ATTACHMENT 1

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION — MST2008-00574

Pursuant to the State of California Public Resources Code and the "Guidelines for Implementation of the

California Environmental Quality Act of 1970," as amended to date, this Mitigated Negative Declaration
has been prepared for the following project:

PROJECT LOCATION: City of Santa Barbara - Citywide

PROJECT PROPONENT: Housin.g and Redevelopment Division, Community Development
Department, City of Santa Barbara

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Amend the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (THO) that already applies to
projects with 10 or more units, to apply to projects with from two to nine units. An in-lieu fee of $17,800
per market rate unit included in the project (payable prior to occupancy for two through four units), would
be charged when an affordable unit would not be provided as part of the project. The ordinance would
also state that where one to four new units are proposed the first unit would not be required to pay the in-
lieu fee. Projects that provide 30% of the units as upper-middle income affordable units would be exempt
from the ordinance. The in-lieu fee could be used for purchasing and reselling of existing middie and
upper middle income housing, subsidizing the creation of middle and upper middle income housing, and
ensuring compliance with middle and upper middle income housing policies and procedures.

NEGATIVE DECLARATION FINDING;

Based on the attached Initial Study prepared for the proposed project, it has been determined that the
proposed project will not have a significant effect on the environment.

Environmental Analyst Date /[ {
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT, PLANNING DIVISION

INITIAL STUDY/ ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST MST2008-00574
PROJECT: INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ORDINANCE AMENDEMENT
Febraary—13April 2, 2009

This Initial Study has been completed for the project described befow because the project is subject to review under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and was determined not to be exempt from the requirement for the
preparation of an environmental document. The information, analysis and conclusions contained in this Inijal Study are
the basis for deciding whether a Negative Declaration (ND} is to be prepared or if preparation of an Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) is required to further analyze impacts. Additionally, if preparation of an EIR is required, the Initial Study is
used to focus the EIR on the effects determined to be potentially significant.

APPLICANT/ PROPERTY OWNER

Applicant: City of Santa Barbara, Housing and Redevelopment Division, Community Development Department

Applicant Representatives: Steven Faulstich, Housing Programs Supervisor

Owner: Various (to be determined when projects are proposed and funded)

PROJECT ADDRESS/LOCATION

Citywide

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (See Exhibit A-Ordinance Amendment Jor further details)
Proposed Ordinance Changes

The proposed' project would amend the existing City of Santa Barbara Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (IHO) (SBMC
Chapter 28.43) as follows:

e The ordinance would now also apply to projects with from two to nine units. (It already applies to projects with
10 or more units,)

®  The in-lieu fees (charged when an affordable unit is not provided as part of the project) would now be calculated
based on “moderate income” resulting in an inclusionary fee of $354,300 per inclusionary unit. This fee would be
pro-rated (5%) for fractions of a required unit so that for projects of from two to nine upits the fee would be
$17,700 per market rate unit included in the project. The ordinance would also state that where one to four new
units are proposed the first unit would not be required to pay the in-lieu fee.

e For projects of two through four units the in-lieu fee would be payable prior to occupancy.
¢ Permissible uses of the in-lieu fees provided in Section 28.43.130 would be expanded to include:

o Purchasing and reselling of existing middle and upper middle income housing.

©  Subsidizing the creation of middle and upper middle income housing.
o Ensuring compliance with middle and upper middle income housing policies and procedures.

e The allowed maximum sale prices of inclusionary units in employer-sponsored housing projects would be
increased substantially, provided that all of the units in the project are priced at below-market restricted prices.

Estimated Revenues

Over the past 10 years, the average number of units per annum that would have been subject to in-lieu fees was 28.9.
Given the proposed in-lieu fee of 517,700 per unit, this would result in an annual revenue stream of $511,530. City
Housing Programs staff estimates that about 25% of this amount would be needed for the costs of administering the THO
and for monitoring and enforcing compliance with the City’s middle income housing restrictions on inclusionary units,
Afier deducting these administrative costs, approximately $384,000 would remain for subsidizing new or existing
affordable housing units. The amount of the in-lieu fee, $354,000, is set at the estimated amount of funding it would take
to “buy-down” the cost of an existing or newly constructed unit to a price that would be affordable to a moderate-income
household according to the City’s affordability policies. With $354,000 needed per unit, and $384,000 available each
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year, this means that the in-lieu fees generated by the proposed changes to the THO would be sufficient to fund 1.08
affordable units per year,

The pace of new construction was greater over the last six years than in the preceding four years of the ten year study
period. In the current. economic environment it is anticipated that this more rapid pace will cool considerably in the next
few years. However, in order to anticipate a “worst-case” scenario in terms of the amount of in-lieu fees that might be
collected each year, the calculations described in the preceding paragraph were also completed based on these higher
annual averages over the past six years. Using the past six years, the in-lieu fees gencrated by the proposed changes to the
THO would be sufficient to fund 1.52 affordable units per year. In order to provide a reasonable worst case scenario this
initial Study assumes that the project would fund up to three affordable residential units every other vear. For the long
term period of over 20 years it is assumed in this analysis that the project could fund a total of 30 residential units.

Assumptions

Developers of projects with 2-9 units could choose to make one of the proposed units an affordable unit, instead of paying
the in-lieu fee. This would be more likely to occur when a higher number of units (i.e. 8 or 9) in the range are proposed
because the in-lieu fee would be highest for these projects. However, it is unlikely that any developer would choose this
approach. Building the affordable unit would not be a cost effective approach for the developer. According to the formuia
in the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance the development cost of a two bedroom unit is $552,000. The maximum sales
price of an affordable inclusionary unit would be $250,000. Thus, the developer would lose $302,000 by designating one
of the units as an affordable unit, Paying the in-lieu fee in a 9-unit project would cost $159,300 (9x$17,700). Thus, the
developer would save $142,300 by paying the in-lieu fee rather than designating on of the units as an affordable unit. It is
important to note that the proposed revisions do not provide a right to a density bonus for projects of fewer than 10 units.

Affordable housing projects are most likely to occur in the residential and commercial mixed use land use designations
and zoning classifications that allow higher density than the single family areas in the City. These areas are centered in
the downtown core and the Westside, Eastside, Oak Park, Upper East Side, and Upper State Street areas of the City.

According to Housing and Redevelopment Staff the approach to spending the in-lieu fees that would be collected is that
all in-lieu fees would be used within 2 years of collection by the City. As a consequence the units constructed every
couple of years are unlikely to be constructed at the same site but would instead be distributed in different areas as
opportunities arise to acquire and develop affordable housing sites. It is not known where the 30 residential units that
would be constructed over a 20 year period may be located and it is likely they would not all be in the same location,
Since the funding derived from in-lieu fees is likely to be used within two years of collection, this would provide

sufficient funding for about three units, and the three units funded about every two years would probably be located in
different parts of the City, '

Although the location of the development (up to three units every other year) is unknown at this time, the amount of
development proposed is very small in relation to the amount of development that currently occurs within the City of
Santa Barbara. The additional three units that could be constructed with funding from the THO in-lieu fee would be
approximately 7.5% of the average number of units constructed in the City of Santa Barbara (in the years from 2002-
2007) where from 2-9 units are in the project. The total number of residential units constructed in the City of Santa
Barbara from 1990 to 2007 (that is 1,232 with certificates of occupancy and 429 with building permits) provide an
average combined total of approximately 98 residential units per annum. Of the 1661 units, 304 units would be in single
family zones. The three units that could be constructed using in-lieu funding every two vears would be approximately 4%
of all residential construction and approximately 3% of multitamily construction in the City annually.

Required Reviews

Al of the development that would occur using the in-lieu fee would be subject to some form of discretionary review. The
level of environmental review required would be determined on a case by case basis depending on the nature of the
proposal and the physical circumstances that exist at the time and piace the proposal is made.

First, projects would be screened using site specific environmental resource data in the Master Environmental
Assessment. Some projects may not include sites with sensitive environmental resources or environmental hazards.
These projects would be reviewed but may not result in sufficient impacts to warrant further environmental review. In
these cases a Notice of Exemption would be prepared and the project would be subject to standard conditions of approval,

existing building codes, and ordinance requirements that would ensure that impacts of these projects are less than
significant.

Second, the initial screening could identify some projects that would be located on sites with environmental hazards and
constraints or the project itself may result in potentially significant impacts that would cause the preparation of an Initial
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Study. The Initial Study would determine if the project impacts would be less than significant or would require mitigation
measures to address potentially significant impacts identified. The Initial Study would be circulated for public review and
comment that would be addressed in a response to comments., If the Initial Study determines that mitigation is not
required a Negative Declaration would be adopted by the decision making body. If the Initial Study determines that
mitigation is required a Mitigated Negative Declaration would be adopted by the decision making body. When initial
studies are prepared mitigation measures could also be recommended to further reduce less than significant impacts.
Also, standard conditions of approval, existing building codes, and ordinance requirements would be applied that would
ensure that impacts of these projects are less than significant.

Third, if the Initial Study concludes that the project impacts cannot be avoided or reduced to a less that sigaificant level by
any mitigation measures preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR} would be required. A notice that the EIR
is being prepared soliciting comments on the scope of the EIR would be circulated, and a Draft EIR would be prepared
and circulated for public comments that would be responded to in a Final EIR. If a Final BIR were to- determine that no
feasible mitigation measures could avoid or reduce any significant impact, a Statement of Fact and Overriding
Considerations would be made by the decision-making body and the EIR would be certified. It is highly unlikely that an
affordable housing project would be proposed that would require preparation of an EIR. This is because, by definition,
affordable housing is constructed with limited funds. The cost of preparing an EIR and the uncertainty involved in the
process raises the cost and risks associated with constructing the small amounts of construction anticipated due io the IHO
amendment to prohibitive levels. Most likely the approach to housing constructed with THO in-lieu fees would take the

path of least resistance and result in construction where environmental impacts cause the lower levels of environmental
review,

Projects funded by project in-lieu fees would also be subjected to reviews by the Planning Commission, Staff Hearing
Officer, and Architectural Board of Review or Historic Landmarks Commission. Reviews by these bodies would also help

to ensure project consistency with existing policies, improve neighborhood compatibility, and further reduce project
impacts on aesthetics and historic resources.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

This section generally describes the environmental setting of the entire City of Santa Barbara but development is more
likely to oceur in the downtown and adjacent areas and along Upper State Street. More specific setting data may be
provided in the impact sections that follow,

Land Use:

Santa Barbara is a mature city, and not much vacant land remains for residential or nonresidential development. Most of
the residentially zoned vacant land that remains is on steep slopes and is unsuitable for the density required to provide
Affordable housing. The City is concentrating on infill techniques to provide housing within the City. In addition, the
City is investigating annexations of vacant land from the unincorporated areas of Santa Barbara County, mixed use
mcentives and higher density residential in the downtown area,

According to the City 2004 Housing Element there are over 3,000 affordable housing units in the City of Santa Barbara,
of which about 3,750 or 75% are affordable rental housing units. Nearly 2,000 of these affordable rental housing units
involve federal rental housing subsidies (see Section 8 Program below). The remaining affordable rental housing units
were subsidized with public funds (federal, state and focal) that the City administers (see City of Santa Barbara’s
Affordable Housing Program below). With direct financial assistance from the US Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), the City’s Housing Authority has constructed and now owns and manages nearly 500 units in the
form of public housing for low and very low-income households. These affordable public housing units are strictly
controlled by HUD and are not considered to be at risk of being sold or converted to market rate housing.

Except for the public housing and other Housing Authority units, the City does not own any affordable housing units. In
return for the financial assistance the City provides, the developer/owners of the City’s affordable housing stock are
required to make the units affordable to low income households for a specified period of time. The City provides most of
its financial assistance to local nonprofit organizations, since few for-profit firms have approached the City for assistance
in building affordable housing. Regardless of whether they are for profit or nonprofit, ali developer/owners sign
affordability covenants that specify allowable rent and income levels for the project,

According to the City 2004 Housing Element the City has the land inventory and zoning capacity to accommodate the
projected local and regional housing need within existing General Plan and zoning capacities. No zoning or General Plan
changes are necessary to meet the City’s housing needs for the prior planning period. The City is working on the current
Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RNHA) and next round of Housing Element updates.
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Residential development is allowed in most commercial zones at the R-3 / R4 multi-family residential development

densities. Allowable R-3 / R-4 densities range from 15 to 27 units per acre depending on the unit types and use of variable
density.

There is considerable untapped development potential in the City’s multi-family and commercial zones. Historically, the
City has encouraged the redevelopment of aging housing stock to more intense multi-family apartment or condominium
development as allowed by the zone. Recently, several projects have proposed to demolish aging housing stock and to
replace it with multifamily development, typically condominiums. In some cases this has been supporied by the
neighborhood as appropriate recycling and improvement of the housing stock.

In some cases, concerns have been raised about the loss of historic resources or housing that was “affordable” by virtue of
its aging conditions. The City’s General Plan Conservation Element provides policy context and direction for protection
of cultural and historic resources in our built environment as well as visual resource protection in our hiliside and open
space areas. The City existing policies and Master Environméntal Assessment (MEA) provide guidance to protect historic

resources. Further, the City has responded by initiating historic surveys. The City is-also has a demolition control
ordinance to preserve historically significant architecture.

The 2008 Development Trends Report states that there is sufficient capacity under existing zoning to allow 5,865 to 6,267
units on commercially zoned sites that do not include historic structures. Areas that could accommodate future residentiai
units are located in and around the downtown core and along upper State Street.

Archaeological Resources:

Native American culture, appearing along the channel coast over 10,000 years ago, provides a distinctive foundation for
the Santa Barbara area. Numerous villages of the Barbarefio Chumash were found to have flourished in the coastal plains
and creekside areas that are now encompassed by the City. It was the Barbarefio Chumash’s well-developed material

culture and their advanced social organization that significantly influenced the Spanish and Mexican cultures that were to
follow.

Archaeological research indicates that the Barbarefio Chumash population in Santa Barbara was the most advanced Native
American group in California. Artifacts from coastal and interior sites are an integral part of current research into theories
of cultural evolution. The preservation and conservation of these sites of prehistoric Chumash habitation is very
important to future research. The archaeological resources in the Santa Barbara area include cave archagology and rock

art in the interior, and middens containing artifacts such as ornaments, tools, and shells along the more extensively
mhabited coastal areas.

In 1542 explorer Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo, a Portuguese sailing for Spain, entered the Santa Barbara Channel and made
the first Buropean contact with the Barbarefio Chumash. European settlement is marked by the government of Spain’s
establishment of El Presidio de Santa Barbara in 1782. Four years after this fortress and seat of civil government was
instituted, Mission Santa Barbara was founded in 1786. By the time of secularization of the missions by the government
of Mexico in 1834, the Barbarefio Chumash had virtually been eliminated by disease and the influence of Europeans,

From 1848 to 1870, the City experienced the transition from Mexican presidio/pueblo to American city. During this
period, the American-European business district was concentrated along State Street, between Gutierrez and Ortega
Streets. Many of the Hispanic community lived near State Street in an eight-block area between Ortega and Figueroa
Streets. It was during this period that the first detailed maps of downtown were drawn. The street grid was laid out in
1851 however, because of its rigid grid and the use of faulty surveying equipment, the resulting 1853 map contained
many dimensional inaccuracies. The imposition of this grid eventually led to the demolition or truncation of many adobe
houses. The adobe building tradition lasted until the early 1860s in Santa Barbara. This was due to the City's isolated

position which made the transportation of building materials difficult. By 1870, the influence of the Hispanic population
over the economic and cultural life of the City had been reduced,

Biological Resources:

The City of Santa Barbara is largely a built-out urban environment. Important biological resources in the City include
natural resources in marine/coastal, hillside, and creek side environments, and localized urban-adapted resources
including oak trees and specimen trees. The City contains upland and coastal habitat areas as well as plants and wildlife

consistent with urban environments, Additionally, plants and wildlife of Special Interest are found in various locations
throughout the City.

Upland Habitats within the City include oak woodland, riparian and wetlands, native perennial grasslands, coastal bluff,
coastal sage scrub, southern oak woodland, and chaparral. Coastal Habitats within the City include coastal sage serub,
coastal strand, brackish water and freshwater marshes, estuaries, and riparian and ruderal riparian habitats along creeks:
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Habitats for nesting, foraging, congregation and movement as well as habitat areas for Special Interest Species are
considered important wildlife areas. Such areas are riparian corridors (Arroyo Burro Creek, Mission Creek, Cieneguitas
Creek, San Roque Creek, Arroyo Honda Creek, Laguna Creek, Lighthouse Creek and Sycamore Creek), potential
southern steelhead rearing habitat, tidewater goby habitat and riparian bird habitat. The Andre Clark Bird Refuge provides
a lake habitat for as many as 192 bird species including migratory waterfow! and domestic geese and ducks. The Goleta
Slough Ecological Preserve located on airport lands provides important habitat for a variety of plant and anima! species.
Reaches of Mission Creek, Sycamore Creek, San Roque Creek, Arroyo Burro Creek are designated as southern steethead

critical habitat or rearing habitat. Tidewatacr Goby habitat has been mapped at the mouths of Sycamore Creek, Mission
Creek, Laguna Creek and Arroyo Burro Creek. '

Oak-dominated habitats vary in the number and density of oak trees. Oak woodlands typically occur along the edges of
riparian area, whereas hillside and savanna woodlands occur in drier upland areas. In the southern oak woodland and
riparian woodland habitats, the Coast Live Oak is the dominate tree type. Oak habitats occur along creek corridors and
hillsides within the City. These oak habitats provide important nesting and foraging areas for a variety of wildlife, Isolated
oaks and specimen trees also occur throughout residential and urban areas in the City. Oaks are slow growing, long-lived
trees and do not recover quickly from relocation or disturbance. Substantial changes to the surface soils, soil moisture,
root system or crown may weaken an otherwise healthy tree. The majority of oaks within the City are Coast Live Oaks
with rare occurrences of the Special Interest species, Nuttal’s Scrub Oak. Isolated native nen-oak and specimen trees also
occur throughout residential and urban areas in the City. Specimen trees are defined as healthy, structurally sound and
well developed for the species. Those trees considered important have historic significance, noteworthy size or special
location, These trees are also considered important biological resources.

Species and habitats are considered of special interest if they are protected under Federal or State Endangered Species
Acts, listed as California Department of Fish and Game “Species of Concern,” or “Fully Protected Species,” listed in the
California Natural Diversity Database or listed in the California Native Plant Saciety Inventory of Rare and Endangered
Plants. Special Interest wildlife and plants occurring in the City are shown in the table below.

Special Interest Wildlife and Plants in the City of Santa Barbara

Wildlife

Wildlife (Cont.)

Plants

Southern Bald Eagle

Southern Steelhead Trout

Water Aster

California Brown Pelican

Tidewater Goby

Southern Tar Plant

California Least Tern

Black Skimmer

Coutier’s Goldfields

California red legged frog

Long-bilied Curlew

Meadow Barley

Western Snowy Plover

Elegant Tern -

CIiff Aster

White-Tailed Kite

Belding’s Savannah Sparrow

Cithara Buckwheat

American Peregrine Falcon

Silvery Legless Lizard

Thimbleberry

Sharp-Shinned Hawk

Big Free-tailed Bat

Plummer’s Baccharis

Osprey

Globose Dune Beetle

Davidson’s Saltscale

Short-Eared Owl

Monarch Butterfly.

Hoffman’s Bitter Gooseberry

Western Least Bittern

Southern California Rufous-
Crowned Sparrow

Santa Barbara Honeysuckle

Bank Swallow

Southwest Pond Turtle

Summer Holly

Double Crested Cormorant

Cooper’s Hawk

Coutier’s Saltbush

California Guil

Catalina Mariposa Lily

Light-footed Clapper Rail

Nuttail’s Scrub Oak

Biack Rail

Island Morning Glory

Flooding/Fire Hazard:
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The mountains above Santa Barbara provide significant orographic uplift and receive much higher precipitation than the
coastal plain. The mean seasonal precipitation for the drainage area is approximately 18-inches-per-year along the coast
and 30-inches-per-year in the mountains. During the period from 1868 to 1989 the Santa Barbara the mean rainfall was
18-inches-per-year: and the median and mode was 15-inches-per-vear. The majority of the precipitation occurs between
November and April. Flooding typically occurs between December and March., The majority of the precipitation is a
result of general winter storms associated with extra-tropical cyclones of North Pacific origin. The rainfall events that

cause flooding in the Santa Barbara area are intense and are typical in coastal California. These floods are of a short
duration, with extreme flooding lasting a few hours or less.

County Flood Control, in coordination with the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has designated fiood
zones within the City. Designated 100-vear flood zones are typically located along major creeks (Arroyo Burro, Mission,
Sycamore, and Laguna) and beach areas, Along Arroyo Burro Creek, floodwaters can break out of the creek north of U.S.
Highway 101, creating a large floodplain along the creek’s east bank approximately 1 mile long, exposing portions of the
Hitchcock and Veronica Springs neighborhoods and businesses along Calle Real and Modoc Road to flood hazards.
Several neighborhoods are subject to potential flooding from Mission Creek, particularly the upper West Side east of Quk
Park, Downtown below Haley Street and as far north as De la Guerra Street cast of State Street, as well as the entire
Waterfront and “Funk zone” south of U.S. Highway 101 between City College and Chase Palm Park North. Sycamore
Creek can also cause substantial flooding east of Milpas Street on the lower East Side below Montecito Street and along
the waterfront near Dwight Murphy Field and the Fess Parker’s Doubletree Resort,

Much of the hillside area is zoned for single family residential uses and is within high or extreme high fire hazard areas as

identified in the Wildland Fire Plan. The area included in these high fire hazard areas is some of the more expensive real
estate in the City of Santa Barbara.

Creeks/Drainage:

Santa Barbara contains four major watersheds, each of which eventually drains to the Pacific Ocean. These watersheds
are drained by Arroyo Burro, Mission and Sycamore creeks, and the Laguna Channel. The three larger creeks all ori ginate
on the south face of the Santa Ynez Mountains, generally at elevations of 2,000 to over 3,000 feet above mean sea level
(MSL). Each of these larger watersheds, particularly those of Arroyo Burro and Mission creeks drain large natural
undeveloped areas within the Santa Ynez Mountains and Los Padres National Forest, as well as highly urbanized areas
within the City. With the exception of some undeveloped canyons of the south face of the Rivera, the Laguna Channel
drains an almost entirely urbanized watershed. Three other smaller watersheds are located in the City and include Arroyo

Hondo and Lighthouse creeks which drain the much of the Mesa, and Cieneguitas Creek which drains limited areas of the
far west end of the City near State Highway 154,

Mission, Arroyo Burro and Sycamore creeks are each characterized by step gradients in their upper watersheds in the
foothills, but Jevel out to become gently sloping in the more urban portions of the City, below Upper State Street for
Mission and Arroyo Burro creeks, and below Alameda Padre Serra for Sycamore Creek. The Laguna Channel drains
most of downtown and the upper east side and is gently sloping, except for limited areas on the south facing slopes of the
Riviera. In the urbanized areas of the City, drainage to all of these major and minor creeks is fed by runoff from readway
“gutters which empty into a network of urban storm drains that generally vary in size from 18 to 48 inches i diamesier.
Each of the lower reaches of the major creeks, as well as the lower reaches of several major storm drains, such as the
central drain at east beach and those that empty onto west beach, is less than 15 feet above MSL for approximately | mile

inland. Each creck as well as major storm drains support tidal estuaries, with those at Arroyo Burro and Mission creeks
approximately 2 acres in size.

Arroyo Burro Creek, and to a lesser extent, Mission Creek maintain relatively strong summer flows in lower reaches,
approximately | mile upstream from the Pacific Ocean. Ample water and the relatively natural channel of Arrovo Burro
Creek provide important fish and wildlife habitat. However, the middle reaches of both Arroyo Burro and Mission creeks
are generally dry from May or June through October as lower flows percolate through streambed gravels into the ground-
water basins below. Sycamore Creek’s smalier watershed generally supports flows of shorter duration. Even the upper
reaches are reduced to minimal flows or drying completely in places during the summer drought.

Many of the City’s most scesntic and heavily used parks are located along major creeks, particularly Mission Creek. These
range from Rattlesnake Canyon and Stevens parks in the foothills to more urban parks such as Oak and Bohnett parks
along an old creek sed-realignment ofby Mission Creek. Surprisingly, although development occurs up to the
top of the creek bank in much of the urban areas, marty of the City’s creeks retain relatively natural open channels over
the majority of their length; however, small- to mid-sized tributaries are frequently contained in culverts. Segments of ail
of the creeks have bank protection such as rip-rap or retaining walls of wood, concrete or rocks, and creek banks are
frequently protected by pipe and wire revetment to prevent erosion and speed floodwater passage. Notable exceptions
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include a concrete-lined 1,400-ft reach of Arroyo Burro Creek above U.S, Highway 101, and an 1,800-ft reach of concrate
channel along lower Mission Creek below at Micheltorena Street at Highway 101.

The quality of on- and off:shore surface waters in Santa Barbara is a significant concern to both City residenis and
regulatory agencies. In particular, the surface water in City creeks is known at times to harbor levels of pathogens (e.g.,
bacteria, viruses) that exceed adopted water quality protection standards, In addition, run-off polluted with petroleum
products from roads and parking lots and other urban debris combined with sediment released from urban and agricultural
development and creek bank erosion also cause pollution in area creeks. These instream pollutants contribute to pollution
at popular downstream beaches such as East Beach and Arroyo Burro Beach. Such pollution can expose swimmers and
surfers to infections and illness and conflicts with local state and federal clean water policies and regulations. Over the
last decade, clean water issues have become a major public concern, leading to the passage of the City’s Measure B in
2000. This measure increased the hotel bed tax by 2% per year to provide approximately $2.8 million annually to fund
water clean up and protection measures, and the establishment of the Santa Barbara Creeks Division.

Regulation to protect surface water quality includes local polices implemented by the City’s Creeks Bivision and the
County’s Project Clean Water, as well as state and federal regulations. The Creeks Division implements water quality and
habitat improvement projects, provides public education and reviews new development projects 1o ensure that water
quality protection measures are incorporated. A major recent project involved the “daylighting” or uncovering of buried
portions of Mesa Creek along with habitat restoration to improve water quality and habitat at the Arroyo Burro estuary.

Noise:

The most significant source of noise in the City is road traffic, followed by rail and air traffic. Of the roads evaluated for
noise exposure, the following were found to be associated with Ldn noise levels of 70 dBA or higher: U.S. 101, State
Street, Cabrillo Boulevard, and Las Positas Road. Rail traffic on the Southern Pacific line is infrequent, but creates
intense noise events such that the total sound energy associated with the railroad is nearly equivalent to that of U.S. 101.
The airport is not a likely area of the City to be selected for affordable housing development.

Setsmic/Geologic Conditions:

Santa Barbara is located in the western portion of the Transverse Ranges physiographic province of Southern California.
The Transverse Ranges are a complex series of east-west trending mountain ranges and valleys. The structura! orientation
of this province is transverse to the general north-northwest structural trend of the other geologic provinces in California.
The western segment of the Transverse Ranges province extends from Ventura County west to Point Arguello, and is
dominated by the east-west trending Santa Ynez Mountain Range. The geology of the general area is dominated by
Cretaceous-age to recent age sedimentary rock. The City is located within an elevated portion of the Santa Barbara
coastal plain characterized by a gently undulating, but generally south-sloping surface. The elevated feature of the plain

is believed to be caused by tectonic uplift during the Quaternary age. Locally, the site area is underlain by alluvium over
the south-dipping structure of the Santa Ynez Mountains.

The surficial geologic formations vary from Oligocene-age to recent age deposits. Locally, Holocene to upper Pleisiocens
age alluvium consisting of unconsolidated to weakly consolidated, poorly to moderately sorted silt, sand and grave!
deposits underlie the project area. Alluvial soils are found throughout the project area.

Topography:

Santa Barbara is in the approximate center of a narrow, east -west coastal shelf, about 25 miles in length and located about
100 miles northwest of Los Angeles. From a curving three-mile beach, the central portion of the community rises
gradually in a northwesterly direction to form an area of some four square miles, sheltered on the southwest from direct
exposure to the offshore winds by rolling hills of 300 to 400 feet in elevation. On the north, the basin sweeps up into the
foothills of the Santa Ynez Mountains, the rugged east-west coastal range which divides the South Coast from the Santa
Ynez Vatley., To the west, the Santa Barbara basin passes between the sheltering hills on the south and the foothills on the
north, and into the Goleta Valley. South, and about 30 miles offshore from Santa Barbara, the four Channel Islands—San

Miguel, Santa Rosa, Santa Cruz and Anacapa~—lie parallel to the coast and form a barrier to the heavy seas coming in
from the Pacific.

Transportation

Level of service (LOS}) is a qualitative measure used to describe the condition of traffic flow, ranging from excelient
conditions at LOS A to overloaded conditions at LOS F. LOS C with a volume to capacity (V/C) ratio of 0.77 or less is
the acceptable level of service in the City of Santa Barbara. For unsignalized intersections, LOS C is used as the
minimum acceptable LOS. The 2008 weekday existing Intersections level of service is provided in Table 1 attached as
Exhibit B,
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Because traffic flow on urban arterials is most constrained at intersections, detailed traffic flow analyses typically focuses
on the operating conditions of critical intersections during peak travel periods. However, in some instances, congestion
along major road corridors can be related to the interaction between closely spaced signals and other factors such as a
large number of driveways, pedestrian activity, transit operations, etc. Several such corridors exist in the City, including
Upper State Street, and Carrillo Street between U.S. Highway 101 and Milpas Street. Intersections that operate at or
below city thresholds occur primarily in the vicinity of Highway 101. City intersections that operate at or below city
thresholds during the morning and afternoon peak hour are presented in Table 2 attached as Exhibit B.

PLANS AND POLICY DISCUSSION

Land Use and Zoning Designations:

The location of any housing that would be constructed using funding derived from the proposed amendment to the
Inclusionary housing Ordinance has not yet been determined. Since funding is limited for affordable housing it is likely
to be located where suitable General Plan land use designations and zoning classifications already exist. If it is proposed
where suitable land use designations and zoning classifications do not exist, an environmental review of any land use and
zoning changes that would be required to allow the proposed residential use would be conducted.

General Plan Policies:

A 2004 Housing Element goal seeks to ensure a full range of housing opportunities for all persons regardiess of economic
group, race, religion, sex, marital status, sexual orientation, ancestry, national origin or color. The goal says the City shall
place special emphasis on providing housing opportunities for low income, moderate income and special needs

households. The proposed ordinance amendment would provide limited funding for affordable housing and is therefore
potentially consistent with this goal. '

Policy 2.8 of the Housing Element indicates that new development in and/or adjacent to existing residential
neighborhoods must be compatible in terms of scale, size, and design with the prevailing character of the established
neighborhood. New development which would result in an overburdening of public circulation and/or on street parking
resources of existing residential neighborhoods shall not be permitted, unless findings of overriding consideration can be
made. The proposed project includes funding for residential development that would be reviewed for consistency with
this goal and compatibility with adjacent housing when it is reviewed by the design review boards, Staff Hearing Officer,
and the Planning Commission. Future environmental, discretionary, and design review would ensure that development is
compatible with existing development. The project is therefore potentially consistent with this policy.

Policy 4.1 of the Housing Element encourages construction of new affordable housing opportunities for owners and

renters.  The proposed project is potentially consistent with this policy because it collects funding for construction of
affordable housing,

Policy 4.2 of the Housing Element encourages resource conservation measures in new and rehabilitated residential
developments and mixed use projects. The proposed project may result in construction of residential development in
residential or commercial (mixed use) areas. The amount of development that would be financed by the proposed
ordinance amendment is small. When development financed by fees collected pursuant to the proposed Ordinance
Amendment is proposed and the location is known review of the proposal will include an assessment of resource
conservation measures. It is likely that proposed affordable housing would be acquired or constructed in the downtown
and adjacent areas where public transportation is available and resource use would be minimized and impacts on sensitive
resources would be minimal. Future environmental review would ensure that that the project includes conservation
measures. The project is therefore potentially consistent with this policy. '

Policy 4 of the Housing Eiement encourages applications for public and private financial assistance for affordable housing

projects. The proposed project is potentially consistent with this policy because it obtains private financial assistance in
the form of fees to develop affordable housing.

Policy 4.6 of the Housing Element encourages the creation of new programs to aid the homeless and those on the verge of
becoming homeless to secure housing, The project is potentially consistent with this policy because funding derived from

the proposed ordinance amendment would encourage affordable housing that would increase the supply of housing
making more housing available for the homeless.
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Policy 5.1 of the Housing Element encourages assistance to affordable housing sponsors to produce affordzble housing by
minimizing the time and cost associated with the development review process while maintaining the City's commitment to
good planning and environmental protection. The project is potentially consistent with this policy because funding
derived from the proposed ordinance amendment would be available to provide assistance to affordable housing SPONsors.

The Land Use Element includes a goal that seeks to maintain the character of Santa Barbara primarily as a low-density
residential community. The proposed ordinance amendment would provide limited funding that could be used to provide
a small amount of affordable housing in the City. The small amount of development would likely be absorbed in the
downtown core and surrounding developed areas and would be subjected to environmental review. Since there could be a

small amount of development and the project would be reviewed to ensure it maintains the character of the City the
project would be potentially consistent with this policy.

The Land Use Element includes a goal that encourages the City to live within its resources by balancing development with
available resources and maintaining the established character of the City. Development that oceurs with fundin g from the
proposed ordinance amendment would likely occur in areas planned for and zoned for residential uses in and around the
downtown core. These areas generally have sufficient resources and development of these areas would be unlikely to
result in an imbalance of resources and substantially change the character of the City. When the location and
configuration of development is known it would be subject to review and would be modified, if necessary, to be consistent
with the character of adjacent development. The project is therefore potentially consistent with this goal.

The Land Use Element includes a goal to provide adequate public services and facilities to all the residents of the
community. Development that occurs with funding from the proposed ordinance amendment would likely occur in areas
planned for and zoned for residential uses in and around the downtown core and surrounding areas along Upper State
Street. These areas generally have sufficient public services and facilities. The funding from the proposed fee would be
sufficient for 1.52 units per vear (three units every other year). When the location and type of development is known it
would be subject to review and would not be approved if sufficient public services and other services were not available.
Because of the small amount of development that could occur, and because existing services and other services are either

adequate or would be expanded to be adequate, the development that could occur would be potentially consistent with this
goal.

The Land Use Element includes a goal that ensures affordabie housing opportunities for all economic levels of the

community. The proposed project is potentially consistent with this goal because it collects funding for construction of
affordable housing.

The Conservation Element includes a goal designed to preserve and protect wherever feasible sites of significant
archaeological, historic, or architectural resources. The proposed project could fund development on sites where historic
and/or archaeological resources are present. The City has in place a Master Environmental Assessment Guidelines for
Archaeclogical and Historic Structures and Sites that, when followed, ensures that these resources would be protected and
preserved, when feasible. When development is proposed with funding from the proceeds of the ordinance amendment it
would be subjected to review using the above described procedures. Future environmental and Historic Landmark
Commission review would ensure that that the projéct includes measures to protect these resources. These procedures
would ensure the development is potentially consistent with this goal,

The Conservation Element includes a goal designed to maintain air quality above Federal and State ambient air guality
standards. Funding derived by the ordinance fee would not be sufficient to allow sufficient development to trigger a
violation of State or Federal ambient ajr quality standards so the project is potentially consistent with this goal.

The Conservation Element includes a goal designed to enhance and preserve the City's critical ecological resources.
Construction that would be funded by fees from the Ordinance amendment would not be sufficient to result in the
construction of a substantial number of new residential units because the amount of development that is expected to occur
that would be subject to the fee would be relatively low, some of the fee funding could be used to purchase existing units,
and the fees would also be used to fund City costs assaciated with ensuring compliance with affordable housing
requirements. Since the smail amount of development that could occur would fikely be located in downtown and
surrounding areas where urban development has already occurred (biological resources values are low) and new
development would be subject to environmental review and existing requirements (Master Environmental Assessment,
General Plan Conservation Element, Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, Santa Barbara Municipal Code
requirements, etc.) designed to minimize the impacts of development on the environment (e.g. control of project runoff
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water quality) impacts of the project on ecological resources would be minor. Therefore the project is potentially
consistent with this goal.

The Conservation Element includes a goal designed to ensure that human habitation of the City's floodplains does not
adversely affect public health, safety, and welfare. Construction that would be funded by fees from the Crdinance
amendment would not be sufficient to result in the construction of a substantial nrumber of new residential units because
the amount of development that is expected to occur that would be subject to the fee would be relatively low, some of the
fee funding could be used to purchase existing units, and the fees would also be used to fund City costs associated with
ensuring compliance with affordable housing requirements. Since the small amount of development that could occur
would likely occur in downtown and surrounding areas and existing code requirements require that residential
development be located outside of the 100-year flood plain, the development that could occur would not be subject to
flooding. Therefore the project is potentially consistent with this goal.

The Seismic Element includes goals and policies designed to minimize the exposure of the public to unacceptable risk due
to ground rupture and secondary seismic hazards such as ground shaking, liquefaction, seiche, and iandsiides. The
proposed project could result in the construction of a limited number of new structures. These structures would be
required to conform to City requirements regarding construction in known gréund rupture areas and areas of liquefaction.
Adherence to the building code (required for any building permit) and environmental review procedures already in place
when construction locations and type are known would ensure that exposure of project occupants to unacceptable risk due

to ground rupture and secondary seismic hazards is minimized. The project would be potentially consistent with
applicable goals and policies.

Coastal Plan policy 5.3 requires new development in and/or adjacent to existing residential neighborhoods to be
compatible in terms of scale, size, and design with the prevailing character of the established neighborhood, New
development that would result in an overburdening of public circulation and/or on-street parking resources of existing
residential neighborhoods would not be permitted. Projects using in-lieu funding would be required to meet City
standards and would be reviewed by the applicable design board to ensure that they are compatible with adjacent uses.
Therefore, the ordinance amendment would be potentially consistent with this policy.

Coastal Plan policy 5.6 seeks to obtain provisions for low- and moderate-income housing in all new residential
developments. The proposed ordinance amendment would make provisions in smaller residential projects that would
have difficulty funding an affordable residential unit alone. Instead an in-lieu fee would be collected that could be used to
fund construction or purchase of affordable housing units in the City. Because it makes provisions for moderate income

housing in new residential development where from 2 to 9 units are proposed, the ordinance amendment would be
potentially consistent with this policy.

Coastal Plan policy 5.7 seeks to reduce the impact of the conversion of apartments to condominiums on residents in rental
housing, particularly those of low- and moderate-income, and provide an opportunity for ownership of all types, and for

all levels of income. The proposed project would enhance the development of affordable housing and would therefore be
potentially consistent with this policy. :

Coastal Plan policy 9.1 protects, preserves, and enhances existing views to, from, and along the ocean and scenic coastal
areas. The small amount of development that could occur using project funding would be subject to desi gn and
environmental reviews to ensure that it does not interfere with views to, from, and along the ocean. Also, new affordabie
housing is unlikely to be developed in the coastal areas due to the higher prices associated with acquisition of this land so
view blockage by affordable housing is even more unlikely. Therefore, the project is potentially consistent with this view

preservation policy.
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP)

A draft Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is attached as Exhibit C in compliance with Public Resources Code
§21081.6, |

NVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

The following checklist contains questions concerning potential changes to the environment that may resuit if this project
_Is implemented. If no impact would occur, NO should be checked. If the project might result in an impact, check YES
indicating the potential level of significance as follows:
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Stgnificant: Known substantial environmental impacts. Further review needed to determine if there are feasible mitigation
measures and/or alternatives to reduce the impact. _

Potentiaily Significant: Unknown, potentially significant impacts that need further review to determine significance level
and whether mitigable.

Potentially Sigrificant. Mitigable: Potentially significant impacts that can be avoided or reduced to less than significant
levels with identified mitigation measures agreed-to by the applicant.

Less Than Significant: Impacts that are not substantial or significant.

1. AESTHETICS NO YES
Could the project: Level of Significance

a) Affect a public scenic vista or designated scenic highway or Potentially Significant, Mitigable
highway/roadway cligible for designation as a scenic
highway? ' .

b) Have a demonstrable negative aesthetic effect in that it is Potentially Significant, Mitigable
inconsistent with Architectural Board of Review or Historic
Landmarks Guidelines or guidelines/criteria adopted as part
of the Local] Coastal Program?

c) Create light or glare? Potentially Significant, Mitigable

Visual Aesthetics - Discussion

Issues: Issues associated with visual aesthetics include the potential blockage of important public scenic views, project
on-site visual aesthetics and compatibility with the surrounding area, and changes in exterior lighting.

Impact Evaluation Guidelines: Aesthetic quality, whether a project is visually pleasing or unpleasing, may be perceived
and valued differently from one person to the next, and depends in part on the context of the environment in which a
project is proposed. The significance of visual changes is assessed qualitatively based on consideration of the proposed
physical change and project design within the context of the surrounding visual setting. First, the existing visual setting is
reviewed to determine whether important existing visual aesthetics are involved, based on consideration of existin g views,
existing visual aesthetics on and around the site, and existing lighting conditions. Under CEQA, the evaluation of a
project’s potential impacts to scenic views is focused on views from public {as opposed to private) viewpoints. The
importance of existing views is assessed qualitatively based on whether important visual resources such as mountains,
skyline trees, or the coastline, can be seen, the extent and scenic quality of the views, and whether the views are
experienced from public viewpoints. The visual changes associated with the project are then assessed qualitatively to

determine whether the project would result in substantial effects associated with important public scenic views, an-site
visual aesthetics, and lighting,

Significant visual aesthetics impacts may potentially result from:

® Substantial obstruction or degradation of important public scenic views, including important views from scenic
highways; extensive grading and/or removal of substantial amounts of vegetation and trees visible from public
areas without adequate landscaping; or substantial loss of important public open space.

e Substantial negative aesthetic effect or incompatibility with surrounding land uses or structures due to project
size, massing, scale, density, architecture, signage, or other design features.

¢ Substantial light and/or glare that poses a hazard or substantial anpoyance to adjacent land uses and sensitive
receptors, '

Visual Aesthetics — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts

La, b, & ¢ Scenic Views/On-Site Aesthetics/Lighting

Approval of the proposed amendment to the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (IHO) itself would have no direct adverse
impacts on the environment because it is a change in the requirements for monetary exactions when projects including
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from two to nine units are approved. However, the funding derived from the in-lieu fee for affordable housing could be
used for construction of new residential units. The units that could be constructed with in-lieu funding are therefore an
indirect consequence of the approval of the THO.

Development that is likely to oceur using funding from the proposed ordinance amendment would, based on prior trends,
occur mainly in the downtown core and surrounding multi family and commercial zones and along Upper State Street.
This is a developed urban area well suited to absorbing the visual impacts of limited additional smail scale development,
since it is not a pristine visual setting. Since the location and configuration of structures, including type/configuration of
lighting, funded by the project is unknown, it is possible that the visual impacts associated with the development would be
substantial but these impacts would be mitigated during environmental and design review, when proposed. Given the
small number of units that could be constructed, the already developed visual context, and that environmental review and
discretionary/design reviews of proposed development would occur and this review would ensure consistency with
policies requiring preservation of scenic views, aesthetics compatibility and appropriateness, it is likely that the projects
aesthetics impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. Review would be required to ensure compatibility
with lighting ordinance requirements that specify that the lighting should be minimized and shielded to minimize glare,
Standard conditions of approval requiring design review and lighting would be required to ensure that any visual impacts

assoctated with the project are minimized. Therefore, project aesthetic impacts are identified as polentially significan,
mitigable,

Visual Aesthetics - Mitigation

Aesthetics - When construction is proposed it shall be subjected to environmental and discretionary/design review to
minimize any project visual impacts identified and for consistency with the Santa Barbara Municipal Code, General Plan

Conservation Element, and applicable design review guidelines. Existing Lighting Ordinance compliance would be
ensured during project review and standard conditions of approval would be applied.

Visual Aesthetics - Residual Impacts

Less than significant

2. AIRQUALITY NO YES
Could the project: Level of Significance
a) Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existin gor Less than Significant
projected air quality violation?
b} Expose sensitive receptors to poltutants? Potentially Significant, Mitigabie
c) Create objectionable odors? Less than Significant

Is the project consistent with the County of Santa Barbara Ajr Quality Attaimment Plan? YES

Air Ouality - Discussion

Issues. Air quality issues involve pollutant emissions from vehicle exhaust and industrial or other stationary sources that
contribute to smog, particulates and nuisance dust associated with grading and construction processes, and nuisance odors.

Smog, or ozone, is formed in the atmosphere through a series of photochemical reactions involving interaction of oxides
of nitrogen [NO,] and reactive organic compounds [ROC] (referred to as ozone precursors) with sunlight over a period of
several hours. Primary sources of ozone precursors in the South Coast area are vehicle emissions. Sources of particulate
matter (PM;,) include demolition, grading, road dust, agricultural tilling, mineral quarries, and vehicle exhaust {(PM,5).

The City of Santa Barbara is part of the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB). The City is subject to the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards and the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS), which are more stringent than the
national standards. The CAAQS apply to six pollutants: photochemical ozone, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen
dioxide, particulate matter, and lead. The Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (SBCAPCD} provides
oversight on compliance with air quality standards and preparation of the County Clean Air Plan.
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Global warming due to greenhouse gas emissions is of concern and there is a need to minimize greenhouse gas emissions
to minimize project contributions to global warming. Global Climate Change (GCC) is a change in the average weather
of the earth that can be measured by changes in wind patterns, storms, precipitation and temperature, Although there is
not unanimous agreement regarding the occurrence, causes, or effects of GCC, there is a substantial body of evidence that
climate change is occurring due the introduction of gases that trap heat in the atmosphere. Common greenhouse gases
(GHG) include water vapor, carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxides, chlorofluorocarbons, hydrofluorocarbons, ozone
and aerosols. Natural processes emit GHG that help to regulate the earth’s temperature; however, it is believed that
substantial increases in emissions from human activities, such as electricity production and vehicle use, have substantially
¢levated the concentration of these gases in the atmosphere beyond the level of naturally occurring concentrations.
California is a substantial contributor of GHG (2nd largest contributor in the U.S. and the 16th largest contributor in the

world); with transportation and electricity generation representing the two largest contributing factors (41 and 22 percent,
respectively). :

According to the US Environmental Protection Agency GHG emissions in.the US amounted to 7,260 Tetragrams {one
million metric tons) of carbon dioxide equivalence (TgCO2Eq.) in 2005. US GHG emissions were partially offset
(11.4%) by carbon sequestration due to vegetation and other means, The California Energy Commission estimates that
California emissions in 2004 were approximately 492 Million Metric Tons of Carbon dioxide equivalent (MMTCGO2E).

The goal of AB 32 would be to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 1o the estimated 1990 California greenhouse gases
emissions of 427 MMTCO2E.

For comparison purposes, the California Air Resources Board has prepared the following conversion examples to describe
the magnitude of one million metric tons of carbon dioxide. Reducing MMTCO2E is equivalent to:

*Avoiding the total emissions from | state-of-the-art 750 megawatt power plants for one year.

*179,000 passenger cars and light trucks not driven for one year. In 2005, over 21 million passenger cars and light
trucks were operated on California roads.

* 114 million gallons of gasoline saved. California consumes about 16 billion gallons of gasoline per vear.
Impact Evaluation Guidelines: A project may create a significant air quality impact from the following:

e Exceeding an APCD pollutant threshold; inconsistency with District regulations; or exceeding population
forecasts in the adopted County Clean Air Plan.

® Exposing sensitive receptors, such as children, the elderly or sick people to substantia] pollutant exposure.
¢ Substantial unmitigated nuisance dust during earthwork or construction operations.
¢  Creation of nuisance odors inconsistent with APCD regulations.

Long-Term (Operational) Impact Guidelines: The City of Santa Barbara uses the SBCAPCD thresholds of significance for
evaluating air quality impacts. The APCD has determined that a proposed project will not have a significant air quality
impact on the environment if operation of the project will:

e Emit (from all project sources, both stationary and mobile) less than 240 pounds per day for ROC and NG, and
80 pounds per day for PMj,,

s Emit less than 25 pounds per day of ROC or NO, from motor vehicle trips only;

¢ Not cause a violation of any California or National Ambient Air Quality Standard (except ozone);
® Not exceed the APCD health risks public notification thresholds adopted by the APCD Board: and
®  Be consistent with the adopted federal and state air quality plans for Santa Barbara.

Short-Term (Construction) Impacts Guidelines: Projects involving grading, paving, construction, and landscaping
activities may cause localized nuisance dust impacts and increased particulate matter (PM,;). Substantial dust-related
impacts may be potentially significant, but are generally considered mitigable with the application of standard dust control

mitigation measures. Standard dust mitigation measures are applied to projects with either significant or less than
significant effects.

Exhaust from construction equipment also contributes to air pollution. Quantitative thresholds of significance are not
currently in place for short-term or construction emissions. However, SBCAPCD uses combined emissions from all
construction equipment that exceed 25 tons of any pollutant except carbon monoxide within a 12-month period as a
guideline threshold for determining significance of construction emission impacts,
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Cumglative Impacts and Consistency with Clean Air Plan: If the project-specific impact exceeds the ozone precursor
significance threshold, it is also considered to have a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts. When a project is
not accounted for in the most recent Clean Air Plan growth projections, then the project’s impact may also be considered
to have a considerable contribution to cumulative air quality impacts. The Santa Barbara County Association of
Governments and Air Resources Board on-road emissions forecasts are used as a basis for vehicle emission forecasting,
If a project provides for increased population growth beyond that forecasted in the most recently adopted CAP, or if the
project does not incorporate appropriate air quality mitigation and control measures, or is inconsistent with APCD rules
and regulations, then the project may be found inconsistent with the CAP and may have a significant impact on air
quality.

Air Quality — Existing Condijtions and Proiect Impacts

Existing Conditions

The SCAB is considered in attainment of the federal eight-hour ozone standard, and in attainment of the state one-hour
ozone standard. The SCAB does not meet the state cight-hour ozone standard or the state standard for particulate matter
less than ten microns in diameter (PM10); but does meet the federal PM10 standard. There is not yet enough data i
determine SCAB attainment status for either the federal standard for particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter
(PM2.5) or the state PM2.5 standard, although SCAB will likely be in attainment for the federal 2.5 standard.

The City of Santa Barbara has adopted energy efficiency requirements in Municipal Code, Title 22.82 Energy Efficiency,
These standards require energy efficiency for structures that is greater than the energy efficiency requirements of the
California Energy Commission requirements in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. The energy reductions
required by Title 22.82 are 20% less for new low-rise (three stories or less) residential development, 15% less for new
high-rise (four stories and three units or more) residential development, and 10% less for non-residential and hotel
development. The city also encourages use of active and passive solar design on new structures in design guidelines that
would further help reduce energy demand and associated greenhouse gas emissions for new development and reduce air
emissions associated with cooling and heating. The City also has a program that provides for expedited building permit
issuance if the proposed development meets criteria in the LEED-ND program that provides a mechanism that allows
third-party verification that a development’s location and design meets specified environmenta protection and
sustainability objectives that include energy conservation. All of these energy conservation measures are expected to
reduce the projects greenhouse gas emissions. These greenhouse gasses may contribute towards global warming,

2.a-b) Air Pollutant Emissions and Sensitive Receptors

Long-Term (Operational) Emissions:

Approval of the proposed amendment to the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (IHO) itself would have no direct adverse
impacts on the environment because it is a change in the requirements for monetary exactions when projects including
from two to nine units are approved. However, the funding derived from the in-lieu fee for affordable housing could be
used for construction of new residential units. The units that could be constructed with in-lieu funding are therefore an
indirect consequence of the approval of the THO.

Substantial long-term project emissions could potentially stem from stationary sources which may require permits from
the APCD, from motor vehicles associated with the project, and from mobile sources including the automobile. The
proposed project does not contain any stationary sources {gas stations, auto body shops, dry cleaners, oil and gas
production and processing facilities, and water treatment facilities) which require permits from the APCD.

Utilizing the URBEMIS 2007 version 9.2.4 computer model, it is estimated that the development of up to three affordabie
residential units in ant one year would generate 0.3 pounds per day of NOx, 3.3 pounds per day of Carbon Monoxide
(CO), 0.3 pounds per day of PM10, 0.1 pounds per day of PM2.5, 0.5 pounds per day of ROC, and 1754 pounds per day
of carbon dioxide (CO2) (Exhibit D). The project would not exceed any air quality operational significance threshold.
Therefore, the proposed project operation is expected to have a less than significant effect on air quality.

The carbon dioxide (CO2) equivalent is a consistent methodology for comparing GHG emissions. The net increase in
COZ emissions from the project (three units) operation is estimated to be 175.4 pounds per day (about 32.01 tons per
year). The project would generate an estimated 0.000007% of California annual CO2 emissions and 0.0000004% of USA
annual CO2 emissions. Project CO2 emissions would be a very small fraction of California and USA greenhouse gas

emissions. As there are currently no significance thresholds for CO2 emissions or measuring GCC, this information is
provided for informational purposes only.

As the proposed project would result in increased vehicle trips, it would contribute, on a cumulative level, to the
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generation of GHG emissions. Because no significance thresholds or regulatory guidance currently exists for the
generation of GHG emissions, impact determination would be overly speculative at this time, The City has adopted
ordinances and guidelines in an effort to reduce the energy consumption of new construction. These measures that require
more “green” construction serve to reduce GHG emissions from new and some refurbished development. Also, the City
is in the process of preparing revisions to its General Plan. During the analysis of the impacts of the new plan additional
guidance on how to deal with GHG emissions is anticipated.

Short-Term (Construction) Emissions:

Construction equipment would also emit NOx and ROC. However, in order for NOx and ROC emissions from
construction equipment to be considered a significant environmental impact, combined emissions from all construction
equipment would need to exceed 25 tons of anty pollutant except carbon monoxide) within a 12-month period. Utilizing
the URBEMIS 2007 Version 9.2.4 computer model, it is estimated that the proposed project will generate 1.06 tons per
year of NO, and 0.15 tons per year of ROC, during construction, far less than 25 tons. Therefore, the proposed project
construction is anticipated to have a less than significant effect on the environment, ‘

Utilizing the URBEMIS 2007 Version 9.2.4 computer model, it is estimated that the proposed project will generate an
estimated 110,75 tons per year (607 pounds per day) of CO2 during construction. This is a minute portion of California
and US CO2 emissions (0.00003% and 0.000002% respectively). Since there are no significance thresholds for CO2 no

level of significance is assigned to this impact. However, the City strives to minimize greenhouse gas emissions by
minimizing emissions during construction.

Sensitive Receptors: Sensitive receptors are defined as children, elderly, or ill people that can be more adversely affected
by air quality problems. Land uses typically associated with sensitive receptors include schools, parks, piaygrounds,
childcare centers, retirement homes, convalescent homes, hospitals, and clinics. Stationary sources are of particular
concern to sensitive receptors, as is construction dust and particulate matter. The project would not include stationary
sources, but sensitive receptors could be affected by dust and particulates during project site grading if in close proximity
to the site. This would result in a potentially significant, mitigable impact on sensitive resources. Nuisance dust and
particulates would be reduced to a fess than significant level through application of dust control mitigation measures that
are applied by the City as standard conditions of approval.

2.¢) Odors

The project is limited to residential uses, and would not include land uses involving emission of substantial odors or
smoke. The project would not contain features with the potential to emit substantial odorous emissions, from sources such
as commercial cooking equipment, combustion or evaporation of fuels, sewer systems, or solvents and surface coatings,
Project impacts related to odors would be considered Jess than significant,

Consistency with the Clean Air Plan (CAP): Direct and indirect emissions associated with the project are accounted
for in the CAP emissions growth assumptions because the proposed project is consistent with the City General Plan,
Appropriate air quality mitigation measures, including construction dust suppression, would be appiied to the project,
consistent with CAP and City policies. The project could be found consistent with the Clean Air Plan.

Air Quality ~ Mitigation
Air Quality- When construction is proposed it would be reviewed according to the MEA and SBCAPCD Scope and

Content of Air Quality Sections in Environmental Documents and conditions of approval designed tc minimize
construction and operation air pollutant emissions would be applied to the project.

Air Quality - Residual Impacts

Less than significant
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3. BIOLOGICAL RESQOURCES NG YES
' Could the project result in impacts to: Level of Sigrificance

a) Endangered, threatened or rare species or their habitats Potentially Significant, Mitigable
(including but not lmited to plants, fish, insects, animals, and
birds)?

b) Locally designated historic, Landmark or specimen trees? Potentially Significant, Mitigable

¢) Natural communities (e.g. oak woodland, coastal habitat, Potentially Significant, Mitigable
ete.),

d) Wetland habitat (e.g. marsh, riparian, and vernal pool)? Less than Significant

e) Wildlife dispersal or migration corridors? : ' Less than Significant

Biclogica] Resources - Discussion

Issues: Biological resources issues involve the potential for a project to substantially affect biologically-important naturai
vegetation and wildlife, particularly species that are protected as rare, threatened, or endangered by federal or state
_ wildlife agencies and their habitat, native specimen trees, and designated landmark or historic frees.

Impact Evaluation Guidelines: Existing native wildiife and vegetation on a project site are qualitatively assessed to
identify whether they constitute important biological resources, based on the types, amounts, and guality of the resources
within the context of the larger ecological community. If important biological resources exist, project effects to the
resources are qualitatively evaluated to determine whether the project would substantially affect these important

biological resources. Significant biological resource impacts may potentially result from substantial disturbance to
important wildlife and vegetation in the following ways:

® Elimination or substantial reduction or disruption of important natural vegetative communities and wildiife habitat
or migration corridors, such as oak woodland, coastal strand, riparian, and wetlands.

e Substantial effect on protected plant or animal species listed or otherwise identified or protected as endan gered,
threatened or rare.

® Substantial loss or damage to important native specimen trees or designated landmark or historic trees.

Biological Resources — Existing Conditions

Existing biological resources are described in the Environmental Setting section near the beginning of this
Initial Study.

Biclogical Resources — Project Impacts

3.a,b,c) Native Wildlife, Habitat and Specimen Trees

Approval of the proposed amendment to the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (IHO) itself would have no direct adverse
impacts on the environment because it is a change in the requirements for exactions when projects including from two to
nine units are approved. However, the funding derived from the in-lieu fee for affordable housing could be used for

construction of new residential units. The units that could be constructed with in-lieu funding are therefore an indirect
consequence of' the approval of the THO,

The precise location of the three units every other year that could be built after the approval of the project is unknown.
Up to three residential units could be constructed in every other year most likely in the downtown and surrounding area
and upper State Street area, where residential densities are higher and real estate prices_per unit are reiatively low, The
area where proposed development would occur is likely already developed in urban uses and is most likely to be but not
assured to be poor native habitat and unlikely to include senmsitive species. The proposed development that could be
funded by the in-lieu fee is a relatively small amount of development in relation to other development that is occurring in
the City. Project impacts would be potentially significant, mitigable because there remains a possibility that sensitive
biological resources and locally designated historic, landmark or specimen trees could be impacted by devefopment. This
impact can be reduced to a less than significant level by standard conditions of approval and environmental review and
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mitigation developed as a result of the evaluation that would be required for the discretionary decision to approve any
proposed project resulting from implementation of the IHO Amendment,

3 d and ¢) Wetlands and Wildlife Corridors

Development that could be funded by the project would be unlikely to occur in wetlands or wildlife corridors due o
funding constraints for this type of development, because of the small amount of development involved and because
affordable housing is likely to occur in the urban areas of the City that have already been developed in urban uses and do
not inciude these environmental resources. Therefore, project impacts on wetlands and wildlife corridors would be Jess
than significant.

Biological Resoureces — Mitigation

Biology- When construction is proposed, it would be reviewed according to MEA, the General Plan Conservation
Element, and SBMC standards and regulations and conditions of approval designed to minimize biological impacts would
be applied to the project. ' '

Biological Resources - Residual Impacts

Less than significant.

4. CULTURAL RESOQURCES NO YES
Could the project: Level of Significance
a) Disturb archaeological resources? Potentially Significant, Mitigable
b) Affect a historic structure or site designated or eligible for Potentially Significant, Mitigable
designation as a National, State or City landmark?
¢) Have the potential to cause a physical change which would Potentially Significant, Mitigable

affect ethnic cultural values or restrict religious uses in the
project area?

Cultural Resources - Discussion

Issues:  Archaeological resources are subsurface deposits dating from Prehistoric or Historical time periods, Native
American culture appeared along the channel coast over 10,000 years ago, and numerous villages of the Barbareno
Chumash flourished in coastal plains now encompassed by the City. Spanish explorers and eventual settlements in Santa
Barbara occurred in the 1500°s through 1700°s. In the mid-1800’s, the City began its transition from Mexican village to
American city, and in the late 1800°s through early 1900°s experienced intensive urbanization. Historic resources are
above-ground structures and sites from historical time periods with historic, architectural, or other cuitural importance.
The City’s built environment has a rich cultural heritage with & variety of architectural styles, including the Spanish

Colonial Revival style emphasized in the rebuilding of Santa Barbara’s downtown following a destructive 1925
earthquake.

Impact Evaluation Guidelines: Archaeological and historical impacts are evaluated qualitatively by archeologists and
historians. First, existing conditions on a site are assessed to identify whether important or unique archaeclogical or
historical resources exist, based on criteria specified in the State CEQA Guidelines and City Master Environmental
Assessment Guidelines for Archaeological Resources and Historical Structures and Sites, summarized as follows:

® Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and there exists a demonstrable
public interest in that information.

®  Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available example of its type.
¢ s directly associated with an important prehistoric or historic event or person,

If important archaeological or historic resources exist on the site, project changes are evaluated to determine whether they
would substantially affect these important resources.

Cultural Resources — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts

Existing conditions are described in the Environmental Setting section near the beginning of this Initial Study.
a, b, ¢) Archaeological, Historic, Ethnic/Religious Resources '
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Approval of the proposed amendment to the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (THO) itself would have no direct adverse
impacts on the environment because it is a change in the requirements for exactions when projects including from two to
nine units are approved. However, the funding derived from the in-lieu fee for affordable housing could be used for
construction of new residential units. The units that could be constructed with in-licu funding are therefore an indirect
consequence of the approval of the JHO.

The proposed project could fund three units of residential development every other year on sites where historic and/or
archaeological resources are present. Development that could ocour using funding from in-lieu fees is likely to occur in
the already developed urban -area in and around the downtown core and on Outer State street These areas have the

potential to include historic and archacological resources. Although unlikely, ethnic and religious resources may also be
present. ' :

When development is proposed with funding from the proceeds of the ordinance amendment it would be subjected to
review using the procedures outlined in the Master Environmental Assessment {MEA) Guidelines for Archaeological
Resources and Historical Structures and Sites. Standard conditions of approval and the MEA procedures, when followed,
ensure that cultural resources would be protected and preserved when feasible, The environmental review would indicate
that there are no cultural resources present on the site, or that there are resources that would be preserved or protected.
Potential cultural resource impacts are therefore identified as potentially significani, mitigable.

Cultaral Resources — Mitigation

Caltural- When construction is proposed it would be reviewed according to the MEA Guidelines for Archaeological
Resources and Historic Structures and Sites, Conservation Element, and SBMC and conditions of approval designed to
minimize cultural resource impacts would be applied to the project.

Regidual Impacts

Less than significant.

5. GEOPHYSICAL CONDITIONS NQO ' YES
Could the project result in or expose people to: Level of Significance

a) Seismicity: fault rupture? Less than Significant
b) Seismicity: ground shaking or liquefaction? Less than Significant
¢) Seismicity: seiche or tsunami? Less than Significant
d) Landslides or mudslides? | Less than Significant
e) Subsidence of the land? Less than Significant
D Expansive soils? Less than Significant
g) Excessive grading or permanent changes in the topography? Less than Significant

Gegphysieal Conditions - Discussion

Issues: Geophysical impacts involve geologic and soil conditions and their potential to create physical hazards affecting
persons or property; or substantial changes to the physical condition of the site. Included are earthquake-related conditions
such as fault rupture, groundshaking, liquefaction (a condition in which saturated soil looses shear strength during
earthquake shaking); or seismic sea waves; unstable soil or slope conditions, such as landslides, subsidence, expansive or

compressible/collapsible soils; or erosion; and extensive grading or topographic changes.
Impact Evaluation Guidelines: Potentially significant geophysical impacts may result from;

* Exposure to or creation of unstable carth conditions due to seismic conditions, such as earthquake faulting,
groundshaking, liquefaction, or seismic waves.

» Exposure to or creation of unstable earth conditions due to geologic or soil conditions, such as landslides,
settlement, or expansive, collapsible/compressible, or expansive soils.

¢ Extensive grading on slopes exceeding 20%, substantia) topographic change, destruction of unique physical
features; substantial erosion of soils, overburden, or sedimentation of a water course,
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Geophysical Conditions — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts

Existing conditions are described in the Environmental Setting section near the beginning of this Initial Study.
3.2, b, and d-f) Seismic/Soils Hazards -

Approval of the proposed amendment to the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (THO) itself would have no direct adverse
impacts on the environment because it is a change in the requirements for exactions of fees when projects including from
two to nine units are approved. However, the funding derived from the in-licu fee for affordable housing could be used
for construction of new residential units. The units that could be constructed with in-lieu funding are therefore an indirect
consequence of the approval of the [HO.

Development (three residential units every other year) that could be constructed with project funding could be proposed
where earthquakes, ground rupture, and secondary seismic hazards such as ground shaking, liquefaction, landslide,
subsidence, and expansive soils, could occur. These seismic hazards represent a serious threat to any proposed
development. This impact would be less than significant. By following environmental review and adopted 2007
California Building Code procedures and requirements already in place in the City of Santa Barbara, as described below.

Since the development that could be constructed with project funding would require discretionary review the City would
review the proposed project and site constraints to identify any potentially significant environmental impacts associated
with the project. The City has in place procedures to review projects to ensure that they do not construct structures over
potential fault lines. This includes review of MEA fault maps showing known fault lines and requirements for studies to
determine where faults occur on a property if the map indicates that a fault may be present. If a fault is identified on the
site any proposed structure would be required 1o be relocated away from the fault.

The adopted 2007 California Building Code provides specifications for seismic hazards. The City includes Seismic
Design Category D and E that when combined with the requirements of Category C require soils investigations,
assessment of liquefaction, lateral movement, soil bearing capacity, to determine proper foundation design and requires
that structures are designed to withstand anticipated ground shaking, The building code also has provisions when
structure are proposed near slopes that would address landslide potential by requiring setback from ascending or
descending slopes. When building plans are reviewed prior to the issuance of building permits the plans would be
checked to ensure they comply with applicable building code requirements, Standard conditions of approval would also

be applied to each project during discretionary review that ensures that these seismic hazards are reduced to a less than
significant level.

5 ¢) Seiche and Tsunami

Approval of the proposed amendment to the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (IHO) itself would have no direct adverse
impacts on the environment because it is a change in the requirements for exactions of fees when projects including from
two to pine units are approved. However, the funding derived from the in-licu fee for affordable housing could be used
for construction of new residential units. The three units every other year that could be constructed with in-lieu funding
are therefore an indirect consequence of the approval of the THO.

Seiche hazard eccurs around reservoirs or enclosed water bodies wherein ground shaking generates a wave. Since
proposed development is expected to occur in areas (downtown and surrounding areas and along outer State Street) where
there are no substantial water bodies likely to generate a seiche this impact would be less than significant.

Tsunamis are traveling sea-waves generated by sudden uplift of the sea bottom due to ground displacements during
submarine earthquakes and/or landslides. Such waves can travel long distances across the ocean at a speed of about 600
mifes per hour. As these waves reach the shore, their velocity decreases, but the wave height increases. Tsunami induced
maximum wave run-up as much as 30 to 45 feet has been reported during some past major offshore carthquakes. The
maximum wave run-up at a location is the vertical height above the mean sea or stiliwater level at which the rush of water
reaches as it climbs up during a tsunami. Such massive waves can cause substantial damage to structures.

Some of the potential sites where residences using [HO in-lieu funding could be located are close to the California
coastline. The California coast has experienced more than 20 tsunamis during the past two centuries. The Santa Barbara
coastline has experienced several tsunamis in the past (Eisner, 2001, Moore and Taber, 1974), and is likely to experience
more in the future. The November 4, 1927 M7.5 Point Arguelio-Lompoc earthquake generated a maximum run-up of
about six feet (2 m) (Moore and Taber 1974, Borrero et al 2005). Borrero et al (2001) reported tsunami run up height of
about six feet (2 m) in the Santa Barbara area from the 1918 M7.2 earthquake generated by the Mojave segment of the
San Andreas Fault. Eisner et al (2001) reported 10 to 13 feet (3 to 4m) maximum run up heights from both the 1927 and
the 1918 historical tsunamis. Based on Bolt (1999), the 1960 Chile M3.6 earthquake generated 5 feet (1.5 m) wave run-
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up.in the Santa Barbara area.

It should be noted that Eisner et al (2001) recommends, for emergency preparedness and evacuation planning, 4 maximum
tsunami run-up height of 43 feet (13 m). This scenario corresponds to a rare event,

According to MecCarthy (1993), the potential for the Santa Barbara coastline to experience locally generated (nearshore)
tsunamis is considered high. Houston and Garcia (1978) estimated tsunami wave run-up height of 5.5 and 1 feet in the
area from 100-year and 500-year return period events, respectively. More recently, Borrero et. al (2001) estimated
tsunami run-up of about 6-feet in the area based on tsunamis from purely tectonic sources. Since ground surface elevation
at potential housing sites is unknown and would be unlikely at an elevation as low as 11 feet above sea level (on the upper
parts of the sandy beach) in the Waterfront Neighborhood, the potential that tsunamis generated by earthquakes due to
movement on offshore faults would be unlikely to affect locations above 11 feet in elevation.

A tsunami large enough to cause serious damage above the 1] foot contour would have a rare probability of occurrence,
Impacts due to tsunami on the residential development that could be constructed using funding from this project are
therefore expected to be less than significant. In the event that housing is proposed within the tsunami run up area
potential impacts can be avoided by constructing development above the 11 foot contour and reduced by including a
system to warn residents to escape to higher ground in the event of an eminent tsunami.

S.g) Topography; Grading/ Erosion

Approval of the proposed amendment to the Inclusionary Hdu.sing Ordinance (IHO} itself would have no direct adverse
impacts on the environment because it is a change in the requirements for exactions of fees when projects including from
two to nine units are approved. However, the funding derived from the in-lieu fee for affordable housing could be used

for construction of new residential units. The units that could be constructed with in-lieu funding are therefore an indirect
consequence of the approval of the THO.

Any projects proposed using in-lieu funding would be required to undergo review and to obtain a building permit. The
review would inciude review of proposed grading, site topography and soils/erosion. During the review of plans to ensure
they comply with the California Building Code (CBC) any potential erosion, grading, and slope related issues would be
addressed to ensure they do not present a substantial threat to proposed improvements or the public. The topography of
the proposed site may require substantial but not massive amounts of grading because there is only a small increment of
development proposed. Therefore, any potential topographic, grading and erosion impacts would be less than significant

and would be further reduced by environmental review, standard conditions of approval applied during discretionary
review, and compliance with the CBC. -

Geophysical Conditions - Mitigation

None necessary.

Geophvsical Conditions — Residual Impacts

Less than Significant.

6. HAZARDS NG YES
Could the project involve: Level of Significance

a) A risk of accidental explosion or release of hazardous Less than Significant
substances (including, but net limited to: oil, pesticides,
chemicals or radiation)?

b) The creation of any health hazard or potential health hazards? Less than Significant

<) Exposure of people to existing sources of potential health Potentially Significant, Mitigable
hazards?

d) Increased fire hazard in areas with flammable brush, grass, or Potentially Significant, Mitigable
trees?
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Hazards - Discussion

Issues: Hazardous materials issues involve the potential for public health or safety impacts from exposure of persons or
the environment to hazardous materials or risk of accidents mvolving combustible or toxic substances.

Impact Evaluation Guidelines: Significant impacts may result from the following:

e Siting of incompatible projects in close proximity to existing sources of safety risk, such as pipelines, industrial
processes, railroads, airports, etc.

- ® Exposure of project occupants or construction workers to unremediated soil or groundwater contamination.

¢ Exposure of persons or the environment to hazardous substances due to improper use, storage, or disposal of
hazardous materials.

¢ Siting of development in a high fire hazard areas or beyond adequate emergency response time, with inadequate
access or water pressure, or otherwise in a manner that creates a fire hazard '

Harzards — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts

Existing conditions are described in the Environmental Setting section near the beginning of this Initia} Study.
6.a,b,c, and d) Public Health, Safety, and Wildland Fire
Public Health and Safety

Approval of the proposed amendment to the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (THO) itself would have no direct adverse
impacts on the environment because it is a change in the requirements for exactions of fees when projects including from
two to nine units are approved. However, the funding derived from the in-lieu fee for affordable housing couid be used
for comstruction of new residential units. The three units every other year that could be constructed with in-lieu funding
are therefore an indirect consequence of the approval of the THO.

The construction and operation of the three residential units every other year that could be funded by the proposed project
is not expected to result in a substantial increase in risk of release of any hazardous substance. This is because
development of this magnitude and type does not ordinarily result in the transportation, storage, use, and disposal of
substantial amounts of hazardous materials, present a substantial risk of explosion or create a substantial health hazard.
The small amounts of domestic hazardous materials that would be generated by funded development, such as ieft over old
paint, used automotive fluids including oils, and electronic goods (including batteries) may not, according to existing law,
be disposed of in the regular waste stream. The City and various organizations have in place a program to collect and -
dispose of these materials either by recycling them or by disposing of them at an appropriately licensed landfill facility.
Due to the small amount of hazardous waste that would be generated by three residential units every other vear or 30 units
over 20 years, the minimal hazard generated by residential development, and the existence of environmentally acceptable
means of disposing of these wastes, project mmpacts associated with the funded development would be fess than

significant. Residents of proposed development should be informed of these requirements and encouraged to dispose of
these wastes as already required. ‘

Hazardous Materials Exposure and Wild Land Fire

Approval of the proposed amendment to the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (IHO) itself would have no direct adverse
impacts on the environment because it is a change in the requirements for fee exactions when projects inchuding from two
to nine units are approved. However, the funding derived from the in-lieu fee for affordable housing could be used for
construction of new residential units. The three units every other year that could be constructed with in-lieu funding are
therefore an indirect consequence of the approval of the THO.

It is not known at this time where development that would be funded by the THO in-lieu fee would be located. When the
location of the development is known review would be conducted. The review would mclude a review of known
hazardous materials site lists and other risks to public safety, including wild land fire hazard that exist on the project site.
Funded development is unlikely to occur in the hillside portions of the city that include Extreme Wild Land Fire Hazard
because these are predominantly single family zones that are relatively expensive to acquire and, by contrast, proposed
housing would be affordable to lower income groups and would of necessity cost less to produce. The City of Santa
Barbara already has procedures in place to ensure that residential development does not occur on contaminaied sites
unless they have been remediated to levels suitable for residential development. Also development in high fire hazard
areas is already required to be constructed of materials resistant to fire. Construction in the high fire hazard areas is
required to comply with the California Building Code wild fire construction requirements that involve use of non-
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flammable exterior construction materials and the provisions of the City Wildland Fire Plan that require vegetation
management and use of appropriate plant materials within close proximity to structures. Projects funded by the in-lieu fee
could have a porentially significant, mitigable impact due to wild land fire hazard if in the unlikely event it is located
where the hazard occurs or in areas where soil or groundwater is contaminated. However, these impacts would be

reduced to less than significant by following the requirements of site specific environmental review and standard
conditions of approval.

Hazards — Mitieation

Hazards- When construction is proposed federal, state, and local regulations pertaining to hazardous material and
conditions of approval designed to minimize hazardous materials impacts would be applied to the project.

Hazards — Residual Impacts

Less than significant,

7. NOISE NO YES

Could the project result in: Level of Significance
a) Increases in existing noise levels? Potentially Significant, Mitigable
b} Exposure of people to severe noise levels? Potentially Significant, Mitigable

Noise - Discussion

Issues: Noise issues are associated with siting of a new noise-sensitive land use in an area subject to high ambient

background noise levels, siting of a noise-generating land use next to existing noise-sensitive land uses, and/or short-term
construction-related noise.

The primary source of ambient noise in the City is vehicle traffic noise. The City Master Environmental Assessment
(MEA) Noise Contour Map identifies average ambient noise levels within the City.

Ambient noise levels are determined as averaged 24-hour weighted levels, using the Day-Night Noise Level (Ly,) or
Community Noise Equivalence Level (CNEL) measurement scales. The Ly, averages the varying sound levels oceurring
over the 24-hour day and gives a 10 decibel penalty to noises occurring between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 am. to
take into account the greater annoyance of intrusive noise levels during nighttime hours. Since Ly, is a 24-hour average
noise level, an area could have sporadic loud noise levels above 60 dB(A) which average out over the 24-hour period.
CNEL is similar to Lg, but includes a separate 5 dB(A) penalty for noise occurring between the hours of 7:00 p.m. and
10:00 p.m. CNEL and Ly, values usually agree with one another within 1 dB(A).  The Equivalent Noise Level (L.} is a
single noise level, which, if held constant during the measurement time period, would represent the same total energy as a
fluctuating noise. L., values are commonly expressed for periods of one hour, but longer or shorter time periods may be
specified. In general, a change in noise leve! of less than three decibels is not audible. A doubling of the distance from a
noise source will generally equate to a change in decibel level of six decibels.

Guidance for appropriate long-term background noise levels for various land uses are established in the City General Plan

Noise Element Land Use Compatibility Guidelines. Building codes also establish maximum average ambient noise fevels
for the interiors of structures.

High construction noise levels occur with the use of heavy equipment such as scrapers, rollers, graders, trenchers and
large trucks for demolition, grading, and construction. Equipment noise levels can vary substantially through a
construction period, and depend on the type of equipment, number of pieces operating, and equipment maintenance.
Construction equipment generates noise levels of more than 80 or 90 dB(A) at a distance of 50 feet, and the shorter
impulsive noises from other construction equipment (such as pile drivers and drills) can be even higher, up to and
exceeding 100 dB(A). Noise during construction is generally intermittent and sporadic, and after completion of the initial
demolition, grading and site preparation activities, tends to be quieter.

The Noise Ordinance (Chapter 9.16 of the Santa Barbara Municipal Code) governs short-term or periodic noise, such as
construction noise, operation of motorized equipment or amplified sound, or other sources of nuisance noise. The

ordinance establishes limitations on hours of construction and motorized equipment operations, and provides criteria for
defining nuisance noise in general
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Impact Evaluation Guidelines: A significant noise impact may result from:

¢ Siting of a project such that persons would be subject to long-term ambient noise levels in excess of Noise
Element land use compatibility guidelines for residential development that is normally acceptable maximum
exterior ambient noise level of 60 dB(A); maximum interior noise level of 45 dB(A).

¢ Substantial noise from grading and construction activity in close proximity to noise-sensitive receptors for an
extensive duration,

Noise — Project Impacts

7.a-b) Increased Noise Level and Exposure to High Noise Levels

Leng-Term Operational Noise:

Approval of the proposed amendment to the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (IHO) itself would have no direct adverse
impacts on the environment because it is a change in the requirements for fee exactions when projects inciuding from two
to nine units are approved. However, the funding derived from the in-lieu fee for affordable housing could be used for
construction of new residential units. The three units every other year that could be constructed with in-liev funding are
therefore an indirect consequence of the approval of the THO, '

It is not known at this time where development that would be funded by the THO in-lieu fee would be located. When the
location of the development is known review would be conducted. The environmental review would include a review of
MEA noise contours that indicate the likely noise levels in various areas of the City. If the noise levels exceed a level of
60 dB(A) a noise study would be required to ensure that the project design provides usable outdoor areas that are below
the recommended noise level using building placement/arientation, and/or sound walls. Construction techniques can be
used to achieve interior noise levels of 45 dB(A) and below. Standard conditions of approval required during
discretionary review would ensure that potentially significant, mitigable noise levels at funded development locations
meet City requirements and would therefore be reduced to a less than significant level

Residential development on the order of three residential units every other year and up to 30 units over 20 years is
unlikely to result in the generation of substantial increases in noise because of the nature of the development (residential)
and the small increment in increased development. Traffic generated indirectly by the proposed project would likely add
an imperceptible increase in noise to City streets because of the small increment in traffic generated by the project.
Therefore, project noise generation impacts would be Jess than significant.

Temporary Construction Noise:

As indicated above the IHO amendment would not have any direct impacts because it results in funding only, The THO
amendment could indirectly result in the funding for construction of three residential units every other year. Construction
of these units would occur periodically at different locations within the City and would temporarily substantially increase
noise levels during some portions of the construction period. It is not known if construction would occur in close
proximity to sensitive receptors. Review required to evaluate the proposed development would ensure that any temporary
potentially significant, mitigable impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. The City also requires in
standard conditions of approval that construction equipment be properly equipped, operated during times when noise is
least disruptive, and notice be provided to adjacent landowners when construction is scheduled. The city can alsc reguire
use of noise shields during construction and staging away from sensitive receptors further to reduce noise levels at
adjacent sensitive uses. Typically, when no sensitive resources are in close proximity construction of three residential

vunits would result in less than significant noise levels because it is temporary, occurs within the working day and only
intermittently causes louder noise events.

Noise — Mitigation

Noise- When construction is proposed, California Building Code, Noise element policies, City Noise Ordinance
requirements, and conditions of approval would be applied to the project to minimize noise impacts.

Noise — Residual Impact

Less than significant.
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8. POPULATION AND HOUSING NO YES

Could the project: Level of Significance

a) Induce substantial growth in an area either directly or Less than significant
indirectly (e.g. through projects in an undeveloped area or
extension of major infrastructure)?

b) Displace existing housing, especially affordable housing? Less than significant

Population and Howusing - Discussion

Impact Evaluation Guidelines: Tssues of potentially significant population and housing impacts may involve:

s Growth inducement, such as provision of substantial population or employment growth or creation of substantial

housing demand; development in an undeveloped area, or extension/ expansion of major infrastructure that could
support additional future growth.

e Loss of a substantial number of housing units, especially loss of mere-affordable housing.

Population and Housing — Project Impacts

8.2) Growth-Inducing Impacts

As indicated above the IHO amendment would not have any direct impacts because it results in collection of fees only.
The IHO amendment could indirectly result in the funding for construction of three affordable residential units every other
year. Over a twenty year period the project could fund construction or acquisition of up to 30 affordable housing units.
Construction of these units would occur periodically at different locations within the City but would likely occur where

infrastructure already exists. Therefore, infrastructure would not tikely need fo be extended due to project funded
development.

The City of Santa Barbara had just over 37,000 housing units in 2000. Over a twenty year period the project could fund
up to 30 affordable housing units or a less than 0.1% increase over the number of units in the City in 2000. The project
would not involve a substantial increase in major public facilities such as extension of water or sewer lines ar roadg that
would facilitate other growth in the area because construction would occur in an already developed urban area. The
project would not involve substantial employment growth that would increase population and housing demand because it
would provide a small amount of affordable housing. Growth-inducing impacts would be less than significant,

8.b) Housing Displacement

The project may indirectly involve minimal housing displacement if new housing funded by THO in-lieu fees would be
constructed where existing housing exists. Project funding would, over a 20 year period, result in the construction of an
estimated 30 new units and would likely replace less units since it would not make economic sense fo demoliish
serviceable existing housing and replace it unless considerably more units would be developed. Therefors, it is estimated
that over a 20 year period up to approximately 15 old units could be displaced by new housing. There would be more
housing after in-lieu funds are.expended and less than 0.05% of existing housing would have been demolished to make
way for the additional housing. A less than significant impact would result from the project because of the smal} amount

of housing that would be displaced and more affordable housing would be provided for any other housing that may be
displaced.

Population and Housing - Mitigation

None necessary.

Population and Housing — Residual Impact

Less than significant
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9. PUBLIC SERVICES NG YES

Could the project have an effect upon, or result in a need for Level of Significance

new or altered services in any of the following areas:
a) Fire protection? Less than Significant
b) Police protection? ' Less than Significant
c) Schools? Less than Significant
d) Maintenance of public facilities, including roads? Less than Significant
e} Other governmental services? ' Less than Significant
f) Electrical power or natural gas? Less than Significant
g) Water treatment or distribution facilities? Less than Significant
h) Sewer or septic tanks? Less than Significant
i) Water distribution/demand? ' Less than Significant
D Solid waste disposal? Less than Significant

Public Services - Discussion

Issues: This section evaluates project effects on fire and police protection services, schools, road maintenance and other
governmental services, utilities, including electric and natural gas, water and sewer service, and solid waste disposal.

Impact Evaluation Guidelines: The following may be identified as significant public services and facilities impacts:

¢ Creation of a substantial need for increased police department, fire department, road maintepance, or government
services staff or equipment. '

¢ Generation of substantial numbers of students exceeding public school capacity where schools have been designated
as overcrowded. '

* Inadequate water, sewage disposal, or utility facilities.
® Project generates 196 or more tons per year of solid waste after reduction and recycling efforts.
®  Project generates more than 350 tons of construction waste

Public Services — Existine Conditions and Project Impacts

9a-b,d-g. Facilities and Services

Potential project sites are located in an urban area where all public services are available, The City prepared a General
Plan Update: 2030 Conditions, Trends, and Issues (CTL) Report (September 2005) that examined existing conditions
assoctated with fire protection, police protection, library services, public facilities, governmental facilities, electrical
power, and natural gas. The CTI Report specifically analyzed whether there were deficiencies existing or anticipated for
each of the public services. The CTI report determined that police and fire protection services, and library services are
being provided at acceptable levels to the City. In addition, the CTI Report determined that electricity, natural gas,
telephone, and cable telecommunication services are being provided at acceptable service levels and utility companies did
not identify any deficiencies in providing service in the future. Finally, the CTI Report determined that demand for City

buildings and facilities will continue to be affected by growth, although no appropriate/acceptable levels of service have
been established, ‘

As indicated above the THO amendment would not have any direct impacts because it results in funding only. The THO
amendment could indirectly result in the funding for construction of three residential units every other year, It is expected
that the new affordable units would be constructed in and around the downtown core and along upper State Street where
urban devejopment has already occurred and urban services are already available. The IHO funded units wouid be served
with connections to existing public services for gas, electricity, cable, and telephone, as well as access to existing roads.
The project is not anticipated to create a substantially different demand on fire or police protection services, library
services, or City buildings and facilities than that anticipated in the CTI Report. Therefore, impacts to fire protection,
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police protection, library services, City buildings and facilities, electrical power, natural gas, telephone, and cable
telecommunication services would be Jess than significant.

9.c} Schools

The THO amendment would not have any direct impacts because it results in funding only. The project site is served by
the Santa Barbara Elementary and High School Districts for elementary and high school and Hope School District for
elementary school. The project would indirectly provide an increase of three residential units, every other year {or 30
units over 20 years) that could generate additional school age children that may attend tocal schools.

The project could also result in a minor increase in area employees. It would be expected that some of the added
employees would already reside in the area. Some portion of new employees may in-migrate or utilize local schools

None of the school districts on the South Coast have been designated "overcrowded" as defined by California State law.
School impact fees would be applied to the developments constructed in accordance with State law. The project would
not generate sufficient students to substantially impact school enrollment. School District Fees are also already required
for new residential development to offset the cost to the school district of providing additional infrastructure to
accommodate new students generated by the development, Therefore, project impacts to schools would be Jess fian
significani.

9.g,h,i) Water and Sewer

Water

The City of Santa Barbara’s water supply comes from the following sources, with the actual share of each determined by
availability and level of customer demand: Cachuma Reservoir and Tecolote Tunnel, Gibraltar Reservoir and Mission
Tunnel, 300 Acre Feet per Year (AFY) of contractual transfer from Montecito Water district, groundwater, State Water
Project entitlement, desalination, and recycled water. Conservation and efficiency Improvements are projected to
contribute to the supply by displacing demand that would otherwise have to be supplied by additional sources. In 1994,
based on the comprehensive review of the City’s water supply in the Long Term Water Supply Alternatives Analysis
(LTWSAA), the City Council approved the Long Term Water Supply Program (LTWSP). The LTWSP outlines a
strategy o use the above sources to meet the projected demand of 17900 AFY (including 1,500 AFY of demand
projected to be met with conservation) plus a 10 percent safety margin for a total of 19,700 AFY. Therefore, the target for
the amount of water the system will actually have to supply, including the safety margin, is 18,200 AFY. The 2003 Water
Supply Management Report documents an actual system demand of 13,460 AFY and a theoretical commitment of 16,170
AFY. Of the total system production, 95% was potable water and 5% was reclaimed water.

The General Plan Update: 2030 Condition, Trends, and Issues Report (September 2005) examined existing conditions
associated with water supply, treatment, and distribution system, and specifically analyzed and determined that there were
no existing or anticipated deficiencies for the next 20-year planning period based on a growth rate of 0.7% per vear.

Three IHO funded affordable units are estimated to increase water demand by 0.84 AFY (based on the City’s Water
Demand Factor and Conservation Study “User’s Guide” Document No. 2) (Exhibit E). Therefore, the change in water use
over a 20 year period from 1.52 residential units added annually (30 units) would increase by approximately §.4 AFY,
The proposed project is within the anticipated growth rate for the City and therefore, the City’s long-term water supply
and existing water treatment and distribution facilities would adequately serve the proposed project. The potential

increase in demand from the proposed project would constitute a Jess than significant impact to the City water supply,
treatment, and distribution facilities, '

Sewer

The maximum capacity of the El Estero Treatment Plant is 11 million gallons per day (GPD), with current average daily
flow 8.5 MGD. The Treatment Plant is designed to treat the wastewater from a population of 104,000. The funded three
units every other year would result in an estimated net new sewer demand of an estimated 0.73 AFY. Therefore, the
change in sewer effluent generation over a 20 year period from 1.52 residential units added annually (30 units) would
increase to approximately 7.3 AFY (6,506 GPD), which would be weli within the City’s sewer treatment plant capacity
and sewer line capacity. Increased sewage treatment associated by the project can be accommodated by the existing City
sewer system and sewage treatment plant, and would represent a less than significant impact.

9.j) Solid Waste Generation/ Disposal

Most of the waste generated in the City is transported on a daily basis to seven landfills located around the County., The
County of Santa Barbara, which operates the landfills, has developed impact significance thresholds related to the impacts
of development on remaining landfill capacity. The County thresholds are based on the projected average solid waste
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generation for Santa Barbara County from 1990-2005. The County assumes a 1.2% annual increase (approximaiely 4000
tons per year) in solid waste generation over the 15-year period.

The County’s threshold for project specific impacts to the solid waste system is 196 tons per year (this figure represents
5% of the expected average annual increase in solid waste generation [4000 tons/year]). Source reduction, recycling, and
composting can reduce a project’s waste stream by as much as 50%. Ifa proposed project generates 196 or more tons per
year after reduction and recycling efforts, impacts would be considered significant and unavoidable.

Proposed projects with a project specific impact as identified above {196 tons/year or more) would also be considered
cumulatively significant, as the project specific threshold of significance is based on a cumulative growth scenario.
However, as landfill space is already extremely limited, any increase in solid waste of 1% or more of the expected average

annual increase in solid waste generation [4000 tons/year], which equates to 40 tons per year, is considered an adverse
cumulative impact. : '

Long-Term (Operational). The development of three units every other year that could be funded by project in-lieu fees is
estimated to generate 7.6 tons per year of solid waste, a less than significant impact. With application of source reduction,
reuse, and recycling, landfill disposal of solid waste could be reduced to 3.8 TPY, a less than significant impact. The
change in waste generation over a 20 year period from an average of 1.52 units residential units (30 units} added would

increase to approximately 75.5 tons (37.8 tons per year with the current level of recycling and source reduction efforts),
which would cause a less than significant impact on area landfiil capacity.

Short-Tertn (Demolition and Construction). Construction-related waste generation would be short-term, subject to
standard conditions of approval requiring recycling of construction waste and would result in an incremental increase
given the minor increase (much less than 350 tons of construction waste) in construction that could be funded by the
project. Therefore short term generation of construction waste would be less than significant. Application of standard

conditions of approval that require projects to reduce, re-use, and recycle construction waste to the extent feasible would
further reduce this effect,

Public Services - Mitisation

None necessary.

Public Services — Residual Impacts

Less than significant

10. RECREATION NO YES

Could the project: Level of Significance

a) Increase the demand for neighborhood or regional parks or Less than significant
other recreational facilities?

b) Affect existing parks or other public recreational facilities? Less than signifteant

Recreation - Discussion

Issues: Recreational issues are associated with increased demand for recreational facilities, or loss or impacts to existing
recreational facilities,

Impact Evaluation Guidelines: Recreation impacts may be significant if they result in:

¢  Substantial increase in demand for park and recreation facilities in an area under-served by existing public park
and recreation facilities.

® Substantial [oss or interference with existing park space or other public recreational facilities such as hiking,
cyeling, or horse trails,

Recreatien — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts

Currently within the City there are more than 1,800 acres of natural open space, park land and other recreational facilities,
In addition, there are 28 tennis courts, 2 public outdoor swimming pools, beach volleyball courts, sport fields, lawn
bowling greens, a golf course, 13 community buildings and a major skateboard facility. The City also offers a wide
variety of recreational programs for people of all ages and abilities in sports, various classes, tennis, aquatics and cultura!
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arfs.

In 2005, the City prepared a General Plan Update: 2030 Conditions, Trends, and Issues (CTI) Report (September 2003)
that examined existing conditions associated with recreation and parks. Population characteristics including income, age,
population growth, education and ethnicity affect recreation interests and participation levels. The National Recreation
and Park Association (NRPA) have established park service area standards for various types of parks. The NRPA
standards have not been adopted by the City; however, the standards do provide a useful tool for assessing park space
needs. The CTI Report determined that, based on NRPA standards, there is an uneven distribution of parkland in the City,
such that some areas of the City may currently be underserved with neighborhood and community parks, but overall the
City has adequate passive, community, beach, regional, open space, and sports facility parks.

10.2 and b) Recreational Demand and Recreational Facilities

The JHO amendment would not have any direct impacts because it results in collection of fees only. The IHO amendment
fees could be used for funding of construction of three residential units every other year, at unknown locations that could
generate a small increase in demand for recreation facilities. In a 20 year period project funding could result in the
construction of up to 30 residential units at unknown locations in the City. Residents of these new units would need
recreational facilities and would cause a small incremental need and use of recreation facilities.  The City has sufficient
recreation facilities to serve the needs of the small increment in residents of the new units that could be funded by the [HO
in-lieu fee. Therefore, this impact would be Jess than significant,

Recreation - Mitieation

None necessary

Recreation — Residual Impacts

Less than significant

11. TRANSPORTATION/ CIRCULATION : NO YES
Could the project result in: Level of Significance
a) Increased vehicle trips? ‘ Less than significant
b) Hazards to safety from design features (e.g. sharp curves, Less than significant
inadequate sight distance or dangerous intersections)?
c) Inadequate emergency access or access 10 nearby uses? Less than significant
d) Insufficient parking capacity on-site or off-site? Less than significant
e) Hazarcf.s or barriers for pedestrians or bicyclists? Less than significant

Transpoertation - Discussion

Issues: Transportation issues include traffic, access, circulation, safety, and parking. Vehicle, bicycle and pedesirian, and
transit modes of transportation are all considered, as welf as emergency vehicle access. The City General Plan Circulation
Element contains policies addressing circulation, traffic, and parking in the City.

- Impact Evaluation Guidelines: A proposed project may have a significant impact on traffic/ circulation/ parking if it
would:

Vehicle Traffic

e Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and street system capacity (see
traffic thresholds below).

* Cause insufficiency in transit system. .

¢ Conflict with the Congestion Management Plan (CMP) or Circulation Element or other adopted plan or policy
pertaining to vehicle or transit systems. :
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Circulation and Traffic Safetv

» Create potential hazards due to addition of traffic to a roadway that has design features (e.g., narrow width, roadside

ditches, sharp curves, poor sight distance, inadequate pavement structure) or that supports uses that would be
incompatible with substantial increases in traffic.

e Diminish orreduce safe pedestrian and/or bicycle circulation.

¢ Result in inadequate emergency access on-site or to nearby uses,

Parkin _
* Result in insufficient parking capacity for the projected amount of automobiles and bicycles.

Traffic Thresholds of Significance: The City uses Levels of Service (LOS) “A” through “F” to describe operating
conditions at signalized intersections in terms of volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratios, with LOS A (0.50-0.560 V/C)
representing free flowing conditions and LOS F (0.90+ V/C) describing conditions of substantial delay. The City General
Plan Circulation Element establishes the goal for City intersections to not exceed LOS C (0.70-0.80 V/iC).

For purposes of environmental assessment, LOS C at 0.77 V/C is the threshold Level of Service against which impacts are
measured. An intersection is considered “impacted” if the volume to capacity ratio is .77 V/C or greater.

Project-Specific Significant Impact; A project-specific significant impact results when:
(a} Project peak-hour traffic would cause a signalized intersection to exceed 0.77 V/C, or

(b) The V/C of an intersection already exceeding 0.77 V/C would be increased by 0.01 (1%) or more as a result of project
peak-hour traffic.

For non-signalized intersections, delay-time methodology is utilized in evaluating impacts,

Significant Cumulative Contribution: A project would result in a significant contribution to cumulative traffic impacts
when:

(a) Project peak-hour traffic together with other cumulative traffic from existing and reasonably foreseeabie
pending projects would cause an intersection to exceed 0.77 V/C, or

(b) Project would contribute traffic to an intersection already exceeding 0.77 V/C.
Transportation — Proiect Impacts ‘
11.a) Traffie
Long-Term Traffic

The THO amendment would not have any direct impacts because it results in funding only. The THO amendment could
indirectly result in the funding for construction of three residential units every other year. The assumed three residential
units every other year wouid generate 18 Average Daily Trips (ADT) and one new trip in the morning and two in ihe
evening peak hours. Typically, the city does not anticipate a significant traffic impact unless the project would cause a
minimum of five trips in the morning or evening peak hour. This is because it is not possible to predict with sufficient

certainty that the project trips would occur at the intersection under consideration. Therefore, the three units would have 2
less than significant traffic impact,

The estimated 30 additional residential units that would be constructed over a twenty year period with THO funding would
generate net traffic increase of 176 average daily trips (ADT) with 13 morning and 16 evening peak-hour trips. It is not
known where the 30 residential units may be located and it is unlikely they would all be in the same location. The City
Housing Programs staff who would be recommending use of the collected in-lieu fee money stated that historically they
have used available housing funds as soon as possible after the funds become available, and that they do not foresee
accumulating in-lieu fees for more than 2 years before using them to assist new units. They anticipate that they will be
funding 3 new affordable units every 2 years using in-lieu fee funds. Housing Programs staff also stated that the housing
projects assisted to date have been widely distributed throughout the R-3 and R-4 zoned areas of the City and they expect
that trend to continue. Since the location of future assisted housing projects is not known the project traffic is too
speculative and cannot be meaningfully distributed onto the City street system. As indicated in the environmental setting
section at the beginning of this Initial Study there are several intersections in the City that have Levels of Service
exceeding 0.77 volume to capacity (V/C) ratio during peak hours of the weekday morning and evening commutes (7-9
a.m. and 4-6 p.m.).. These intersections occur primarily in the vicinity of Highway 101, Because the in-lieu fees will most
likely be spent within 2 years of receipt, it is highly unlikely that a single development would be funded by the in-lieu fee
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that would route more than five peak hour trips to an already impacted intersection. Development using IHO in-lieu fees
that would oceur over 20 years would therefore result in a Jess than significant traffic impact.

Short-Term Construction Traffic

The overall duration of the project construction process is unknown but would likely be up to a vear in each vear in
different locations in the City. Construction may include grading for site preparation but would be limited due to the
small increment of development that would be funded, Working hours during the construction process would be as
specified by the City of Santa Barbara construction hours. The location of staging, equipment, materials storage, and -
temporary construction parking is unknown. The amount of required staging, equipment, materials storage, and parking
would be limited due to the small increment in development anticipated due to project in-lieu funding.

The project would generate construction-related traffic that would occur intermittently at various locations in the City,
Temporary construction traffic is generally considered an adverse but less than significant impact. In this case, given the
small increment in development, varying location, and the periodic brief duration of the construction process, short-term
construction-related traffic would be a less than significant impact. Standard mitigation measures would be appiied as
appropriate, including restrictions on the howrs permitted for construction trips and approval of routes for construction
traffic when project are proposed and locations are known.,

1L.bse, d, and e) Access/ Circuiation/ Safety/Parking

Vehicular, pedestrian, bicycle, disabled, and emergency access would be addressed when the location and configuration of
housing constructed using IHO in-leu funding is known. Since a discretionary review would be required these design
considerations can be addressed in future required reviews, Also, there is only a small increment in development that
would occur using project financing. Regulations and policies are already in place that requires that access be adequate,
These regulations are contained in the City Zoning Ordinance that regulates obstructions around driveways, Since future
reviews would ensure that access is adequate and safe, parking is sufficient and hazards to pedestrians and cyclists are
avoided project impacts on access and safety would be less than significant..

City standards in the zoning code already require that parking be provided that is adequate for project needs. In addition
review of project designs when proposed would trigger additional CEQA review that would ensure that parking is
adequate. There is only a small increment in development that would occur using project financing. Since parking would
be subject to future review for consistency with the City of Santa Barbara, Standards for Parking Design and the zoning
ordinance parking requirements, parking impacts would be less than significant,

Transportation — Mitioation

None necessary.

Transportation — Residaal Impact

Less than significant.

i2. WATER ENVIRONMENT NG YES
Could the project result in: Level of Significance

a) Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and Potentially significant, mitigable
amount of surface runoff?

b) Exposure of people or property to water related hazards such Potentially significant, mitigable
as flooding?

c) Discharge into surface waters? Less than significant

d) Change in the quantity, quality, direction or rate of flow of Less than significant
ground waters?

e) Increased storm water drainage? Potentjally significant, mitigable

Water — Discussion

Issues: Water resources issues include changes in offsite drainage and infiltration/groundwater recharge; storm water
runoff and flooding; and water quality.
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Impact Evaluation Guidelines: A significant impact would result from:

Water Resources and Drainage

¢  Substantially changing the amount of surface water in any water body or the quantity of groundwater recharge.

® Substantially changing the drainage pattern or creating a substantially increased amount or rate of surface water
runoff that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned drainage and storm water systems.

Flooding

¢ Locating development within 100-year flood hazard areas; substantially altering the course or fiow of fiood
waters or otherwise exposing people or property to substantial flood hazard

Water Quality

®  Substantial discharge of sediment or pollutants into surface water or groundwater, or otherwise degrading water
quality, including temperature, dissolved oxygen, or turbidity.

Water Resources — Existing Conditions and Project Impacts

12.a, b, ¢, d, and ¢) Drainage, Flooding, and Water Quality

Approval of the proposed amendment to the Inciusionary Housing Ordinance (IHOj} itself would have no direct adverse
impacts on the environment because it is a change in the requirements for exactions when projects including from two to
nine units are approved. However, the funding derived from the in-lieu fee for affordable housing could be used for

construction of new residential units. The units that could be constructed with in-lieu funding are therefore an indirect
consequence of the approval of the THO.

‘The precise location of three units every other year (30 units over 20 years) that could be built after the approval of the
ordinance amendment is unknown. Three units could be constructed every other year, most likely in the downtown and
surrounding area and Upper State Street arca, where residential densities are higher. The area where proposed
development would occur is likely already developed in urban uses. Housing could be located in areas subject to flooding.
The 2007 California Building Code adopted by the City already requires that the floor elevation of residential
development be a minimum of one foot above the base flood elevation of the 100-year storm and that a certificate

indicating that an engincer has analyzed the project effect on the base flood elevation and the project would not result in
an increase in the base flood elevation.

The adopted Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWMPP) requires that projects in the City detain the first inch in
rainfall on site. Since the first inch in rainfall is known to carry the most pollutants this approach substantially reduces the
small increment in pollution anticipated to be associated with development of three units every other year or 30 units over
20 years. Development is also required to ensure that flow rates do not exceed the rates associated with the pre-project
condition. The SWMPP recommends that runoff from projects be routed to natural areas so that water is given time 1o be
exposed to sunlight and soils to improve the quality of the runoff. Standard conditions of approval require that projects
retain the 25-year storm flows onsite. The project would result in a small increment in development in the City of Santa
Barbara and given the requirements already in place that address flooding, drainage, and water quality any poientially
significant, mitigable impacts that the project could cause would be reduced to less than significant levels.

Project indirect impacts on groundwater are expected to be less than significant because there is only a smail increment of
development that would be associated with this project, the amount of impervious surface added would be partially offset
by detaining rainwater on the site where it can percolate to groundwater, excavations and construction of this type is not

likely to be sufficient to affect groundwater flows, and contaminants from this amount and type of development would be
insufficient to result in substantial changes in groundwater quality.

Projects funded by in-lieu fees would result in a small increment in development that would discharge flows into area
drainage facilities that would eventually discharge to the ocean. The project would be required fo retain any increment in

flows due to the addition of impervious surfaces during the 23-year storm event. Project impacts on the ocean would be
minimal and less than significant,

Water Resources - Mitisation

Water- When construction is proposed requirements of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, SBMC, and General
Plan policies designed to minimize water resource impacts and conditions of approval would be applied to the project.
Water Resources ~ Residual Impact

Less than significant
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MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. YES || NO

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially X
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildfire population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important

~ examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term, X
environmental goals?

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

d) Does the project have potential environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse X
- effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

a: As documented in the section 3, Biology and section 4, Cultural Resources project would not have any direct impacts
on biological and historic resources because the project would result in an amendment to the Inclusjonary Housing
Ordinance (IHO) to require payment of in-lieu fees. The project indirect impacts would not be significant, after
mitigation, as described on the biology and cultural resource sections.

b: The IHO amendment would not have any direct short term environmental impacts because it results in an ordinance
amendment to require payment of in-fieu fees. In-licu fees may be used to construct a limited amount of housing
(estimated to be up to 30 units over 20 years) that would provide the likely long term environmental benefit that more
housing would be located in an urban area where environmental resources are limited, adequate public services/utilities
and transportation already exist, and remaining environmental resources would not be impacted due partially to the

limited amount of development that would be funded and partly to future review and application of standard conditions of
approval.

c¢: There would be no direct impacts of the THO amendment because it would result in collection of in-lieu fees. The
housing that could be constructed with the fees collected would be potentially consistent with City goals and policies in
the 2004 Housing Element of the City General Plan as discussed in the Plans and Policies Discussion in the Initial study.
Cumulative analyses in the various sections of the Initial Study document that projects funded by the in-lieu fees would
not result in significant cumulative impacts because the project funded development is minor (30 units over 20 years) and
because there is sufficient capacity in the urban area to accommodate anticipated growth.

d: As discussed in sections 1 through 12 of this Initial Study the project would not have any direct physical impacts on
human beings because it is an ordinance amendment that results in the collection of in-lieu fees only. Indirect impacts due
to construction of up to 3 units every two years and 30 units over 20 vears with fees collected would not result in
significant impacts because all impacts discussed in sections 1 through 12 would be reduced to less than significant levels

during reviews when location and configuration of funded project is known and by application of existing codes, standard
conditions of approval, and design review.
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INITIAL STUDY CONCLUSION

On the basis of this initial evaluation it has been determined that with mitigation measures that would be developed when
project location and configuration is known and with application of existing code, ordinance requirements, and standard

conditions of approval, and design review, potentially significant impacts would be avoided or reduced to Jess than
significant levels. A Mitigated Negative Declaration will be prepared,
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LIST OF SOURCES USED IN PREPARATION OF THIS INITIAL STUDY

The following sources used in the preparation of this Initial Study are located at the Community Development
Department, Planning Division, 630 Garden Street, Santa Barbara and are available for review upon request.

California Environmental Qual ity Act (CEQA) & CEQA Guidelines
California Building Code 2007

Plan Santa Barbara Development Trends Report 1990-2007 (March 2008)
General Plan Circulation Element

‘Genera] Plan Conservation Element

2004 Housing Element

General Plan Land Use Element

General Plan Noise Element w/appendices

Genera! Plan Map

General Plan Seismic Safety/Safety Element

Geology Assessment for the City of Santa Barbara

Institute of Traffic Engineers Parking Generation Manual

Institute of Traffic Engineers Trip Generation Manual

Local Coastal Plan

Master Environmental Assessment
Parking Design Standards

Storm Water Po.llution Prevention Plan

Santa Barbara County Environmental Threshold and Guidelines Manual (Published October 2008)
Santa Barbara Municipal Code & City Charter
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Wildland Fire Plan
Zoning Ordinance & Zoning Map

HGroup Folders\PLANERviron. ReviewINITIAL STUDIESUNCEUSIONARY HOUSING ORDINANCE AMENDMENTYS Inclisionary Housing Ovdinance Final INCL Response to Commenis.doc
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Table 1: City Intersections Currently Operating with a Peak Hour V/C of 0:77 or Greater
£e stiWest biree ¢
Milpas St U.S, Highway 101 8B Off Ramp PM
U.S. Highway 101 |Garden St PM
SB Ramps
Gutierrez St Garden St PM
Haley Street Castillo St PM
Carrillo St U.8. Highway 101 NB Ramp Bath
Carrillo St U.5. Highway 10! SB Ramp Both
Mission St Modoc Rd Both [a]
Mission St 1S, Highway 101 8B Ramps Both
Mission 5t U.S. Highway 101 NB Ramps Both
f.as Positas Rd Clff Dr AM [a}
L.as Positas Rd U.S. Highway 101 SB Ramps Both
U.5. Highway 101 iCalle Real AM
NB Ramp
l.as Positas Road  |State St PM
i.a Cumbre Rd State St PM

Note: fa] For unsignalized intersections, LOS C was taken as the minimum acceptable LOS.

Table 2 Year 2008 Weekday Existing Conditions, Plan Santa Barbara Study
Intersection Levels of Service

1 Olive Mill Road & AM 13 B
Coast Village Road [b] PM 18 C
2 Hot Springs Road & AM 20 C
Coast Village Road [b] PM 25 C
3 Cabrillo Boulevard & AM 20 ¢
U.S, Highway 101 3B Ramp [b!  [PM 15 B
4 Milpas Street & AM 0367 (A
U.8. Highway 101 SB On Ramp [a] |PM 0.526 A
5 Milpas Street & AM 0.683 B
U5 Highway 10} SB Off Ramp [a}{PM 0.771 C
&  Milpas Street Roundabout Je] AM 15 B
PM 14 B
17 Milpas Street & AM 0.562 A
Quinientos Street [a] PM 0,713 C
& Milpas Street & AM 0.520 A
Gutierrez Streef [a) PM 0.582 A
9 Milpas Street & AM 0.479 A
Haley Street [a] PM 0.641 B
10 Cabrilio Boulevard & AM (.298 A
Garden Street [a] PM 0.370 A
IT Yanonali Street & AM 0.43] A
Garden Street [a] PM 0.451 A
12 U.S Highway 101 5B Ramps & |AM 0,640 B
Garden Street [a) P 0.929 E
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Table 2 Year 2008 Weekday Existing Conditions, Plan Santa Barbara Study
Intersection Levels of Service
U5, Highway 101 NB Ramps &
Garden Street [a]
14 Gutierrez Street & AM
Garden Street [a} PM
15 Cabritio Boulevard & AM
State Street [a) PM
16 CGutterrez Street & AM
State Street a] PM
17 Cabrillo Boulevard & AM
Castillo Street [a] PM
I8 Montecito Street & AM
Castillo Street [al PM
19 Haley Sireet & AM 0.552 A
Castillo Street [a] PM 0.784 C
20 Haley Street & AM 0.538 A
Bath Street [a] PM 0.697 B
21 Carrillo Street & AM 0.474 A
Anacapa Street Ja) PM 0.618 B
22 Carrilio Street & AM G.443 A
Chapala Strect [a) PM 0.635 B
23 Carrillo Street & AM 0.351] A
De Ia Vina Street [a] PM 0.63 B
24 Carrilio Street & AM 0.551 A
Bath Strest ja) M 0.540 A
25 Carrillo Street & AM 0.664 B
Castillo Street [a] PM 0.666 B
26 Carrillo Street & AM 0.773 C
U.5. Highway 101 NB Ramp [a] 1PM 0.842 D
27 Carrillo Street & AM 1.023 F
U.S. Highway [0f SB Ramp {a] {PM 0.962 E
28 Carrillo Street & AM 0.682 B
San Andres Street la] PM 0.755 C
29 Micheltorena Street & AM (.608 B
San Andres Street [a] PM 0.613 B
3G Mission Street & AM 27 D
Modaoc Road [b) PM 2G D
31 Mission Street & AM 10938 E
U.S. Highway 101 SB Ramps [a] [PM 0.909 E
32 Mission Street & AM 0.858 D
U.S. Highway 101 NB Ramps [a] PM 0.812 D
33 Mission Street & AM G.512 A
Castilio Street [a] Pive 0.554 A
34 Mission Street & AM 0.556 A
Bath Street [a) PM 0.606 B
35 Mission Street & AN 0.524 A
De la Vina Street [a] PM 0.558 A
36 Mission Sireet & AM 0.719 C
State Street [a] PM 0.657 B
37 Meigs Road & AM 0.621 B
CLff Drive [a) PM 0.688 B
38 Las Positas Road & AM 130 D
CIiff Drive [b] PM 123 C
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Table 2 Year 2008 Weekday Existing Conditions, Plan Santa Barbara Study
Intersection Levels of Service

asia

Las Positas Road & 0.671 B
Modoc Road {a} 0.730 C
40 Las Positas Road & 0.812 I3
U.S. Highway 1G] $B Ramps [a] [PM 0.947 E
41 U.S Highway 101 NB Ramp & |AM 0.798 C
Caile Real [a] PM 0.683 B
42 Alamar Avenue & AM 0.495 A
Staie Street [al PM 0.563 A
43 De la Vina Street & AM 0.463 A
State Street [a] PM 0.535 A
44 Las Positas Road & AM 0.637 B
State Street [a] PM 0.772 C
45 Hitchcock Way & AM 0,477 |A
State Street {a] PM 0.671 B
46 Hope Avenue & AM 0518 A
State Street |a] PM 0.661 B
47 La Cumbre Road & AM 0.600 A
State Street [a} PM 0.833 b
48 Hope Avenue & AM 0.589 A
U.S. Highway 101 NB PM 0.765 C
Ramp/Calle Real {2]
49 La Cumbre Road & AM 0.605 B
U.S. Highway 101 SB Ramps [a] |PM 0.668 B
50 La Cumbre Road & AM 6.539 A
Calle Real [a] PM 0.663 B
51 SR 154 & AM 0.531 A
Calle Real |a] PM 0730 1C
32 SR154 & AM 0.417 A
U.S. Highway 101 SB On Ramp [a] [FM (.400 A

fa] intersection is comtrolled by signal and uses ICU methodology
{b] intersection is controlled by stop signs and uses HCM unsignalized methodology
[e] Intersection is controlled by roundabout and uses HCM roundabout methadology
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INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ORDINANCE AMENDEMENT (MST2008-00574)
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
PROJECT LOCATION
Citywide Ordinance Amendment
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Amend the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (IHO) that already applies to projects with 10 or
more units, to apply to projects with from two to nine units. An in-lieu fee of $17,700 per
market rate unit included in the project (payable prior to occupancy for two through four units),
would be charged when an affordable unit would not be provided as part of the project. The
ordinance would also state that where one to four new units are proposed the first unit would not
be required to pay the in-lieu fee. The requirement for a lot area modification for inclusionary
housing would be eliminated. The maximum sale prices of inclusionary units in employer-
sponsored housing projects would be increased substantially, provided that all of the units in the
project are priced at below-market restricted prices. The in-lieu fee could be used for purchasing
and reselling of existing middle and upper middle income housing, subsidizing the creation of
middle and upper middie income housing, and ensuring compliance with middle and upper
middle income housing policies and procedures

PURPOSE

The purpose of the THO Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is to ensure
compliance with all mitigation measures identified in the Initial Study to mitigate or avoid
potentially significant adverse environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project.

The following MMRP Matrix describes each initial study mitigation measure, monitoring

activities and the responsibilities of the various parties, along with the timing and frequency of
monitoring and reporting activities. '

The MMRP Matrix is intended to be used for monitoring the project mitigation measures. The

Matrix should be used as a compliance checklist to aid in compliance verification and monitoring
requirements. '

EXHIBIT C
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Project Name

Air Emissions Calculations
. Inclusionary Housing

Operations tonsiyr Ibshyr lbs/day |Threshold Lbs/day
ROG source and operations 0.1 200 05

NOx source and operations 0.05 100 0.3

CO source and operations 0.61 1220 3.3

502 source and operations 0 0 C.0

PM10 source and operations 0.06 120 0.3 80
PM2.5 source and operations 0.02 40 0.1

CO2 source and operations 32.01 64020 1754

ROG PLUS NOx All sources 0.8 240
ROG Motor Vehicles Only 0.04

NOx Motor Vehicles Only 0.05

ROG + NOx Motor Vehiices Only 0.09 180 0.5 25
CA COZ Emissions 4463348092 1

USA CO2 Emissions 7260000000

Project as % of CA CO2 0.000007%

Project as % of USA CO2 0.0000004%

Construction tonsfyr Ibslyr ibs/day | Threshold tons/year
ROG 0.15 300 0.8 25
NOx 1.06 2120 58 25
Cco 0.63 23 N NA
502 0 0 0.0 25
PM10 018 320 08 25
PM2.5 0.12 240 0.7 25
co2 110.75 221500 | 6068 NA
CA CO2 Emissions 446334892 1

USA CO2 Emissions 6586161212

Project as % of CA CO2 0.060025%

Project as % of LISA CO2 0.0000017%

Total CG2 Calculations tonsiyr Ibs/day

Totai Project CO2 142,76 7822

California 482000000

USA 7260000000

CA Metric fons fo US tons 446334892 .1

US Metric tons to US tons 6588161212

Project as a Percentage CA 0.6000290163%

Project as a Percentage USA

0.0000021676%

EXHIBITD
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES FOR THE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING
ORDINANCE AMENDMENT MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

COMMENT: Would the development funded by or allowed by this ordinance amendment
result in a substantial change in the jobs io housing balance? The construction of a
residential unit resulls in an increase of 1.6 jobs.

RESPONSE: There is no documented source that indicates that construction of an
affordable housing unit would result in the creation of 1.6 jobs. Dr, Clarke was cited in
the comment as the source for this data. He was contacted and has stated that he is not
the source for this data. (Our enquiry and the response from Dr. Clarke are attached).
There is an economic modeling technique that can be used to calculate a multiplier but
this technique is very expensive and time consuming to use and is usually used to
calculate a multiplier due to commercial and industrial development. This approach
indicates what the prior multiplier was not what it will be. Typically, this model would
be expected to yield a multiplier much lower than 1.6 jobs per household. This is a result
of new occupants of housing needing additional goods and services. Affordable housing
multipliers are likely to be lower than market rate housing because the owners have far
lower incomes to purchase goods and services and these units would, on average,
accommodate fewer occupants than market rates units, Also, the affordable housing is
typically awarded to people who already live or work in the City. If they already use
goods and services they would not need substantially more goods and services if they
moved to an affordable unit.

If the multiplier were fixed at 1.6 jobs per household it would not be possible to ever
build sufficient housing to accommodate the number of jobs generated by the housing; a
permanent jobs/housing imbalance would be in effect. The Santa Barbara County
Association of Governments Regional Housing Needs Assessment indicates that the
Santa Barbara area is in need of additional affordable housing to accommodate the
workforce. The proposed ordinance amendment is an attempt to correct that balance,

Even if we assumed that 1.6 jobs per unit constructed for 3 units every other year, and 30
units over 20 years, project impacts on Job to housing balance would still not be
substantial or significant. First, the occupants of the new affordable units would likely be
workers so that they can afford to pay for their mortgages. This is consistent with data
from the 2000 Census that indicates that two thirds of City residents work in the City.
Assuming that a minimum of one employee would live in each affordable unit that would
mean that of the five jobs created every two years about two of those jobs may be for
people that commute to the City causing a very small increase in regional traffic. Using
these assumptions, of the 30 units constructed over 20 years, 18 new jobs would be
created for people who would not live in the affordabie housing units some of whom may
live in the City of Santa Barbara or adjacent communities. Also, some of these new

employees may already live in the City so the number of new commuters is likely less
than 18 over 20 years.

Developmeni of market rate housing would occur without the proposed ordinance
amendment and therefore development of market rate housing would not be an impact
associated with the project. The proposed project would create an estimated 30 new
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES FOR THE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING
ORDINANCE AMENDMENT MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

affordable homes that may generate 48 jobs over a 20 year period. A substantial portion
of the jobs generated may be accommodated in the new housing. Since the project would
not result in a substantial amount of new jobs (48 jobs over 20 years) or a substantial
amount of new housing (30 new affordable homes over 20 vears), and would create
housing in an area that currently has an imbalance due to more jobs than housing, it
would not substantially change the balance between jobs and housing in the City of Santa
Barbara and the change would be beneficial because housing is provided in an area that is
deficient in housing.

According to the Plan Santa Barbara Transportation Existing Conditions Report {August
2008) there are currently 12,000 to 15,000 daily commutes trips (average 13,500 trips)
from the Santa Maria/Lompoc/Santa Ynez areas and 17,000 daily commute trips from the
Ventura area. If one assumes that the 18 new commute trips created over 20 vears were
split in direction in the same proportion as existing commute trips there would be § new
trips to the west and 10 new trips to the cast. A small number of these commuters may
use public transportation reducing the amount of new vehicular trips that would be
caused by new commuters, The new trips would be less than six hundredths of one
percent increase in traffic from the west and east. This amount of traffic increase, over
20 years, would not cause a substantial increase in traffic.

COMMENT: Adding an in-lieu fee would drive up the price of the market rate housing.
The project would drive up the cost of housing ensuring that only more wealthy people
can afford market rate housing in the city and these more wealthy people would hire
more service workers than buyers of less expensive housing would have. These service
workers would need to commute to the City of Santa Barbara causing an increase in
traffic that would cause a significant impact. The increased cost of market rate housing
would have a significant social, economic, or traffic impacts on the environment.
Providing more expensive housing would induce more service worker jobs that would

increase Iraffic impacts because they would commuie to the Santa Barbara area due ic
the high cost of housing in the City.

RESPONSE: The only housing that would be constructed using project in-lieu funds
would be affordable housing. Construction of affordable housing would be an indirect
impact of the project because the in-lieu fee is specifically for non-market rate housing
and the fee is only paid when market rate housing that is for sale (not for rent) of between
2 and 9 units is proposed. CEQA Section 15064 (e) states that “Economic and social
changes resulting from a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environment.” The section goes on to explain that were an economic or social change
results in a physical effect this effect should be considered. Therefore, social and
economic effects themselves are not treated as significant effects.

It is not clear that the increased fee would drive up the cost of market rate housing.
Developers are in a competitive market and their wishes to increase sales prices are
tempered by the sales prices of housing in other areas such as the County and Goleta. If
developers could increase the cost of the housing they produce they would already have
done so because they aim to maximize their profit. It is more likely that the increased
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES FOR THE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING
ORDINANCE AMENDMENT MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

fees would reduce developer profits. Further, the in-lieu fee is about $17,800 dollars. In
an area where the median price of condominiums is about $525,000 (vear o date of this
report) if is unlikely that a $17,800 or 3% increase in price would cause a substantial
increase in the number of owners hiring service workers or a substantial decrease in sales,
Therefore, the impact of increase service worker hiring by market rate housing resulting
in an increase in traffic would be de minimis and less than significant.

COMMENT: The Initial Study did not cover all of the impacts of the project because the
project may allow as a density bonus an additional 30% of housing.

RESPONSE: The proposed ordinance amendment would not provide a density bonus by
right for the 30% upper-middle income affordable housing alternative (24.43.030 A 3) to
be provided as a density bonus in addition to the number of units allowed by the zoning.
Projects that provide 30% of the units as affordable to upper-middie income housecholds
would be exempt from the proposed ordinance, so any density bonus entitlement
contained in the ordinance would not apply to these upper-middle income units. These
30% affordable units would be a part of the allowed density so no additional housing
would be constructed under this scenario. Therefore, the Initial Study did not evaluate

this provision in the ordinance amendment and was not required to analyze a 30%
increase in housing.

COMMENT: The in-lieu fee would drive up the cost of conventional housing making it
too expensive for members of the work force. This would cause more work Jorce people
to have to commute causing a traffic impact. The MND does not analyze the impacts of a
reduction in construction of entry-level marker rate units, due to increased COSIS.

RESPONSE: It is not clear that developers would be able to pass the in-lieu fee along to
buyers. Since developers are selling homes in competition with sellers in other areas
such as Goleta, Santa Barbara County, Carpentaria, and Summerland they are not free to
raise their prices. Instead they would find it necessary to absorb the cost of the fee and
reduce their profit. Therefore it is not clear how the fee would increase the commute of
work force people who can afford a market rate unit and traffic impacts have not been
associated with this aspect of the project.

COMMENT: Project impacts analysis does not account Jor a variation in the amount of
development constructed in the City.

RESPONSE: The assumptions for development were developed as an average over 6
years during which period the amount of development did vary. As indicated in the
Injtial Study, the analysis also included a 10 year period but ultimately the 6 vear period
was used in the analysis because more housing was constructed on average during that
period and so more fees would be generated, Also, the estimate of the amount of growth
could be different but due to the small amount of development likely to occur under any
development scenario likely to occur in the City the impact analysis and conclusions
would be substantially the same as those identified in the Initial Study. This is because

April 2, 2009
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES FOR THE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING
ORDINANCE AMENDMENT MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

the in-lieu fee is so small in relation to the cost of housing and there has been historically
(and this will likely continue) a low rate of housing growth in the City.

This impact of raising the price of market rate housing would be that fewer units would
be sold. Calculating the amount in reduction in sales due to the increase due to the in-lieu
fee would be difficult. However, it is tikely that the impact would be minimal because of
the limited number of housing units that would be subject to the fee by in Inclusionary
Housing Ordinance Amendment. Also, the reason why affordable housing would be
constructed by in-lieu fees is to provide working people the ability to buy a home in
Santa Barbara since so few of them are able to buy market rate units.

COMMENT: Comments made at the prior City Council meeting were not addressed in
the Iitial Study and therefore the Initial Study is inadequate.

RESPONSE: CEQA requires a response to comments made verbally or in writing to
public comments on a proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). Comments
made at the City Council Hearing were made prior to the preparation and circulation of
the MIND, are not on the proposed MND, and are therefore not responded to here.

COMMENT: The proposed amendment of 28.92.110 of the Municipal Code would allow
modifications that would result in a significant impact on the environment, and the

reference to a section of the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance therein creates a circular
reference.

RESPONSE:  The Municipal Code Section 28.92.110 already allows lot area
modifications for units to be affordable to very low-, low-, moderate- or middle income
households. The proposed amendment would delete reference to these specific income
categories and instead would reference all affordable housing categories specified in the
City’s Affordable Housing Policies and Procedures. The practical effect would be to add
upper-middle income units to the categories of affordable housing that would be eligible
for a discretionary modification. Very few upper-middle units have been constructed in
the City in the past. It is anticipated that very few of these units would be constructed in
the future given that the in-lieu funding would only fund a total of an estimated 30 units
over 20 years. Any lot area modifications that would be allowed by the ordinance
amendment would still require that a noticed public hearing be held and a discretionary
decision be made to ensure that it is appropriate. The discretionary decision would have
to be consistent with the remaining portions of the ordinance, be for an appropriate
development on the lot, and cannot cause an increase in demand for parking in the area.
Given the small amount of development that would be eligible for the modification and
that a discretionary review of the appropriateness of a modification that would be
required impacts of this provision would be less than significant and de minimis. The
reference {o a section of the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance is solely for the purpose of

defining the term “Affordable Housing Policies and Procedures” by referencing the
definition in the ordinance.

April 2, 2009 4
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Berman, Michae!

From: Berman, Michae!

Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2000 8:14 AM
To: 'kelarke@geog.ucsh.edu'
Subject: Citation accuracy

Hello Dr. Clark,

l'am a city planner for the City of Santa Barbara. A member of the public cited you at & public
hearing as saying that every housing unit (no matter what type) creates 1.6 jobs. Please can you tell
me if you in fact are the source for this data. If you are the source or know what the sourcs is can
you tell me where [ can find the analysis and documentation that support this conclusion.

Thank you for your assistance in tracking down this information.
Best regards,

i

Placuing Division, Pity of Santa Eanbana Cooasawnity Denelspunent D eparinent.
Phione 05 564 5470




Berman, Michae!l

From: Keith Clarke [kelarke@geog. ucsh.edut
Sent: Monday, March 30, 2008 10:58 AM
To: Berman, Michae!

Subject: Re: Citation accuracy

Michael

l'am not the source of the information. | was simply going over the context of the 2003 RIGs report
which contains a large amount of data on jobs-housing. The fact that housing units create jobs is not

what the JH balance means. it is simply the ratio of th enumber of houses to the number of jobs. No
assumption is made about job generation.

Keith Clarke
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March 11, 2009

Planning Commission, City of Santa Barbara
Michael Berman, Project Planner, Planning Division
Steven Faulstich, Housing Division

Community Development Dept.

Santa Barbara, CA

RE: Allied Comments on Draft Negative Declaration - MST2008-005 74, on Amending the
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance to Apply to Projects with from 2 - 9 Units.

Allied Neighborhoods Association wishes to submit the following items for inciusion and

discussion in the Initial Study’s environmental review of the proposed amendment 1o the
existing Inclusionary Housing Ordinance,

Our organization already has serious concerns about the effectiveness of the existing
mclusionary program in addressing the Jobs/housing balance. We believe that the proposed
extension of aspects of the original ordinance to development of small projects may well expand
the problems of the original ordinance to these units and even have further negative impacts on
the city’s goals of providing affordable workforce housing and reducing commuting,

Since neither the city nor the rest of us have the data on who buys these units and anecdotal
evidence exists that some middle class workforce members may indeed be buying these units,
the city should not discount them as a potential source of some work force housing. Beyond
doubt, more study is needed to establish whether the in-lieu fee would not have an adverse
impact by discouraging the building of units that are “affordable-by-design™ for a reasonably
large segment of the work force. There is also the issue of the lack of affordable upper middle
class workforce housing, for those who falt between what the city defines as the top of
workforce, 200% of AMI, and buyers of million doilar plus condos.

This being the case, the following points need to be added to the poilicy
consistency/inconsistency discussion in the Plans and Policy section of the Initial Study. This
amendment to the Inclusionary Ordinance is potentially inconsistent with the Housing Element
goal of providing more affordable housing. Specifically it is potentially inconsistent with Policy
4.1 which encourages construction of new affordable opportunities for owners and renters. Also,

it is potentially inconsistent with the Land Use Blement that encourages housing for all economic
ievels.

In other words, the city needs to undertake further environmental review of the proposed

amendment (o the existing Inclusionary Ordinance and add discussion of the following potential
impacts:




1. Adverse Impact on the Small Builder/Developer and Housing. The proposed fee has &
negative impact on the small developer, both the one-time builder and the developer who may
build several small projects with small units. The imposition of this fee may discourage them

from building. This has the potential to negatively impact the supply of workforce housing that
Is “affordable by design.”

2. Adverse Impact on Buyers and Heusing. There is a potential impact of reduction in the
amount of housing that is affordable to workforce buyers. The proposed fee will probably
increase the price of the market- rate units: Every increment in price makes it that much harder
for people to qualify for loans and buy these in-fili units. In both point 1 and 2, there is the
secondary adverse impact of more congestion and commuting.

3. Adverse Traffic Impact. The hi gher the unit cost and the wealthier the buyer, the greater the

likelihood of an adverse impact as the new prosperous owners will probabty employ more
service workers who will have to commute to the area.

As stated before Allied has grave concerns about the effectiveness of the Inclusionary Ordinance
itself. We believe that it further exacerbates the jobs/housing imbalance. This amendment to the
Ordinance has the potential to cause even more 1mpacts.

While Allied retains the right to oppose any given project that is too big and bulky and
incompatible with a given nei ghborhood, we do not oppose the majority of small projects. We
are not against all building, and we think that this is one area where the private sector is working
and should be left alone for the present time.

We do, however, wonder why this amendment is coming up now. It wouid seem that all aspects
of inclusionary should await further discussion of related items such as unit size, density, living
within our resources, floor area ratios for multi-famil y zones, and of course affordable by design.
All of these items have been promised 1o be discussed as part of Plan Santa Barbara. In addition,
we have always been told that inclusionary zoning is but one {oof in the too] box for obtaming
affordzbie housing. It is now time to discuss the other tools. Why not do this before tinkering

with the inclusionary tool, which we already know does not help and in fact even hurts the
jobs/housing balance? ‘

Sincerely,

Cathie McCammon, First Vice President
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Berman, Michael

From: Steven Johnson [steve@stevej.com]
Sent; Saturday, March 21, 2009 11:14 AM
To: Berman, Michae!

Subject: Inclusionary Housing - MST2008-00574
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Red

Mr. Berman,

I 'hope it is not to late to comment on the draft ND for the proposed amendments to the Inclusionary
Housing Ordinance.

The analysis in Section 8 (Population and Housing impacts) considers impacts resulting from the
construction of 30 inclusionary units over

a 20 year span; housing displacement impacts are also considered.
However, a potentially larger impact is not discussed: a reduction in construction of entry-level
market rate units, due to increased costs. | recommend that this impact be discussed in the ND.

Thanks for this opportunity to comment.

/steve

319 W. Cota St
SB 93101



Berman, Michael

From: Sheiia Lodge [sjlodge@cox.net}

Sent: Friday, March 20, 2008 8:15 AM

To. Berman, Michael

Subject: Another typo, another suggsstion -Initial study, Incius. hsg,
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Red

Helio Michael,

| missed a dog-eared page yesterday. On page 4, 9 3, next to last 1ihe it says, "The City is also
has..."

The "is" needs to go.

Re the title on pages 25 and 28"General Plan Update: 2030 Condition..." cops, the s is missing from

the end of Conditions on page 25 -- | suggest putting it in italics as is often done with tifies. Then it
would be very clear that it al| goes together as the name of the report.

Best,

- Sheila




Santa Barbara Association of REALTORS®

March 19, 2000

Chair Stella Larson

Vice-Chair Addison Thompson
Commissioner Bruce Bartiett
Cominissioner Charmaine Curtis Jacobs
Commissioner John C. Jostes
Commissioner Sheila Lodge
Commissioner Harwood A. White, Jr.
630 Garden St

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Dear Commissioners,

The members of the Santa Barbara Association of REALTORS® would like to take this opportunity to comment
on the Inclusionary Housin

g Ordmance Draft Negative Declaration. The proposed revisions of changing the
method of calculating the in-lien fee and expanding the permissible uses of collected in-leu fees should be
commended as these will help all parties involved with building and buying.

However, the Santa Barbara Association of REALTORS® opposes the lowering of the threshold project size from
10 units to 2 units, This threshold reduction will

have a negative impact which will affect every aspect of the
City’s economy. Builders will have to offset the price of the in-lieu fees for units built or converted below 10
units which will increase the market rate units. If this happens even fewer individuals and families will abie to
afford market rate homes. I the threshold is lowered, the City itself will also be heavily affected. If builders find

it too expensive to build new housing or convert housing in Santa Barbara then they will go elsewhere which

means individuals and famiiies will still have to commute from other cities to work in Santa Barbara. This could

cause a housing stagnation in which the City could have 2 loss of revenue from taxes and even the potential loss

of business. Remember, by changing this threshold to a lower number you are potentially harming the City of
Santa Barbara from being the vibrant city it is.

From our understanding the City would like to have the in-liey fees for smaller complexes and therefore the City
feels a need to lower the threshold. We would like to suggest that you lower the threshold to 5 units. The
reasoning behind this number is quite simple. 5 units and above are constituted as mult; units in the
mortgage/banking world and 1 to 4 units are considered single family units. If financing makes this distinction,
then the City should also follow and use this as the caiculation for the threshold.

In closing, the Santa Barbara Association of REALT.

ORS® would like to reiterate its opposition to lowerin g the
threshold from 10 units to 2 units. This would be ve

ry detrimental to the economy of the City of Santa Barbara.

Sincerely,
Alyson Spann, President
Santa Barbara Association of REALTORS®
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