the urban growth boundary.

7.1.5 Removal of an Impediment to Growth
The proposed program would facilitate residential development under the existing Orcutt

Community Plan. The Orcutt Community Plan, as a long-term land use plan, is intended to
reduce the potential for uncontrolled growth from specific development proposals and its
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associated environmental impacts. The sites on which development could occur under the
Focused Rezone Program are contiguous to or surrounded by urban land uses, designated for
urban development and are consistent with existing General Plan policies; thus the proposed
Rezone Program would not induce growth where it would not otherwise already occur. In
addition, by focusing development within already urban-designated areas, it is anticipated that
implementation of any of the proposed Rezone Program would reduce growth pressure in
undeveloped areas at the periphery of the Orcutt Community Plan Area. This would be
expected to reduce the potential for impacts relating to such issues as biological resources,
regional traffic, and air quality as compared to continued development on agricultural or open
space lands.

Future development on Key Site 3 and Key Site 30 would utilize existing water, wastewater and
solid waste facilities that serve the urban areas of Orcutt. Service would be provided to the
rezoning sites through minor extensions of existing utility infrastructure. No additional
infrastructure or facilities beyond those necessary to accommodate development of Key Sites 3
and 30 would be required. While the extension of utilities to serve the rezoning sites may be
used by other development on the balance of these two key sites, additional development on
portions of the balance of the Key Site 3 and 30 properties is anticipated under the Orcutt
Community Plan, and would be subject to additional environmental review. Although the
Rezone Program was found to have significant but mitigable impacts to traffic and circulation,
the required mitigation measures would not remove impediments to growth. The required
mitigation includes construction of facilities or fair share payment of impact mitigation fees to
signalize two different intersections. These measures would maintain acceptable levels of
service at these two intersections in accordance with circulation goals in the Orcutt Community
Plan, but would not create new opportunities for development or growth. Overall, the
proposed Focused Rezone Program would not result in the removal of an impediment to
growth.

7.2 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE EFFECTS

CEQA Guidelines §15126(b) requires that an EIR identify those significant impacts that cannot
be reduced to a less than significant level with the application of mitigation measures. The

implications and reasons why the project is being proposed, notwithstanding, must be
described.

Implementation of the proposed Focused Rezone Program would result in significant,
unavoidable impacts to the following impact categories:

e Visual and Aesthetic Resources

e Land Use
e Air Quality
e Noise

e Utilities
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7.3 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

CEQA Guidelines §15126.2(c) requires a discussion of any significant irreversible environmental
changes which would be caused by the proposed project should it be implemented. Such
significant irreversible environmental changes may include the following:

e Use of non-renewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the
project which would be irreversible because a large commitment of such
resources makes removal or non-use unlikely.

e Primary impacts and, particularly secondary impacts (such as highway
improvement which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) which
generally commit future generations to similar uses.

e Irreversible damage which may result from environmental accidents associated
with the project.

Development of housing on Key Sites 3 and 30 under the Focused Rezone Program would
require building materials and energy, some of which are non-renewable resources.
Consumption of these resources would occur with any development in the region and are not
unique to the Focused Rezone Program. The addition of new residential units would
irreversibly increase local demand for non-renewable energy resources such as petroleum and
natural gas. Increasingly efficient building fixtures and automobile engines, as well as
implementation of policies included in the Orcutt Community Plan are expected to offset the
demand to some degree. It is not anticipated that growth accommodated under the Focused
Rezone Program would significantly affect local or regional energy supplies.

Growth accommodated under the Focused Rezone Program would require an irreversible
commitment of law enforcement, fire protection, water supply, wastewater treatment, and solid
waste disposal services. Significant fire protection impacts are related to the absence and
infeasibility of a fire station to provide services to the area; however, if such a station is built in
the future, it would represent an irreversible commitment of fire protection resources and
change to the built environment. Similarly, the circulation improvement of the Clark Avenue
and Highway 101 intersection required as a mitigation measure for cumulative traffic impacts
would represent an irreversible improvement of circulation facilities; however this is an
identified traffic improvement in the Orcutt Transportation Improvement Plan. Development
of Key Site 3 and 30 under the Rezone Program would contribute a significant amount of solid
waste to local landfills and would therefore represent a significant and irreversible
environmental impact. Impacts related to land use conflicts, noise exposure, and visual
character, were similarly determined to be significant and unavoidable, as discussed in
Sections 4.1, 4.8, and 4.14, respectively. In addition, the vehicle trips associated with
development of Key Site 3 and 30 would incrementally contribute local traffic and noise levels
and regional air pollutant emissions.
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February 2007.

Clarin, Jeff, Santa Maria Public Works Department, July 2008.

Cordes, Joel, Principal Monitoring Specialist, Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control
District, July 24, 2008.

Gingras, George, Lieutenant, Santa Barbara County Sheriff’s Department, June 2008.

Kammer, Mary, City of Lompoc, January 2007.

Heldman, Frank, Golden State Water Company, November 2006.

Jammalamadaka, Vijaya, Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District, July 2008.

Johnson, Martin, Captain, Santa Barbara County Fire Department, June 2008.
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Pritchett, Ellen, City of Santa Maria Landfill, January 2007.

Reyburn, Teresa, City of Santa Maria Water District, January 2007.

Riley, Michael, Mission Hills Community Services District, January 2007.

Stein, Claudia, Superintendent, Lompoc Sanitary Landfill, January 2007.

Vilarino, Ron, Waste Management, January 2007.

von Rueden, Helena, Santa Barbara County Water Agency, February 2007.

Wilder, Marty, Laguna County Sanitation District, July 2008.

Yim, William, Santa Barbara County Association of Governments, Airport Land Use
Commission, June 2008.

8.2 EIR PREPARERS

This EIR was prepared by the County of Santa Barbara, with the assistance of Rincon
Consultants, Inc. (overall EIR management), Associated Transportation Engineers
(transportation/ circulation analysis), and the Historic Environmental Archaeological Research
Team (cultural resources). Joy Hufschmid, Deputy Director, was the project manager for the
County. Members of the consulting team involved in the preparation of the EIR are listed
below.
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