
REGULAR MEETING 

OPERATIONS & CUSTOMER RELATIONS COMMITTEE 

MONTECITO WATER DISTRICT 
583 SAN YSIDRO ROAD 

Monday July 19, 2021 
9:30 A.M. 

AGENDA 

1) CALL TO ORDER, DETERMINATION OF COMMITTEE QUORUM

2) PUBLIC FORUM
NOTE: This portion of the agenda may be utilized by any person to address the Operations &
Administration Committee on any matter within the jurisdiction of the Committee. No consideration
or discussion shall be undertaken by Committee members at this time on any item not appearing on
this agenda except as permitted by the Ralph M. Brown Act. Discussion items receiving
recommendations by the Committee, and/or items requiring action will be placed on the agenda of a
future meeting of the Montecito Water District Board of Directors.

3) ITEMS FOR COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION

A. ASADRA Reservoir Retrofit and Replacement Project Update; 

B. 2020 Annual Drinking Water Consumer Confidence Report; 
C. East Valley Road Water Main Replacement Project Update; 

D. Caltrans Highway 192 Valve Repair Contract; 

E. Customer Communications & Public Relations.  

* indicates attachment included for this item.

4) ITEMS FOR A FUTURE AGENDA

Join by Teleconference:   
https://zoom.us/j/93452875385?pwd=N0UySER6c1J1eUZHZC9iaGg2RFlhUT09 
Tel: (669) 900-6833 Meeting ID: 934 5287 5385   Passcode: 668-526 

https://zoom.us/j/93452875385?pwd=N0UySER6c1J1eUZHZC9iaGg2RFlhUT09


5) ADJOURNMENT 
 
 

Note: In accordance with Executive Orders N-25-20, N-29-20, and N-33-20, issued by the Governor 
of the State of California in response to COVID-19, in-person public participation at Montecito Water 
District meetings is suspended. The District has established alternative methods of participation which 
permit members of the public to observe and address public meetings telephonically and/or 
electronically. These methods of participation can be accessed through the internet link provided at the 
top of this agenda.   

This agenda was posted on the District website, and at the Montecito Water District outside display 
case at 9:30 a.m. on July 16, 2021.  The Americans with Disabilities Act provides that no qualified 
individual with a disability shall be excluded from participation in, or denied the benefits of, the 
District’s programs, services or activities because of any disability. If you need special assistance to 
participate in this meeting, please contact the District Office at 805-969-2271. Notification at least 
twenty-four (24) hours prior to the meeting will enable the District to make appropriate arrangements. 

Agendas, agenda packets, and additional materials related to an item on this agenda submitted to the 
Committee after distribution of the agenda packet are available on the District website. 



MONTECITO WATER DISTRICT 
MEMORANDUM 

 

SECTION: 3-A 
 
DATE: JULY 19, 2021 
 
TO:  OPERATIONS AND CUSTOMER RELATIONS COMMITTEE  
 
FROM: ASSISTANT GENERAL MANAGER / ENGINEERING MANAGER  
 
SUBJECT: ASADRA RESERVOIR RETROFIT AND REPLACEMENT PROJECT 

UPDATE AND ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 

1. Recommend that the Board of Directors consider the Final Initial Study-Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (IS-MND), Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
(MMRP), and any comments received during the public review process, for the Reservoir 
Retrofit and Replacement Project; 

2. Recommend that the Board of Directors make a finding that there is no substantial 
evidence in light of the whole record (including the Final IS-MND together with the 
MMRP, comments received in connection thereto, and other information in the record) 
supporting a fair argument that this Project will have a significant effect on the 
environment if the mitigation measures in the Final IS-MND and MMRP are 
implemented; 

3. Recommend that the Board of Directors make a finding that the Final IS-MND and 
MMRP have been completed in compliance with CEQA and consistent with State CEQA 
Guidelines; 

4. Recommend that the Board of Directors make a finding that the Board has independently 
reviewed and analyzed the IS-MND together with the MMRP, comments received thereto 
and other information in the record, prior to its approval of the Reservoir Retrofit and 
Replacement Project; 

5. Recommend that the Board of Directors make a finding that the Final IS-MND and 
MMRP reflect the Montecito Water District’s independent judgment and analysis as a 
lead agency; 

6. Recommend that the Board of Directors, upon completing review of the administrative 
record, and making appropriate findings, adopt the Final IS-MND and MMRP and 
designate the District’s office, located at 583 San Ysidro Road, Montecito, California 
93108, as the custodian of documents and record of proceedings on which this decision is 
based. 
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DISCUSSION: 

The Reservoir Retrofit and Replacement Project involves seismic retrofits, repairs and 
replacements at eight of the District’s nine existing water storage reservoirs including; Doulton, 
Romero, Terminal, Bella Vista, Park Lane, Cold Springs, Hot Springs and Buena Vista.  The 
District is seeking project funding from the Additional Supplemental Appropriation for Disaster 
Relief Act (ASADRA) program, in which funds are granted by the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and administered by the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) State Revolving Fund (SRF). When completed, the project will bring all eight 
reservoirs into full compliance with current seismic design codes and regulations.   

In February 2021, the Board of Directors authorized staff to pursue the project and in March 
2021, the Board of Directors authorized consultant contracts for environmental, engineering and 
project management services.  The purpose of this staff report is to provide an update on major 
project elements including possible Board action on the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) process.    

Topographic Surveys 

Field topographic surveys were conducted to capture site features including existing reservoir 
structures, trees and vegetation, topographical features and other existing site constraints for use 
in the design of the reservoir improvements.  Surveys were conducted for all eight sites and were 
completed on June 22, 2021. 

Geotechnical Investigations 

Geotechnical investigations were conducted to obtain existing subsurface information and 
develop design criteria for the reservoir retrofits and replacements.  Investigations were 
conducted for the Doulton, Park Lane, Romero, Terminal, Hot Springs and Buena Vista 
Reservoirs.  While the majority of the field investigations consisted of drilling borings to obtain 
soil samples for laboratory analysis, a seismic refraction survey was conducted at the Hot 
Springs and Buena Vista sites due to the extremely hard rock present that prevents traditional 
boring methods. Geotechnical investigations were not conducted for the Cold Springs or Bella 
Vista Reservoirs, due to the fact that these upgrades didn’t necessitate subsurface geotechnical 
information.  All geotechnical investigations, including the issuance of reports, was complete on 
June 29, 2021. 

Division of Drinking Water Coordination 

The District has been coordinating directly with the State of California Division of Drinking 
Water (DDW) from the inception of the project.  A meeting was held with the local DDW staff 
on June 10, 2021 to provide DDW staff with a project status update and discuss permitting 
requirements.  DDW indicated that the District’s drinking water supply permit would require an 
amendment for any full reservoir replacements (Doulton and Park Lane).  The permit 
amendment will consist of completing the applicable DDW forms and providing the Final IS-
MND, project design plans and specifications. 
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Temporary facilities consisting of tanks and pumps will be required at the Doulton and Bella 
Vista sites due to the fact that these reservoirs serve as a part of the treatment plant process.  
These temporary facilities do not require a permit, however the plans for these facilities are to be 
submitted to DDW for review and concurrence on general approach. 

District staff have also been engaging DDW during the design process to ensure the proposed 
improvements meet State drinking water requirements.  To date, the District has provided DDW 
with the 60% plans and specifications for the Bella Vista, Park Lane, Terminal and Cold Springs 
Reservoirs. 

State Water Resources Control Board Coordination 

District staff held a meeting with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) staff on 
April 29, 2021 to discuss the project, the proposed environmental pathway (IS-MND) and 
funding availability. SWRCB staff indicated that, based on the District’s schedule, the funding 
agreement should be in place around summer 2022 with soft cost reimbursements beginning in 
fall 2022.  The construction schedule was also discussed and, while the funding agreement is 
typically set up for a three-year construction window, the SWRCB indicated a longer duration 
can be provided to accommodate construction phasing and this special language will be added to 
the funding agreement.  At the time of the meeting, SWRCB staff indicated that there is adequate 
funding available from the EPA and that the District’s eligibility for the grant remains 
unchanged.  

County Permitting Exemption 

The District contacted the County of Santa Barbara to determine if permitting would be required 
for the proposed improvements.  The County determined in mid-June that the District is exempt 
from all County permitting for this project.  This determination was provided in writing. 

Design of Reservoir Retrofits and Replacements 

Design of the reservoir retrofits and replacement is on schedule, with plans and specifications for 
all eight reservoirs slated for completion by the end of 2021.  The general scope and current 
design status of the seismic retrofits and replacements is summarized below. 

• Doulton Reservoir – Full Replacement (60% Submittal in August) 

• Terminal Reservoir – Seismic Retrofit (60% Submitted June 15th) 

• Romero Reservoir – Seismic Retrofit (60% Submittal in August) 

• Park Lane Reservoir – Full Replacement (60% Submitted June 23rd) 

• Bella Vista Reservoir – Seismic Retrofit (60% Submitted June 30th) 

• Cold Springs Reservoir – Seismic Retrofit (60% Submitted July 13th) 

• Hot Springs Reservoir – Seismic Retrofit (60% Submittal in August) 

• Buena Vista Reservoir – Seismic Retrofit 60% Submittal in August) 
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Site, Mechanical and Electrical Improvements  

In addition to the seismic retrofits; site, mechanical and electrical improvements will also be 
incorporated into the project to increase security and enhance water quality at these sites.  These 
improvements include providing provisions for future solar panels at viable locations, upgrading 
or adding site perimeter fencing and locks to increase security, upgrading the Supervisory 
Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) systems, modifying the inlet/outlet configurations and 
adding mixers to enhance water quality, and adding other security features such as intrusion 
alarms on access hatches. 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review Process 

The District, as CEQA lead agency, coordinated with Rincon Consultants (Rincon) to prepare an 
IS-MND for the proposed project. A Draft IS-MND (provided in Attachment 1) was circulated 
for a 30-day public review commencing on June 10, 2021 and ending July 12, 2021.  The IS-
MND was submitted to State Clearinghouse and was available for public review online on the 
District’s website www.montecitowater.com and on the State Clearinghouse’s website at 
https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/2021060200.  

A Notice of Intent (NOI) to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration and Notice of Public 
Meeting for the Reservoir Retrofit and Replacement Project was published in the Montecito 
Journal on June 14, 2021. This notice also identified that the District would hold a public 
meeting to receive comments and consider adoption of the IS-MND at the meeting scheduled for 
July 27, 2021.  

CEQA requires the Board to consider the complete environmental record including public 
comments received during the public review process. Two entities have provided comments to 
date –the Barbareño/Ventureño Band of Mission Indians and the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife.  These comments are being reviewed and responded to by Rincon.  The Final IS-
MND, comment responses, and MMRP will be presented to the full Board on July 27, 2021.  
Comments in the administrative record may include comments received from the public and 
interested agencies, as well as any comments made at public meetings.  The Board shall adopt 
the proposed MND and MMRP only if it finds on the basis of the whole record before it 
(including the IS and any comments received), that there is no substantial evidence that the 
project will have a significant effect on the environment and that the IS-MND reflects the 
District’s independent judgment and analysis as the lead agency.  

 

SCHEDULE 

The project is on schedule to complete the planning stage in December 2021 when the final 
application will be submitted to the SWRCB for preparation of a funding agreement between the 
District and State.  It is estimated the agreement will be drafted, reviewed, and finalized by 
spring 2022.  The bid phase will follow in spring or summer 2022 with construction starting as 
early as Fall 2022.  The State has indicated a three year construction recommendation.  Given the 
magnitude of the District’s project, the 3 year timeframe cannot be met and will likely be closer 
to 5 years to finish all construction.   
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FISCAL IMPACT 

The total grant application will be for approximately $15.5 million to retrofit or replace the 
reservoirs.   Of the proposed $15.5. million in requested funding, $3 million would be forgiven 
through the grant, $7 million would be financed over 30 years at 0% interest, and the remaining 
approximately $5.5 million would be financed over 30 years at 1.2% interest.   

The $15.5M planning level budget from February 2021 includes 15% of total construction costs 
(approximately $1.9M) in planning costs which includes survey, geotechnical, engineering 
design and project management.  The total value of all planning level contracts to date for this 
work is $1,113,603.  It is unlikely any additional planning costs will be incurred to complete the 
planning stage.    

 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
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Reservoir Retrofit and Replacement Project 

Public Review Draft 
Initial Study-Mitigated Negative Declaration 

prepared by 

Montecito Water District 
583 San Ysidro Road 

Santa Barbara, California 93108 
Contact: Adam Kanold, Assistant General Manager/Engineering Manager 

prepared with the assistance of 

Rincon Consultants, Inc. 
209 East Victoria Street 

Santa Barbara, California 93101 

June 2021 
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This report prepared on 50% recycled paper with 50% post-consumer content. 
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Public Review Draft  Initial Study-Mitigated Negative Declaration 1 

Initial Study 

1. Project Title 
Reservoir Retrofit and Replacement Project 

2. Lead Agency Name and Address 
Montecito Water District 
583 San Ysidro Road  
Santa Barbara, California 93108 

3. Contact Person and Phone Number 
Adam Kanold, Assistant General Manager/Engineering Manager 
(805) 969-2271 

4. Project Location 
The Reservoir Retrofit and Replacement Project involves seismic retrofits, repairs, and replacements 
at eight of the District’s nine existing water storage reservoirs: Doulton, Romero, Terminal, Bella 
Vista, Park Lane, Cold Springs, Hot Springs, and Buena Vista. The reservoirs are located in the 
foothills of the Santa Ynez Mountains in Montecito, California. Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 
are as follows: Doulton (155-00-007), Romero (007-080-006), Terminal (013-040-002), Bella Vista 
(155-030-042), Park Lane (007-050-013), Cold Springs (013-040-005), Hot Springs (011-030-024), and 
Buena Vista (007-020-018). In addition, construction staging may occur at the Montecito Water 
District office located at 583 San Ysidro Road in Santa Barbara, California.  

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address 
Montecito Water District 
583 San Ysidro Road  
Santa Barbara, California 93108 

6. General Plan Designation 
 Doulton Reservoir: Open Land Uses/Mountainous Area (MA-100) 
 Bella Vista Reservoir: Public Utility (UT) 
 Terminal Reservoir: Semi-Rural Residential (SRR-0.33) 
 Bella Vista Reservoir: Semi-Rural Residential (SRR-0.1)  
 Park Lane Reservoir: Public Utility (UT) 
 Cold Springs Reservoir: Semi-Rural Residential (SRR-0.33) 
 Hot Springs Reservoir: Public Utility (UT) 
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 Buena Vista Reservoir: Open Land Uses/Mountainous Area (MA-40) 

7. Zoning 
 Doulton Reservoir: Open Land Uses/Mountainous Area (MT-TORO-100) 
 Bella Vista Reservoir: Utility (PU) 
 Terminal Reservoir: Residential (3-E-1) 
 Bella Vista Reservoir: Residential (10-E-1) 
 Park Lane Reservoir: Utility (PU) 
 Cold Springs Reservoir: Residential (3-E-1) 
 Hot Springs Reservoir: Utility (PU) 
 Buena Vista Reservoir: Open Land Uses/Open Lands (RMZ-40) 

8. Description of Project 
The Montecito Water District (District or MWD) serves water to the communities of Montecito, 
Summerland, and portions of Toro Canyon in Santa Barbara County. The District owns and operates 
nine water storage reservoirs throughout its service area. The existing water storage reservoirs, 
originally built between the early 1900s and 1970s, do not currently meet seismic design codes and 
regulations, and may be subject to catastrophic failure in the event of a large earthquake.  

The Reservoir Retrofit and Replacement Project (project or proposed project) involves seismic 
retrofits, repairs, and replacements at eight of the District’s nine existing water storage reservoirs: 
Doulton, Romero, Terminal, Bella Vista, Park Lane, Cold Springs, Hot Springs, and Buena Vista. The 
ninth reservoir, Toro Canyon, has been excluded because it is likely to be decommissioned by the 
District in the near future.  

The District is seeking project funding from the Additional Supplemental Appropriation for Disaster 
Relief Act (ASADRA) program, in which funds are granted by the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and administered by the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) State Revolving Fund (SRF). Although ASADRA funds are granted by the U.S. EPA, ASADRA-
funded projects are not subject to federal cross-cutter environmental documentation requirements.  

The project would bring all eight reservoirs into compliance with seismic design codes and 
regulations. No retrofit or replacement would expand the water storage capacity of an existing 
reservoir. Figure 1 shows a map of all eight reservoir sites and an off-site staging area at the District 
office at 583 San Ysidro Road in Montecito that may be used during the construction period.  
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Figure 1 Reservoir Retrofit and Replacement Project Area 

 

Section 3-A 
Page 15



Montecito Water District 
Reservoir Retrofit and Replacement Project 

 
4 

Construction 
Construction across the reservoir sites is anticipated to occur from Spring 2022 through Spring 2025. 
Table 1 identifies the locations and duration of construction activities at each of the eight reservoir 
sites.  

Table 1 Summary of Reservoir Sites 
Reservoir 
Site Location 

Assessor’s Parcel 
Number (APN) Surrounding Land Uses 

Duration of 
Construction Activities 

Doulton 1075 Toro Canyon Road, 
Montecito 

155-020-007 Water treatment facility, 
open land, agriculture 

7 – 12 months 

Romero Near the intersection of 
Bella Vista Drive and 
Romero Canyon Road, 
Montecito 

007-080-006 Semi-rural residential 9 – 13 months 

Terminal Near the intersection of 
East Mountain Drive and 
Cold Springs Road, 
Montecito 

013-040-002 Semi-rural residential 14 – 19 months 

Bella Vista 2750 Bella Vista Drive, 
Montecito 

155-030-042 Water treatment facility, 
semi-rural residential 

4 – 6 months 

Park Lane Near the intersection of 
Park Hill Lane and East 
Mountain Drive, 
Montecito 

007-050-013 Semi-rural residential, 
open land 

12 – 17 months 

Cold Springs Near the intersection of 
East Mountain Drive and 
Cold Springs Road, 
Montecito 

013-040-005 Semi-rural residential 13 - 14 months 

Hot Springs Near the intersection of 
Hot Springs Road and Hot 
Springs Lane, Montecito 

011-030-024 Semi-rural residential 7 – 11 months 

Buena Vista Near 915 Park Lane, 
Montecito 

007-020-018 Semi-rural residential 7 – 11 months 

Construction activities would occur during the working hours of 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. Monday 
through Friday. No construction activities would occur on weekends, District holidays, or federal 
holidays.  

The following sections describe each reservoir site, the proposed retrofits, and construction details.  

Doulton Reservoir 

Doulton Reservoir is a 0.25-million-gallon (MG), 36-foot diameter by 36-foot high, welded steel tank 
reservoir constructed in 1975. The tank is located on District-owned property (APN 155-020-007) 
adjacent to the District’s Doulton Treatment Plant at 1075 Toro Canyon Road in Montecito, 
California. The reservoir structure was designed in accordance with the American Water Works 
Association (AWWA) standard D100-73 by Trico-Superior. The wall shell consists of layers of steel 
plates of equal height. The reservoir is founded on an 18-inch by 18-inch concrete ring footing. The 
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reservoir structure is not mechanically anchored to the ring footing. The existing foundation is 
reinforced concrete. Figure 2 shows current site photographs at Doulton Reservoir. 

Doulton Reservoir is the only water storage tank serving the Upper Toro Canyon Area. The reservoir 
stores treated Jameson Lake water before it is delivered to customers above and below the 
reservoir.  

The proposed project would replace in kind the existing tank and foundation at Doulton Reservoir. 
The project would demolish all existing above-ground reservoir components and excavate 
approximately five feet in depth to remove the foundation and prepare the subgrade for the new 
foundation. Demolition would require cutting and removing the existing steel tank structure and all 
appurtenant features such as piping and ladders. Shoring may be required along the base of the 
northern retaining wall to a depth of approximately six feet to protect the slope during construction.  

The new foundation may require driven piles to reinforce the new concrete mat foundation, 
depending on the results of a geotechnical investigation. If needed, the proposed piles would be 
augered using cast-in-drilled-hole (CIDH) concrete piles, drilled micro-piles, or helical screw anchors, 
depending on loading and pile capacities. The new steel tank would be designed and fabricated per 
the AWWA Standard D100. The steel plates for the wall shell, floor, and roof would be 
approximately eight feet wide. The steel would be prepared, primed, and painted in the field. The 
new tank would be fabricated on site by welding steel pieces together to form the tank structure. 
The project also includes new appurtenances such as piping from the treatment plant, drain, air 
vents, ladder, safety climb, level indicator, and other small items. The selected exterior tank color 
would be a natural tone to complement the surroundings.  

Construction activities at Doulton Reservoir would require approximately seven to 12 months to 
complete. It is conservatively assumed that approximately 300 cubic yards (cy) of soil would be 
excavated from the site, with 300 cy of import and 300 cy of export. Approximately nine cy of 
concrete would be demolished, and approximately 6,100 square feet of steel tank would be 
demolished.  

Construction staging would be located on District property to the south of the existing reservoir in a 
large open area near an existing treatment tank. During the construction period, a temporary above 
ground reservoir would be installed on the District’s property to maintain water storage operations. 
Upon completion of construction, this temporary reservoir would be removed. 

Figure 3 shows the construction footprint, construction staging area, and parking area associated 
with Doulton Reservoir.  
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Figure 2 Doulton Reservoir Photographs 

 
Photograph 1. Southwest side of Doulton Reservoir, view facing northeast.  

 
Photograph 2. Treatment Plant south and west elevations, view facing north.  
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Figure 3 Doulton Reservoir Construction, Staging, and Parking Areas 
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Romero Reservoir  

Romero Reservoir is a 0.94-MG capacity, rectangular, hopper-bottom water storage reservoir 
measuring approximately 240 feet long by 63 feet wide, with an average depth of about 12 feet, 
constructed circa 1933. The reservoir is located on District-owned property (APN 007-080-006) near 
the intersection of Bella Vista Drive and Romero Canyon Road in Montecito, California. It is 
predominantly buried, with the roof and a concrete curb exposed. In 1977, the original wood 
framed roof was replaced with the current roof structure consisting of a corrugated aluminum roof 
deck supported by steel horizontal beams, which are in turn supported by steel wide flange beams 
and steel pipe columns. The roof slopes in one direction from the south to the north, with short 
columns along the south side to support the elevated ends of the roof beams. The existing reservoir 
has a steel roof and reinforced concrete foundation. Figure 4 shows current site photographs at 
Romero Reservoir. 

Romero Reservoir stores water supplies from Jameson Lake and Cater Treatment Plant before 
distribution to District customers. Water from this reservoir is capable of reaching approximately 97 
percent of District customers.  

The proposed project would reinforce the foundation and roof using additional reinforced concrete 
around the foundation and additional steel roof members. The project would excavate around the 
existing reservoir to a depth of approximately four feet and to a distance of approximately 12 feet 
outside the reservoir walls. A concrete grade beam would be added to the perimeter of the 
reservoir. Excavation for piping and appurtenances may also be required near the reservoir 
structure.  

At the time of the original construction of the reservoir, soil fill was placed over an existing slope on 
the south portion of the site to create a level pad large enough for the reservoir. Preliminary 
evaluations have determined that this fill material may become unstable and slide during an 
earthquake. The proposed project would construct a pile-supported retaining wall on the south side 
of the existing reservoir structure to contain this fill material. The project also includes new 
appurtenances such as piping from the distribution system, overflow drain, air vents, ladder, safety 
climb, and other small items. The Romero Reservoir improvements would not increase the existing 
roof height.  

Construction activities at Romero Reservoir would require approximately nine to 13 months to 
complete. It is conservatively assumed that approximately 1,100 cy of soil would be excavated from 
the site, with 1,100 cy of export.  

Construction staging would occur on site within District property around the existing reservoir. 
Where parking or staging within coast live oak woodland is necessary, impacts to individual oaks 
would be avoided to the extent practicable. Additional staging may occur at the District office at 583 
San Ysidro Road. 

Site access is from Romero Canyon Road. The site is located at the end of a 0.5-mile flat dirt road on 
private property for which the District has an easement. There is a locked gate at the entrance off 
Romero Canyon Road. 

Figure 5 shows the construction footprint, construction staging area, and parking area associated 
with Romero Reservoir.  
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Figure 4 Romero Reservoir Photographs 

 
Photograph 1. Romero Reservoir north and west elevations, view facing southeast.  

 
Photograph 2. East end of Romero Reservoir, view facing south.  
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Figure 5 Romero Reservoir Construction, Staging, and Parking Areas 
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Terminal Reservoir  

Terminal Reservoir is a 3.38-MG capacity rectangular reservoir measuring approximately 200 feet 
long by 150 feet wide by 20 feet deep, with a hopper bottom and roughly five-foot tall vertical 
reinforced concrete masonry walls, constructed circa 1952. The reservoir is located on District-
owned property (APN 013-040-002) near the intersection of East Mountain Drive and Cold Springs 
Road in Montecito, California. It is predominantly buried, with approximately one foot at the top of 
the walls exposed. The reservoir has a two-inch thick layer of reinforced gunite (concrete blend of 
sand, cement, and water) lining the floor slab and walls. The original wood framed roof was 
replaced with the current roof structure consisting of a corrugated aluminum roof deck supported 
by cold formed steel horizontal beams, which are in turn supported by steel wide flange beams and 
steel pipe columns. The reservoir has a steel roof and reinforced concrete foundation. Figure 6 
shows current site photographs at Terminal Reservoir.  

Terminal Reservoir stores water supplies from Jameson Lake and Cater Treatment Plant before 
distribution to District customers.  

The proposed project would reinforce the existing foundation, walls, and roof at Terminal Reservoir 
using additional reinforced concrete around the walls and foundation, replacement of deteriorated 
roof joists, replacement of the metal roofing panels on the entire roof, and additional steel rod 
braces. The project would excavate around the entire reservoir to a depth of nine feet and a 
distance of approximately 15 feet outside the reservoir walls. Shoring would be used to limit 
excavation. A concrete grade beam would be added to the perimeter of the reservoir to reinforce 
the existing walls and roof. The project includes new appurtenances such as piping from the 
distribution system, overflow drain, air vents, ladder, and other small items.  

The proposed improvements would not change the height of the existing Terminal Reservoir. The 
existing roof panels would be replaced, and the color would be selected to complement the 
surrounding environment.  

Construction activities at Terminal Reservoir would require approximately 14 to 19 months to 
complete. Approximately 3,860 cy of soil would be excavated from the site. It is conservatively 
assumed there would be up to 3,860 cy of soil exported from the project site and approximately 
3,860 cy imported to the project site. Approximately 30 cy of concrete would be demolished.  

Construction staging would occur on site within District property around the existing reservoir. 
Where parking or staging within coast live oak woodland is necessary, impacts to individual oaks 
would be avoided to the extent practicable. Site access is from East Mountain Drive.  

Figure 7 shows the construction footprint, construction staging area, and parking area associated 
with Terminal Reservoir.  
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Figure 6 Terminal Reservoir Photographs 

 
Photograph 1. Terminal Reservoir south and east elevations, view facing west.  

 
Photograph 2. Terminal Reservoir wall, view facing north.  
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Figure 7 Terminal Reservoir Construction, Staging, and Parking Areas 
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Bella Vista Reservoir  

Bella Vista Reservoir is a 2.25-MG, capacity reinforced concrete rectangular reservoir measuring 
approximately 132 feet long by 94 feet wide by 24 feet deep, constructed circa 1975. The reservoir 
is located on District-owned property at 2750 Bella Vista Drive in Montecito (APN 155-030-042), 
adjacent to the Bella Vista Treatment Plant. It has vertical walls supported on a continuous concrete 
footing, with a sloped floor slab. The reservoir is partially buried, with exposed wall height above the 
soil backfill varying from as much as 15 feet on the south side to as little as zero feet on the north 
side. The reservoir has a reinforced concrete roof slab with uniform thickness, supported by circular 
concrete columns. The entire roof slab is covered with earth with a depth varying from six inches at 
the edges to roughly 18 inches near the center. The top of the roof is planted with a lawn. An 
existing pump station building was constructed over the northeast corner of the reservoir roof in 
the 1990s. The building is supported by a structural concrete slab. Figure 8 shows current site 
photographs at Bella Vista Reservoir. 

The proposed project would repair concrete and exposed rebar on the roof deck, as well as 
strengthen the walls and footings to increase their capacity to resist seismic loads prescribed by 
current codes. The proposed retrofit work would occur in the interior of the reservoir structure. No 
external improvements would be required.  

Construction activities at Bella Vista Reservoir would require approximately four to six months to 
complete. No excavation, demolition, or soil import or export would occur. During the construction 
period, a temporary above ground reservoir would be installed on the District’s property to 
maintain water storage operations. Upon completion of construction, this temporary reservoir 
would be removed.  

Construction staging would occur on site in the existing parking lot to the north of the reservoir. 
Additional staging may occur at the District office at 583 San Ysidro Road.  

Construction personnel and equipment would access the site from the adjacent Bella Vista 
Treatment Plant, which is accessible via Ladera Lane and up a 300-foot driveway.  

Figure 9 shows the construction footprint, construction staging area, and parking area associated 
with Bella Vista Reservoir.  
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Figure 8 Bella Vista Reservoir Photographs 

 
Photograph 1. Bella Vista Reservoir viewed from the roof facing northwest, with the pump station (right) 
in the background.  

 
Photograph 2. Bella Vista Reservoir viewed from the roof, facing south.  
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Figure 9 Bella Vista Reservoir Construction, Staging, and Parking Areas 
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Park Lane Reservoir  

Park Lane Reservoir is a 1.25-MG capacity, reinforced concrete rectangular water storage reservoir 
measuring approximately 140 feet long by 100 feet wide by 12 feet deep. The reservoir is located on 
District-owned property (APN 007-050-013) located near the intersection of Park Hill Lane and East 
Mountain Drive in Montecito, California. The actual date of construction of this reservoir is 
unknown but is likely to pre-date 1924 when this reservoir was deeded to the District. Park Lane 
Reservoir has a flat concrete floor slab with cantilevered vertical walls. The reservoir is 
predominantly buried, with less than a foot of the top of wall exposed on all sides. The reservoir has 
a wood-framed roof, with a corrugated metal roof deck supported by steel pipe columns. The 
reservoir walls are constructed of concrete reinforced with wire mesh. A thin coating of 
unfinished/rough gunite lines the interior wall surfaces. Figure 10 shows current site photographs at 
Park Lane Reservoir. 

Park Lane Reservoir stores water supplies from Jameson Lake and Cater Treatment Plant before 
distribution to District customers.  

The proposed project would construct a new reinforced concrete reservoir inside of the existing 
Park Lane Reservoir. The existing walls would be used as forms for the new concrete walls. The 
reservoir floor slab would be demolished and removed and approximately 18 inches of the subgrade 
would be excavated and removed. The project would construct a new reservoir floor slab at this 
new lower elevation to offset the capacity lost to the new tank walls and columns. The project 
would replace the existing wood and steel roof with a two-way concrete slab. No excavation would 
occur outside the existing reservoir’s concrete walls, with the exception of excavation necessary for 
piping and appurtenances. The project also includes new appurtenances such as piping from the 
distribution system, overflow drain, air vents, ladder, safety climb, and other small items. The new 
reservoir roof would be two to three feet taller than the existing roof and would be concrete and 
non-reflective, and may be coated in a non-reflective, earth-tone coating.  

Construction activities at Park Lane Reservoir would require approximately 12 to 17 months to 
complete. Approximately 720 cy of soil would be excavated and exported from the site. 
Approximately 520 cy of concrete would be demolished.  

Construction staging would occur on site in the areas to the southwest and southeast of the 
reservoir. Where parking or staging within coast live oak woodland is necessary, impacts to 
individual oaks would be avoided to the extent practicable. Additional off-site staging may occur at 
the District office located at 583 San Ysidro Road in Montecito.  

Construction personnel and equipment would access the site from Park Lane, along an 
approximately 0.5-mile paved private driveway. The District has an easement to cross the private 
property leading to the reservoir from Park Lane.  

Figure 11 shows the construction footprint, construction staging area, and parking area associated 
with Park Lane Reservoir.  
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Figure 10 Park Lane Reservoir Photographs 

 
Photograph 1. Park Lane Reservoir southeast corner, view facing north.  

 
Photograph 2. Roof of Park Land Reservoir, view facing south.  
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Figure 11 Park Lane Reservoir Construction, Staging, and Parking Areas 
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Cold Springs Reservoir  

Cold Springs Reservoir is a 0.99-MG capacity, reinforced concrete rectangular water storage 
reservoir measuring approximately 100 feet long by 60 feet wide by 22 feet deep, constructed circa 
1925. Cold Springs Reservoir is located on District-owned property (APN 013-040-005) near the 
intersection of East Mountain Drive and Cold Springs Road in Montecito, California. The reservoir 
has a flat floor slab with vertical walls that are buttressed every ten feet. Cold Springs Reservoir is 
partially buried, with approximately ten feet of the upper wall exposed on the south face and 
roughly two feet of wall exposed on the remaining three sides. The reservoir was originally 
constructed with a wood roof and a row of steel columns to support the roof framing. The current 
roof structure consists of a standing seam metal roof deck supported by cold formed horizontal 
steel beams, which in turn are supported by tapered steel girders spanning the width of the 
reservoir. A thin layer of unfinished/rough gunite lines the interior wall surfaces. Figure 12 shows 
current site photographs at Cold Springs Reservoir. 

Cold Springs Reservoir stores water supplies from Jameson Lake and Cater Treatment Plant before 
distribution to District customers.  

The proposed project would reinforce the wall, foundation, and roof at Cold Springs Reservoir. The 
improvements would occur entirely within the interior of the reservoir structure. The project would 
add interior concrete buttresses coinciding with the existing exterior buttresses. A reinforced 
concrete lining would be added to the inside faces of the walls. The footing would be extended on 
the inside of the reservoir and the existing concrete divider wall would be removed. In addition, the 
project would reinforce the roof with a lateral bracing system consisting of a steel rod bracing across 
the entire roof.  

Construction activities at Cold Springs Reservoir would require approximately six to nine months to 
complete. Approximately 100 cy of soil would be excavated and exported from the site for piping 
retrofits. Demolition of the interior concrete divider wall would be required.  

Construction staging would occur in the area to the south and southwest of the existing reservoir, 
on private land which may require a temporary construction easement. Where parking or staging 
within coast live oak woodland is necessary, impacts to individual oaks would be avoided to the 
extent practicable. Additional off-site staging would occur at the District office located at 583 San 
Ysidro Road in Montecito.  

Site access is from East Mountain Drive along an approximately 0.25-mile asphalt and dirt road.  

Figure 13 shows the construction footprint, construction staging area, and parking area associated 
with Cold Springs Reservoir.  
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Figure 12 Cold Springs Reservoir Photographs 

 
Photograph 1. Cold Springs Reservoir south elevation, view facing northeast. 

 
Photograph 2. Cold Springs Reservoir north and east elevations, view facing southwest. 
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Figure 13 Cold Springs Reservoir Construction, Staging, and Parking Areas 
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Hot Springs Reservoir  

Hot Springs Reservoir was constructed in 1939 using the same structural standard drawings as the 
Buena Vista Reservoir. It is 0.83 MG in capacity and 80 feet in diameter with a six-inch thick floor 
slab. The reservoir is located on District-owned property (APN 011-030-024) near the intersection of 
Hot Springs Road and Hot Springs Lane in Montecito, California. Hot Springs Reservoir is reinforced 
with welded wire mesh and equipped with 23-foot high reinforced concrete walls supported on a 
three-foot wide by one-foot thick continuous reinforced concrete footing. The existing concrete 
walls vary in thickness from 15 inches at the base to nine inches at the top and are reinforced with 
vertical and circumferential steel bars. Figure 14 shows current site photographs at Hot Springs 
Reservoir. 

Hot Springs Reservoir stores water supplies from Jameson Lake and Cater Treatment Plant before 
distribution to District customers.  

The proposed project would add reinforcing steel and sprayed concrete to the outside wall shell, 
coat the entire exterior surface with crystalline waterproofing, widen the existing wall footing, and 
replace the roof with a new roof made of either steel or concrete. If the new roof is steel, the 
structure would need to be five to six feet higher than the existing roof with the new roof painted a 
natural tone to complement the surroundings. If the new roof is concrete, it would be the same 
height as the existing reservoir roof and the surface would be non-reflective.  

The project would excavate up to approximately three feet in depth around the entire reservoir to 
allow for additional reinforcement and concrete to be added to the foundation. The existing 
concrete swale would be replaced in kind after the foundation work.  

Construction activities at Hot Springs Reservoir would require approximately seven to 11 months to 
complete. Approximately 700 cy of soil would be excavated and exported from the site. 
Approximately 15 cy of concrete would be demolished.  

Construction staging would occur on site in the areas surrounding the existing reservoir. Where 
parking or staging within coast live oak woodland is necessary, impacts to individual oaks would be 
avoided to the extent practicable. Additional off-site staging would occur at the District office 
located at 583 San Ysidro Road in Montecito.  

Construction personnel and equipment would access the site from East Mountain Drive, at the end 
of an approximately 0.5-mile private road on Hot Springs Road.  

Figure 15 shows the construction footprint, construction staging area, and parking area associated 
with Hot Springs Reservoir.  
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Figure 14 Hot Springs Reservoir Photographs 

 
Photograph 1. Hot Springs Reservoir west elevation, view facing east.  

 
Photograph 2. Hot Springs Reservoir wall, view facing south. 
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Figure 15 Hot Springs Reservoir Construction, Staging, and Parking Areas 
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Buena Vista Reservoir  

Buena Vista Reservoir was constructed in 1939 using the same structural standard drawings as the 
Hot Springs Reservoir. It is 0.83-MG in capacity and 80 feet in diameter with a six-inch thick floor 
slab. The reservoir is located on District-owned property (APN 007-020-018) near 915 Park Lane in 
Montecito, California. Buena Vista Reservoir is reinforced with welded wire mesh and equipped with 
23-foot high reinforced concrete walls supported on a three-foot wide by one-foot thick continuous 
reinforced concrete footing. The existing concrete walls vary in thickness from 15 inches at the base 
to nine inches at the top and are reinforced with vertical and circumferential steel bars. Figure 16 
shows current site photographs at Buena Vista Reservoir. 

Buena Vista Reservoir stores water supplies from Jameson Lake and Cater Treatment Plant before 
distribution to District customers.  

The proposed project would add reinforcing steel and sprayed concrete to the outside wall shell, 
coat the entire exterior surface with crystalline waterproofing, widen the existing wall footing, and 
replace the roof with a new roof made of either steel or concrete. If the new roof is steel, the 
structure would need to be five to six feet higher than the existing roof with the new roof painted a 
natural tone to complement the surroundings. If the new roof is concrete, it would be the same 
height as the existing reservoir roof and the surface would be non-reflective.  

The project would excavate up to approximately three feet in depth around the entire reservoir to 
allow for additional reinforcement and concrete to be added to the foundation. The existing 
concrete swale would be replaced in kind after the foundation work.  

Construction activities at Buena Vista Reservoir would require approximately seven to 11 months to 
complete. Approximately 700 cy of soil would be excavated and exported from the site. 
Approximately 15 cy of concrete would be demolished.  

Construction staging would occur on site in the asphalt parking area to the south and north of the 
existing reservoir. Additional off-site staging would occur at the District office located at 583 San 
Ysidro Road in Montecito.  

Construction personnel and equipment would access the site from Park Lane, at the end of a 500-
foot private driveway.  

Figure 17 shows the construction footprint, construction staging area, and parking area associated 
with Buena Vista Reservoir.  
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Figure 16 Buena Vista Reservoir Photographs 

 
Photograph 1. North elevation of Buena Vista Reservoir, view facing south.  

 
Photograph 2. Roof of Buena Vista Reservoir, view facing east. 
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Figure 17 Buena Vista Reservoir Construction, Staging, and Parking Areas 
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Operation 
Upon completion of construction, operational activities at the eight reservoir sites would resume 
per existing conditions. District staff would perform approximately one daily vehicle trip to each 
reservoir site for visual observation, as under existing conditions. The proposed project would not 
increase storage capacity or throughput at the reservoirs. Project operation would not introduce 
new noise-generating activities or increase electricity consumption at the reservoir sites.   

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting 
The reservoir sites are generally surrounded by semi-rural residential space, open land, and existing 
water treatment facilities. Table 1 identifies surrounding land uses at each reservoir site. 

10. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required 
The District is the lead agency under CEQA with responsibility for approving the project. Table 2 lists 
the other approvals potentially required for the project. 

Table 2 Summary of Potentially Required Approvals 
Regulating Agency Potential Permit/Approval Reason for Permit/Approval 

State Water Resources Control 
Board, Division of Drinking Water  

Amended Drinking Water Supply 
Permit 

Seismic modifications and 
improvements to potable reservoirs. 

Central Coast Regional Quality 
Control Board 

NPDES General Permit for Discharges 
of Groundwater from Construction 

Construction activities resulting in 
ground disturbance exceeding one 
acre 

Section 3-A 
Page 41



Montecito Water District 
Reservoir Retrofit and Replacement Project 

 
30 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 

Section 3-A 
Page 42



Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 

 
Public Review Draft  Initial Study-Mitigated Negative Declaration 31 

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
This project would potentially affect the environmental factors checked below, involving at least 
one impact that is “Potentially Significant” or “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” as 
indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 

□ Aesthetics □ Agriculture and 
Forestry Resources 

■ Air Quality 

■ Biological Resources ■ Cultural Resources □ Energy 

□ Geology and Soils □ Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

□ Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

□ Hydrology and Water 
Quality 

□ Land Use and Planning □ Mineral Resources 

■ Noise □ Population and 
Housing 

□ Public Services 

□ Recreation □ Transportation ■ Tribal Cultural Resources 

□ Utilities and Service 
Systems 

□ Wildfire ■ Mandatory Findings  
of Significance 
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Determination 
Based on this initial evaluation: 

□ I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, 
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

■ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions to the 
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

□ I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

□ I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated” impact on the environment, but at least one 
effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable 
legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier 
analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is 
required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

□ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, because all potential significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately 
in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) 
have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, 
including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, 
nothing further is required. 

   

Signature  Date 

Adam Kanold  Asst. General Manager 

Printed Name  Title 
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Environmental Checklist 
1 Aesthetics 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Except as provided in Public Resources Code 
Section 21099, would the project:     

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista? □ □ □ ■ 

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway? □ □ □ ■ 

c. In non-urbanized areas, substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of public views of the site and its 
surroundings? (Public views are those 
that are experienced from a publicly 
accessible vantage point). If the project is 
in an urbanized area, would the project 
conflict with applicable zoning and other 
regulations governing scenic quality? □ □ ■ □ 

d. Create a new source of substantial light or 
glare that would adversely affect daytime 
or nighttime views in the area? □ □ □ ■ 

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

Although the Santa Barbara County General Plan does not specifically designate scenic vistas, scenic 
resources can be described as singular vantage points that offer unobstructed views of valued 
viewsheds. The reservoir sites are located across the foothills of the Santa Ynez Mountains. The 
Santa Barbara Comprehensive Plan Open Space Element places the project sites within an area of 
“moderate scenic value” (County of Santa Barbara 1979a). The Montecito Community Plan identifies 
several primary scenic corridors in the general vicinity of the reservoir sites, such as U.S. Highway 
101, Channel Drive, Olive Mill Road, East Valley Road, Mountain Drive, and many major north-south 
roads within the area (County of Santa Barbara 1992).  

The reservoir sites are located on District-owned property which is inaccessible to the general public 
and generally obscured from public views by topography and vegetation. The off-site staging area is 
located at the District offices, at which the District regularly stages construction equipment, 
vehicles, and materials. Furthermore, the proposed project involves repairs and in-kind 
replacements of existing water storage reservoir infrastructure and would not result in substantial 
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permanent adverse aesthetic changes. As such, no impact related to substantial adverse effects on 
scenic vistas would occur.  

NO IMPACT 

b. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, 
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

According to the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), there are no officially 
designated state scenic highways within the vicinity of the reservoir sites. The segment of U.S. 
Highway 101 running east-to-west through Montecito is classified as an eligible state scenic highway 
(Caltrans 2018). This eligible state scenic highway is located approximately two miles south of the 
reservoir sites, which are spread east-to-west across the foothills of the Santa Ynez Mountains.  

As described above, the reservoir sites are located on District-owned property which is inaccessible 
to the general public and generally obscured from public views by topography and vegetation. The 
sites and the off-site staging area are not visible from the nearest eligible state scenic highway. No 
impact to scenic resources within a state scenic highway would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

c. Would the project, in non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character 
or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are 
experienced from a publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, 
would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic 
quality? 

The reservoir sites are generally located in semi-rural residential areas, surrounded by open space 
and semi-rural single-family residential homes. For the purposes of this analysis, the project is 
considered to be located in a non-urbanized area.  

The reservoir sites currently house existing water storage reservoirs. As described above, the 
reservoir sites are located on District-owned property which is inaccessible to the general public and 
generally obscured from public views by topography and vegetation. Furthermore, the proposed 
project involves repairs and in-kind replacements of existing water storage reservoir infrastructure 
and would not result in substantial permanent adverse aesthetic changes.  

During construction activities, the existing visual character of the reservoir sites would be 
temporarily affected by the staging and operation of construction equipment, which may be visible 
from nearby public roadways. Temporary aboveground reservoirs would be staged at Doulton 
Reservoir and Bella Vista Reservoir. The off-site staging area is located at the District offices, at 
which the District regularly stages construction equipment, vehicles, and materials. The longest 
proposed construction period, associated with the Terminal Reservoir improvements, would last up 
to 19 months. However, construction-related impacts to the visual character or quality of public 
views of the sites and their surroundings would be temporary. Upon completion of construction, 
construction equipment and materials would be removed from each site and normal operations 
would resume.  

The proposed project would not result in substantial permanent adverse aesthetic changes to the 
reservoir sites. As described in the Project Description, the proposed work primarily involves repairs 
and in-kind replacements of existing infrastructure which would not result in any aesthetic changes. 
In some cases (e.g., Doulton, Terminal, Hot Springs, and Buena Vista), the exterior tank color may 
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change from existing conditions. However, the new color would be a natural tone selected to 
complement the surroundings and would not degrade the visual character of the sites. At Hot 
Springs Reservoir and Buena Vista Reservoir, if the new roofs are constructed of steel, the structures 
would need to be five to six feet higher than the existing roofs. However, this increase in height 
would similarly not degrade the visual character of the sites or their surroundings. In addition, as 
mentioned above, the sites are generally obscured from public views by topography and vegetation. 
As such, the proposed project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of public views of the reservoir sites or their surroundings. Impacts would be less than 
significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

d. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect 
daytime or nighttime views in the area? 

Construction would occur during the daytime hours and would generally not require the use of 
lighting. However, construction lighting may be required during the early morning hours in the late 
fall and early winter months. In this case, lights may be visible from surrounding roadways and 
residential and other land uses. Any necessary lights during construction activities would create a 
new temporary light source that would otherwise not be present. The lighting would not face 
toward adjacent uses and would be directed down towards construction activities. Furthermore, 
this timing would be short-term. Therefore, construction activities would not create a new source of 
substantial light or glare that would adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in the vicinity of the 
project sites. 

Upon completion of construction, the reservoir sites would return to pre-construction operational 
conditions. Park Lane Reservoir would have a new, non-reflective concrete roof which may be 
coated in a non-reflective, earth-tone coating. Similarly, if Hot Springs Reservoir or Buena Vista 
Reservoir are rebuilt with concrete roofs, the surface would be non-reflective. Therefore, the 
project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect 
daytime or nighttime views. No impact would occur.  

NO IMPACT 
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2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, 
or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on maps prepared 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? □ □ □ ■ 

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 
use or a Williamson Act contract? □ □ □ ■ 

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in 
Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)); 
timberland (as defined by Public Resources 
Code Section 4526); or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by 
Government Code Section 51104(g))? □ □ □ ■ 

d. Result in the loss of forest land or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest 
use? □ □ □ ■ 

e. Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location 
or nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest 
use? □ □ □ ■ 

a. Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

b. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act 
contract? 

The reservoir sites and off-site staging area are not zoned for agricultural use and are not located on 
or near land mapped as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
under the California Department of Conservation’s (CDOC) Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program (CDOC 2016). Furthermore, the proposed project involves repairs and replacements to 
existing water storage infrastructure and would not change the land uses on the project sites. As the 
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project sites would not convert important farmland to non-agricultural use or conflict with existing 
zoning, no impact to agricultural resources would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

c. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined 
in Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)); timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code 
Section 4526); or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code 
Section 51104(g))? 

d. Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

The reservoir sites, off-site staging area, and vicinity are not designated or zoned for forest land, 
timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production. Doulton Reservoir is located within 
mapped Los Padres National Forest land, on District-owned property adjacent to the District’s 
Doulton Treatment Plant. 

The proposed project involves repairs and replacements to existing water storage infrastructure and 
would not change the land uses on the reservoir sites or facilitate off-site loss of forest land or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use. At Doulton Reservoir, all construction activities would 
occur on District-owned property and would not change the existing land use.  

Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not convert any forest land to non-forest 
use, nor would it conflict with existing zoning for such lands. As such, no impact to forestry 
resources would occur.  

NO IMPACT 

e. Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their 
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion 
of forest land to non-forest use? 

As previously discussed in items (a)-(d), the proposed project would not result in the conversion of 
farmland or forest land to non-agricultural or non-forest uses, respectively. Therefore, no impact to 
agricultural or forestry resources would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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3 Air Quality 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation 
of the applicable air quality plan? □ ■ □ □ 

b. Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal 
or state ambient air quality standard? □ □ ■ □ 

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? □ □ ■ □ 

d. Result in other emissions (such as those 
leading to odors) adversely affecting a 
substantial number of people? □ □ □ ■ 

Overview of Air Pollution 
The federal and State Clean Air Acts (CAA) mandate the control and reduction of certain air 
pollutants. Under these laws, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and the 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) have established the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) and the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for “criteria pollutants” and 
other pollutants. Some pollutants are emitted directly from a source (e.g., vehicle tailpipe, an 
exhaust stack of a factory, etc.) into the atmosphere, including carbon monoxide, volatile organic 
compounds (VOC)/reactive organic compounds (ROC),1 nitrogen oxides, particulate matter with 
diameters of ten microns or less (PM10) and 2.5 microns or less (PM2.5), sulfur dioxide, and lead. 
Other pollutants are created indirectly through chemical reactions in the atmosphere, such as 
ozone, which is created by atmospheric chemical and photochemical reactions primarily between 
ROC and nitrogen oxides. Secondary pollutants include oxidants, ozone, and sulfate and nitrate 
particulates (smog). 

Air pollutant emissions are generated primarily by stationary and mobile sources. Stationary sources 
can be divided into two major subcategories: 

 Point sources occur at a specific location and are often identified by an exhaust vent or stack. 
Examples include boilers or combustion equipment that produce electricity or generate heat.  

 
1 CARB defines VOC and ROC similarly as, “any compound of carbon excluding carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide, carbonic acid, metallic 
carbides or carbonates, and ammonium carbonate,” with the exception that VOC are compounds that participate in atmospheric 
photochemical reactions. For the purposes of this analysis, ROC and VOC are considered comparable in terms of mass emissions, and the 
term ROC is used in this IS-MND. 
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 Area sources are widely distributed and include such sources as residential and commercial 
water heaters, painting operations, lawn mowers, agricultural fields, landfills, and some 
consumer products.  

Mobile sources refer to emissions from motor vehicles, including tailpipe and evaporative 
emissions, and can also be divided into two major subcategories: 

 On-road sources that may be legally operated on roadways and highways.  
 Off-road sources include aircraft, ships, trains, and self-propelled construction equipment.  

Air pollutants can also be generated by the natural environment, such as when high winds suspend 
fine dust particles. 

Air Quality Standards and Attainment 
The project sites are located in the Santa Barbara County portion of the South Central Coast Air 
Basin, which is under the jurisdiction of the Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District 
(SBCAPCD). As the local air quality management agency, the SBCAPCD is required to monitor air 
pollutant levels to ensure that the NAAQS and CAAQS are met and, if they are not met, to develop 
strategies to meet the standards. Depending on whether the standards are met or exceeded, the 
South Central Coast Air Basin is classified as being in “attainment” or “nonattainment.” In areas 
designated as non-attainment for one or more air pollutants, a cumulative air quality impact exists 
for those air pollutants, and the human health impacts associated with these criteria pollutants, 
presented in Table 3, are already occurring in that area as part of the environmental baseline 
condition. Under State law, air districts are required to prepare a plan for air quality improvement 
for pollutants for which the district is in non-compliance. Santa Barbara County is designated 
nonattainment for the PM10 CAAQS and is designated attainment or unclassified for all other NAAQS 
and CAAQS (SBCAPCD 2020). 

Table 3 Health Effects Associated with Non-Attainment Criteria Pollutants 
Pollutant Adverse Effects 

Suspended particulate 
matter (PM10) 

(1) Excess deaths from short-term and long-term exposures; (2) excess seasonal declines in 
pulmonary function, especially in children; (3) asthma exacerbation and possibly induction; 
(4) adverse birth outcomes including low birth weight; (5) increased infant mortality; (6) 
increased respiratory symptoms in children such as cough and bronchitis; and (7) increased 
hospitalization for both cardiovascular and respiratory disease (including asthma).1 

Source: United States Environmental Protection Agency 2021a 

Air Quality Management 
The SBCAPCD is required to implement strategies to reduce pollutant levels to achieve attainment 
of the NAAQS and CAAQS. The most recent 2019 Ozone Plan was adopted by SBCAPCD in December 
2019 and was the ninth triennial update to the initial Air Quality Attainment Plan adopted in 1991. 
The 2019 Ozone Plan only addresses SBCAPCD’s progress toward attaining the ozone CAAQS, 
determining that all feasible control measures from prior plan updates have been implemented and 
that potential additional measures would yield relatively smaller emission reductions with higher 
associated costs. The 2019 Ozone Plan carries forward contingency measures and some “further 
study” measures from the prior plan. The primary focus of the 2019 Ozone Plan is reducing ozone 
precursor (ROC and nitrogen oxides) emissions from marine shipping, which accounts for a large 
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portion of the countywide ozone precursor inventory (SBCAPCD 2019). The SBCAPCD was recently 
designated attainment for the ozone CAAQS effective July 1, 2020 (SBCAPCD 2020) 

Air Pollutant Emission Thresholds 
The SBCAPCD has adopted guidelines for quantifying and determining the significance of air quality 
emissions in its Scope and Content of Air Quality Sections in Environmental Documents (Guidelines). 
SBCAPCD has not adopted quantitative significance criteria for temporary construction emissions 
associated with conventional land development projects. However, the SBCAPCD Guidelines 
recommend quantification of construction-related emissions and uses 25 tons per year for ROC or 
nitrogen oxides as a guideline for determining the significance of construction impacts. This is a limit 
that requires offsets if the construction activity is for a project that requires SBCAPCD permits 
(SBCAPCD 2017), but also provides guidance for other construction projects involving standard 
grading and building activities, such as the proposed project. In addition, SBCAPCD notes that 
consistency with the applicable air quality plan is based on whether the project would exceed the 
growth assumptions in the air quality plan and whether the project would implement standard dust 
control measures during construction activities (SBCAPCD 2017). 

Based on the criteria suggested by the SBCAPCD Guidelines (2017), project operation would have a 
significant effect on air quality if the project would: 

 Emit from all project sources (both stationary and mobile) greater than 240 pounds per day of 
ROC; 

 Emit from all project sources (both stationary and mobile) greater than 240 pounds per day of 
nitrogen oxides; 

 Emit from all project sources (both stationary and mobile) greater than 80 pounds per day of 
PM10; 

 Emit greater than 25 pounds per day of ROC from motor vehicle trips only; 
 Emit greater than 25 pounds per day of nitrogen oxides from motor vehicle trips only; or 
 Exceed the public notification health risk thresholds adopted by the SBCAPCD of 10 excess 

cancer cases in a million for cancer risk or a Hazard Index of more than 1.0 for non-cancer risk. 

The Guidelines state that due to the relatively low background ambient carbon monoxide levels in 
Santa Barbara County, localized carbon monoxide impacts associated with congested intersections 
are not expected to exceed the carbon monoxide health-related air quality standards. As such, 
carbon monoxide hotspot analyses are no longer required. 

Methodology 
Air pollutant emissions generated by project construction were estimated using the California 
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 2016.3.2. CalEEMod uses project-specific 
information, including the project’s land uses, square footages for different uses, and location, to 
model a project’s construction and operational emissions. The analysis reflects construction of the 
project as described under Project Description. Operational emissions were not quantified because, 
as detailed under Project Description, the project would not result in changes to existing operation 
and maintenance activities conducted by the District; therefore, no net new operational emissions 
would be generated by the project. 

Construction emissions modeled include emissions generated by construction equipment used on 
site and emissions generated by vehicle trips associated with construction, such as worker and 
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vendor trips. CalEEMod estimates construction emissions by multiplying the amount of time 
equipment is in operation by emission factors. Construction of the proposed project was analyzed 
based on the anticipated construction schedule, construction equipment list, soil material export 
quantity, demolition debris quantity, and concrete import quantity for each reservoir as 
summarized under Project Description and further detailed in Table 4. It is assumed that all 
construction equipment used would be diesel-powered. This analysis assumes that the project 
would comply with all applicable regulatory standards. In particular, the project would comply with 
SBCAPCD Rule 345 (Fugitive Dust Control). For the purpose of providing a conservative estimate of 
project impacts in comparison to SBCAPCD-recommend thresholds for annual construction-related 
emissions, this analysis assumes all construction activities for the eight reservoirs would occur at the 
same time, beginning March 2022. The assumption that all construction would commence in March 
2022 is a conservative assumption because construction equipment is anticipated to become more 
efficient and generate fewer air pollutant emissions over time. Therefore, assuming the use of the 
least-efficient equipment possible results in reasonable worst-case construction emissions. In 
reality, construction activities at the eight reservoirs would be spaced out over an approximately 
three-year period, resulting in lower annual emissions than those estimated herein. 

Table 4 Construction Parameters 

Reservoir Construction Equipment 

Soil Material 
Export/Import 
(cubic yards) 

Demolition 
Debris Export 
(tons)1, 2 

Concrete 
Delivery Trips 
(One-Way) 

Bella Vista Backhoe, Concrete/Industrial Saw, Compactor, 
Compressor, Crane, Excavator, Generator, 
Rubber Tired Loader, Welders 

Export/Import: 0  0 106 

Buena Vista Backhoe, Concrete/Industrial Saw, Compactor, 
Compressor, Crane, Excavator, Rough Terrain 
Forklift, Generator, Grader, Rubber Tired 
Loader, Paver, Paving Equipment, Welder 

Export: 707 
Import: 0 

14.0 60 

Cold Springs Backhoe, Crane, Concrete/Industrial Saw, 
Compactor, Compressor, Excavator, Rough 
Terrain Forklift, Generator, Grader, Rubber 
Tired Loader, Welders 

Export: 100 
Import: 0 

9.3 230 

Doulton Backhoe, Bore/Drill Rig, Concrete/Industrial 
Saw, Compactor, Compressor, Crane, 
Excavator, Rough Terrain Forklift, Generator, 
Grader, Rubber Tired Loader, Paver, Paving 
Equipment, Welders 

Export: 308 
Import: 308 

245.0 12 

Hot Springs Backhoe, Concrete/Industrial Saw, Compactor, 
Compressor, Crane, Excavator, Rough Terrain 
Forklift, Generator, Grader, Rubber Tired 
Loader, Paver, Paving Equipment, Welder 

Export: 707 
Import: 0 

14.0 60 

Park Lane Backhoe, Concrete/Industrial Saw, Compactor, 
Compressor, Crane, Excavator, Rough Terrain 
Forklift, Generator, Grader, Rubber Tired 
Loader, Paver, Paving Equipment, Welders 

Export: 720 
Import: 0 

483.6 380 
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Reservoir Construction Equipment 

Soil Material 
Export/Import 
(cubic yards) 

Demolition 
Debris Export 
(tons)1, 2 

Concrete 
Delivery Trips 
(One-Way) 

Romero Backhoe, Concrete/Industrial Saw, Compactor, 
Compressor, Excavator, Rough Terrain Forklift, 
Generator, Grader, Rubber Tired Loader, 
Paver, Paving Equipment, Welders 

Export: 1,163 
Import: 0 

43.7 22 

Terminal Backhoe, Concrete/Industrial Saw, Compactor, 
Compressor, Crane, Excavator, Rough Terrain 
Forklift, Generator, Grader, Rubber Tired 
Loader, Paver, Paving Equipment, Welders 

Export: 3,860 
Import: 3,860 

27.9 32 

1 Assumes 1 cubic yard of concrete weighs 0.93 ton. 
2 Assumes 6,100 square feet of steel weighs 225.9 tons, based on an exponential interpolation of steel weight conversion factors that 
results in an estimated 1 ton per 27 square foot of 3.7-inch steel (the approximate thickness of the steel tank at the Doulton Reservoir 
site that would be demolished; Futura 2008). 

a. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

The SBCAPCD Guidelines state a project is consistent with the Clean Air Plan if its direct and indirect 
emissions have been accounted for in the Clean Air Plan’s emissions forecast assumptions and if it 
would incorporate the standard fugitive dust control measures recommended by SBCAPCD during 
construction activities. The 2019 Ozone Plan’s direct and indirect emissions inventory for the County 
as a whole is reliant on population projections provided by the Santa Barbara County Association of 
Governments. Given the relatively small size of project construction activities, it is anticipated that 
construction workers would come from the regional workforce and would not relocate to Santa 
Barbara County as a result of the project. In addition, the proposed project would not require 
additional employees for operation and maintenance activities. Therefore, the project would not 
directly or indirectly contribute to an increase in population and would be consistent with the 
population projections on which the emissions forecast of the 2019 Ozone Plan is based. However, 
the proposed project does not include implementation of the standard fugitive dust control 
measures recommended by SBCAPCD during construction activities. Therefore, the project would be 
inconsistent with the applicable air quality plan, and impacts would be potentially significant. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would be required to reduce impacts to a less-than-
significant level. Implementation of the standard SBCAPCD fugitive dust control measures as 
required by Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would achieve consistency with the applicable air quality 
control plan per SBCAPCD guidance. Therefore, Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would reduce project 
impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 

AQ-1 Fugitive Dust Control Measure 

The following standard SBCAPCD fugitive dust control measures shall be implemented during 
project construction activities: 

 During construction, water trucks or sprinkler systems shall be used to keep all areas of vehicle 
movement damp enough to prevent dust from leaving the site and from exceeding SBCAPCD’s 
limit of 20 percent opacity for greater than three minutes in any 30 minute period. At a 
minimum, this should include wetting down such areas in the late morning and after work is 
completed for the day. Increased watering frequency shall be required whenever the wind 
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speed exceeds 15 miles per hour (mph). Reclaimed water shall be used whenever practicable. 
However, reclaimed water shall not be used in or around crops for human consumption. 

 The amount of disturbed area shall be minimized.  
 On-site vehicle speeds shall be no greater than 15 mph when traveling on unpaved surfaces. 
 A track-out prevention device shall be installed and operated where vehicles enter and exit 

unpaved roads onto paved streets. The track-out prevention device can include any device or 
combination of devices that are effective at preventing track out of dirt such as gravel pads, 
pipe-grid track-out control devices, rumble strips, or wheel washing systems. 

 If stockpiling of material is involved, soil stockpiled for more than one day shall be covered, kept 
moist, or treated with soil binders to prevent dust generation. 

 After clearing, grading, earth moving or excavation is completed, the disturbed area shall be 
treated by watering, or using roll-compaction, or revegetating, or by spreading soil binders until 
the area is paved or otherwise developed so that dust generation will not occur. All driveways 
and sidewalks to be paved/surfaced shall be completed as soon as practicable. 

 The contractor or builder shall designate a person or persons to monitor the dust control 
program and to order increased watering, as necessary, to prevent transport of dust off-site. 
Their duties shall include holiday and weekend periods when work may not be in progress. The 
name and telephone number of such persons shall be provided to the SBCAPCD prior to 
grading/building permit issuance and/or map clearance. 

 The project contractor(s) shall comply with SBCAPCD Rule 345: Control of Fugitive Dust from 
Construction and Demolition Activities, including all applicable standards and measures therein. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

b. Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard? 

Santa Barbara County is designated nonattainment for the CAAQS for PM10. The following 
subsections discuss emissions associated with construction and operation of the proposed project. 

Construction Emissions 
Project construction would generate temporary air pollutant emissions associated with fugitive dust 
(PM10 and PM2.5) and exhaust emissions from heavy construction equipment and construction 
vehicles. Table 5 summarizes the estimated annual emissions of pollutants during project 
construction. As shown therein, construction-related emissions would not exceed SBCAPCD 
thresholds. Therefore, project construction would not result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable 
federal or state ambient air quality standard. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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Table 5 Estimated Annual Construction Emissions (tons/year) 
Construction Year ROC NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

2022       

Bella Vista 0.1 1.0 1.1 < 0.1 0.1 < 0.1 

Buena Vista 0.1 1.3 1.3 < 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Cold Springs 0.3 2.5 2.5 < 0.1 0.2 0.1 

Doulton 0.3 2.3 2.3 < 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Hot Springs 0.2 2.0 2.1 < 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Park Lane 0.2 2.2 2.2 < 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Romero 0.3 2.2 2.3 < 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Terminal 0.2 1.8 2.0 < 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Total Annual Emissions 1.7 15.3 15.8 < 0.1 0.9 0.7 

SBCAPCD Thresholds 25 25 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Threshold Exceeded? No No N/A N/A N/A N/A 

2023       

Cold Springs 0.1 1.0 1.0 < 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Doulton < 0.1 0.2 0.2 < 0.1 < 0.1 < 0.1 

Hot Springs < 0.1 < 0.1 < 0.1 < 0.1 < 0.1 < 0.1 

Park Lane 0.1 1.1 1.4 < 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Romero < 0.1 0.3 0.3 < 0.1 < 0.1 < 0.1 

Terminal 0.2 1.4 1.6 < 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Total Annual Emissions 0.4 4.0 4.5 < 0.1 0.3 0.3 

SBCAPCD Thresholds 25 25 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Threshold Exceeded? No No N/A N/A N/A N/A 

lbs/day = pounds per day; ROC = reactive organic compounds, NOX = nitrogen oxides, CO = carbon monoxide, SO2 = sulfur dioxide, PM10 
= particulate matter 10 microns in diameter or less, PM2.5 = particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter 

Notes: All emissions modeling was completed using CalEEMod. See Appendix A for modeling results. Some numbers may not add up 
due to rounding. Emission data is pulled from “mitigated” results, which account for compliance with regulations (including SBCAPCD 
Rule 345 1). 
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Operational Emissions 
As detailed under Project Description, operational activities at the eight reservoir sites would 
resume per existing conditions upon completion of construction. District staff would perform 
approximately one daily vehicle trip to each reservoir site for visual observation, as under existing 
conditions. Therefore, there would be no net new air pollutant emissions associated with 
operational activities, and project operation would not result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable 
federal or state ambient air quality standard. No impact would occur. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

c. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Certain population groups, such as children, the elderly, and people with health problems, are 
particularly sensitive to air pollution. Therefore, the majority of sensitive receptor locations are 
schools, hospitals, and residences. Sensitive receptors in the project area include residences located 
immediately adjacent to the project sites as well as El Montecito Early School (located 
approximately 950 feet to the south of the secondary staging area) and Westmont College (located 
approximately 1,000 feet south of the Terminal Reservoir).  

Toxic air contaminants (TACs) are defined by California law as air pollutants that may cause or 
contribute to an increase in mortality or an increase in serious illness, or which may pose a present 
or potential hazard to human health. The following subsections discuss the project’s potential to 
result in impacts related to TAC emissions during construction and operation. 

Construction 
Construction-related activities would result in temporary project-generated emissions of diesel 
particulate matter (DPM) exhaust emissions from off-road, heavy-duty diesel equipment for site 
preparation, grading, building construction, and other construction activities. DPM was identified as 
a TAC by CARB in 1998. However, project construction activities at each project site would be 
temporary and short-term in nature, and SBCAPCD does not require a health risk assessment for 
short-term projects or construction projects (SBCAPCD 2017). Therefore, project construction would 
not expose sensitive receptors to substantial TAC concentrations, and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Operation 
CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (2005) provides 
recommendations regarding the siting of new sensitive land uses near potential sources of air toxic 
emissions (e.g., freeways, distribution centers, rail yards, ports, refineries, chrome plating facilities, 
dry cleaners, and gasoline dispensing facilities). The CARB guidelines recommend siting distances 
both for the development of sensitive land uses in proximity to TAC sources and for the addition of 
new TAC sources in proximity to existing sensitive land uses. Water infrastructure is not a land use 
that would generate substantial TAC emissions based on review of the air toxic sources listed in the 
CARB guidelines. Furthermore, the nature of operation and maintenance activities at the reservoirs 
would remain generally the same as under existing conditions. Therefore, project operation would 
not result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of TAC emissions. No 
impact would occur. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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d. Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting 
a substantial number of people? 

During construction activities, heavy equipment and vehicles would emit odors associated with 
vehicle and engine exhaust and during idling. However, these odors would be intermittent and 
temporary and would cease upon completion, and odors would disperse with distance. Overall, 
project construction would not generate other emissions, such as those leading to odors, affecting a 
substantial number of people. Construction-related impacts would be less than significant. 

Land uses that typically produce odorous emissions include landfills, rendering plants, chemical 
plants, agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, refineries, fast food restaurants, bakeries, 
and coffee roasting facilities (CARB 2005; SBCAPCD 2017). The proposed project would not include 
odor-generating components or land uses. Therefore, project operation would not result in odorous 
emissions adversely affecting a substantial number of people. No operational impacts would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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4 Biological Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either 
directly or through habitat modifications, 
on any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or 
by the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? □ ■ □ □ 

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? □ ■ □ □ 

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on state 
or federally protected wetlands (including, 
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? □ ■ □ □ 

d. Interfere substantially with the movement 
of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? □ □ ■ □ 

e. Conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? □ ■ □ □ 

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? □ □ □ ■ 
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In April 2021, Rincon Consultants, Inc. evaluated biological resources at each of the eight reservoir 
sites. The evaluation included a literature review and field reconnaissance survey and documented 
existing site conditions, such as the potential presence of special status plant and wildlife species, 
sensitive plant communities, jurisdictional waters and wetlands, and habitat for nesting birds.  

Rincon conducted a biological reconnaissance survey on April 6 and 7, 2021 encompassing the 
proposed project footprint (i.e., areas which are expected to be affected by the proposed project 
including the reservoir construction footprint, staging areas, and parking areas) and a 100-foot 
survey buffer beyond the limits of the project footprint (study area). 

Queries of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Information for Planning and 
Consultation System (USFWS 2021a), USFWS Critical Habitat Portal (USFWS 2021b), and California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) (CDFW 
2021) were conducted within a five-mile radius of the study area. The queries were conducted to 
obtain comprehensive information regarding state and federally listed species, as well as other 
special status species, considered to have potential to occur within the study area. In addition, the 
following resources were reviewed for further information about the study area:  

 Aerial photographs of the study area and vicinity 
 United States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service Web Soil 

Survey (2021) 
 National Wetlands Inventory (USFWS 2021c) 

The findings of the assessment are considered in the impact analysis below.  

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Special Status Plant Species 
No special status plant species were observed within the study area during the reconnaissance-level 
field survey. No threatened or endangered plant species have a potential to occur within the project 
area, and no designated critical habitat occurs within or adjacent to the sites. Nine special status 
plant species have a low to moderate potential to occur within the project area, including Miles’ 
milk-vetch (Astragalus didymocarpus var. milesianus), late-flowered mariposa lily (Calochortus 
fimbriatus), umbrella larkspur (Delphinium umbraculorum), Ojai fritillary (Fritillaria ojaiensis), mesa 
horkelia (Horkelia cuneata var. puberula), Santa Barbara honeysuckle (Lonicera subspicata var. 
subspicata), white-veined monardella (Monardella hypoleuca ssp. hypoleuca), Nuttal’s scrub oak 
(Quercus dumosa), and black-flowered figwort (Scrophularia atrata). These special status plant 
species have a low to moderate potential to occur within the project area at the Terminal, Cold 
Springs, Hot Springs, Park Lane, Buena Vista, and Romero sites in areas of chaparral, coastal scrub, 
and coast live oak woodland habitat. The majority of these habitats are located at the edges of the 
reservoir sites.  

Many of the sites have planted native species such as deergrass (Muhlenbergia rigens) and 
California sagebrush (Artemisia californica) in previously disturbed areas around the perimeter of 
the reservoirs. The majority of staging and access roads are located in previously disturbed areas 
(i.e., paved or dirt roads, non-native annual grasslands, or graded areas around the reservoirs). 
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Impacts to chaparral, coastal scrub, and coast live oak woodland habitat may occur at Terminal, Cold 
Springs, Hot Springs, Park Lane, Buena Vista, and Romero from excavation around the reservoirs and 
grading for access roads and/or staging.  

Due to the limited habitat within the project area and low to moderate potential for non-listed 
special status plant species to occur, the number of individuals affected by the project would be 
low, if any, and would not result in population-level effects on these species. Indirect impacts to 
special status plant species potentially occurring outside of the project area could occur from dust 
or run-off material generated during construction but would be minor. Impacts to special status 
plants would be less than significant and would be further reduced through Mitigation Measures 
BIO-1 through BIO-10, which would limit encroachment into habitat areas, require topsoil salvage, 
establish a worker environmental training program for the project, and require the presence of a 
biological monitor. 

Special Status Wildlife Species 
As described below, vegetation surrounding the reservoir sites and associated workspaces, staging, 
and parking areas has the potential to support special-status wildlife species. No wildlife species are 
anticipated to occur within reservoirs themselves, as they all have covered roofs and mesh 
coverings over all openings that restrict small animal access. 

A single special status wildlife species was observed during the biological reconnaissance surveys: an 
oak titmouse (Baeolophus inornatus), a CDFW Watch List species. This bird species nests in oak 
woodlands, and although the individual was observed at the Bella Vista site, the coast live oak 
woodland habitats that occur at many of the reservoir sites are suitable for this species. Because the 
project is expected to require trimming and/or removal of oak trees, it is possible that oak titmouse 
nests could be destroyed, or that oak titmouse eggs or nestlings could be injured or killed during 
construction. In addition, noise and human presence may cause adult oak titmice to abandon their 
nests, which can also lead to mortality of eggs and nestlings. These impacts would be potentially 
significant absent mitigation, but would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through 
Mitigation Measure BIO-7, which requires pre-construction nesting bird surveys and establishment 
of a protective buffer around any nests encountered.  

Seven additional special status wildlife species, which were not observed or detected during the 
biological survey, were determined to have potential to occur within the study area based upon 
known ranges, habitat preferences for the species, and species occurrence records from CNDDB. 
Foothill yellow-legged frog (Rana boylii), California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii), coast horned 
lizard (Phrynosoma blainvillii), southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax trailii extimus), and least 
Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) have a low potential to occur within the study area. Marginally 
suitable habitat for these species (rocky or vegetated drainages with limited or no riparian 
vegetation) is present within or adjacent to the study area but outside of the project area associated 
with the Terminal, Hot Springs, Park Lane, Buena Vista, Bella Vista, and Doulton sites. These species 
have a low potential to occur as transients within the project area and are not expected to be 
impacted by the project. 

Coast range newt (Taricha torosa) and coast patch-nosed snake (Salvadora hexalepis virgultea), 
have a moderate potential to occur within the study area, and northern California legless lizard 
(Anniella pulchra) has a high potential to occur within the study area associated with all project 
sites. These species are associated with shrubby chaparral, coastal scrub, and ornamental 
vegetation and leaf litter and sandy loose and/or moist soils. Excavation and grading for the project 
would occur mainly in previously disturbed areas with compacted soils and sparse vegetation cover 
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or non-native annual grasslands that do not provide suitable habitat for these species. However, 
some woodland and scrub habitats may be impacted by the project and are suitable for these 
species, and individuals may be killed or injured during excavations or vehicle movements. Even 
staging and parking, if occurring in areas where leaf litter and loose soils could accommodate these 
species, could result in injury or mortality due to crushing. These impacts would be potentially 
significant absent mitigation, but would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by Mitigation 
Measures BIO-1 through BIO-10 which would provide for worker environmental training, 
minimization of intrusion into habitats, a pre-construction survey and relocation of encountered 
individuals, establishing protective site rules, and the presence of a biological monitor during 
construction. Indirect impacts and loss of habitat for these species would not be significant because 
the proposed activities would be temporary and localized.  

In addition to special status species, the reservoir sites contain habitat which can support nesting 
birds, including raptors, protected under the California Fish and Game Code (CFGC) and the federal 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). The native, non-native, and ornamental vegetation throughout 
the study area provides suitable nesting habitat for avian species. Specifically, the mature coast live 
oak and eucalyptus trees throughout the study area contain suitable habitat for raptor species while 
the various chaparral and coastal scrub shrub layers provide suitable habitat for passerine species. 
Potentially significant direct impacts to raptors and other nesting birds may result if construction 
occurs while they are present within or adjacent to the project footprint, through direct mortality or 
abandonment of nests. Though impacts to common avian species do not rise to the level of 
significance under CEQA, the destruction of nests during construction activities would be a violation 
of the MBTA and CFGC Section 3503 and therefore must be avoided. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measures BIO-1 and BIO-7 would maintain compliance with these federal and state laws.  

Impacts related to candidate, sensitive, or special status species would be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated.  

Mitigation Measures 

BIO-1 Worker Environmental Awareness Program 

Prior to initiation of all construction activities (including staging and mobilization), all personnel 
associated with project construction shall attend a Worker Environmental Awareness Program 
(WEAP) training, conducted by a qualified biologist, to assist workers in recognizing special status 
biological resources which may occur in the study area. This training will include information about 
nesting birds and the special status species potentially occurring in the study area. 

The specifics of this program shall include identification of special status species and habitats, a 
description of the regulatory status and general ecological characteristics of special status 
resources, and review of the limits of construction and measures required to avoid and minimize 
impacts to biological resources within the work area. A fact sheet conveying this information shall 
also be prepared for distribution to all contractors, their employees, and other personnel involved 
with construction of the project. All employees shall sign a form provided by the trainer 
documenting they have attended the WEAP and understand the information presented to them. 
The crew foreman shall be responsible for ensuring crew members adhere to the guidelines and 
restrictions designed to avoid impacts to special status species. If new construction personnel are 
added to the project, the crew foreman shall confirm the new personnel receive the WEAP training 
before starting work. The subsequent training of personnel can include a video recording of the 
initial training and/or the use of written materials rather than in-person training by a biologist.  
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BIO-2 Sensitive Habitat Fencing 

Prior to project mobilization, where the project is adjacent to native habitat (i.e., environmentally 
sensitive habitat [ESH], riparian habitat, sensitive natural communities); temporary construction 
fencing shall be erected by the contractor at the edge of the temporary construction area to avoid 
impacts to the habitat throughout the duration of construction. If complete avoidance is not 
feasible, impacts shall be minimized as described in Mitigation Measure BIO-3. 

BIO-3 Minimization of Sensitive Habitat Impacts  

If encroachment into sensitive natural communities cannot be avoided, areas of temporary 
disturbance within these habitats shall be minimized to the extent practicable. Staging and parking 
areas shall be limited to sites which are unvegetated and/or previously disturbed areas comprising 
ruderal vegetation or non-native annual grasslands, ornamental landscaping, and paved/graded 
areas, to the extent practicable. If removal of sensitive vegetation is necessary during excavation 
and/or grading, the topsoil (top six inches) shall be salvaged and stored in temporary stockpiles and 
replaced following completion of excavation/grading activities.  

BIO-4 Construction Material Storage to Prevent Leaks and Spills 

Materials and equipment (when not in use) shall be stored on impervious surfaces or plastic ground 
covers to prevent spills or leakage. Material storage and material/spoils from project activities shall 
be located and stored 100 feet from waterways. Adequate spill prevention and response equipment 
shall be maintained on site and readily available to implement to minimize impacts to the aquatic 
and marine environments. Construction materials and spoils shall be protected from stormwater 
runoff using temporary perimeter sediment barriers such as berms, silt fences, fiber rolls, covers, 
sand/gravel bags, and straw bale barriers, as appropriate.  

BIO-5 Construction Best Management Practices  

To avoid and/or minimize potential direct and indirect impacts to special status species and 
potentially jurisdictional waters and water quality outside of the project area, the following Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) shall be implemented: 

a. Prior to project mobilization, all limits of construction work adjacent to potentially jurisdictional 
waters shall be clearly delineated with orange construction fencing or similar highly visible 
material and maintained throughout the duration of construction. 

b. Off-site tracking of loose construction and landscape materials shall be prevented by 
implementing street sweeping, vacuuming, and rumble plates, as appropriate.  

c. Site washout areas shall be at least 100 feet from a storm drain, open ditch, or surface water 
and prevent runoff flows from such activities from entering receiving water bodies. 

d. All vehicles and equipment shall be in good working condition and free of leaks. The contractor 
shall prevent oil, petroleum products, or any other pollutants from contaminating the soil or 
entering a watercourse (dry or otherwise). When vehicles or equipment are stationary, mats or 
drip pans shall be placed below vehicles to contain fluid leaks. 

e. Fugitive dust from ground disturbance activities shall be minimized using water trucks and 
covering of soil stockpiles. 

f. A speed limit of 15 mph for construction vehicles shall be implemented on unpaved non-public 
roads.  
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g. All food related trash shall be disposed of in closed containers and removed from the project 
site each day during the construction period. Construction personnel shall not feed or otherwise 
attract wildlife to the construction area. At project completion, all project-generated debris, 
vehicles, building materials, and rubbish shall be removed from the project site.  

h. Pets and firearms shall not be allowed on the project sites during construction. 

BIO-6  Arborist Study 

Prior to the start of construction, an Arborist Study should be conducted for protected trees with 
any portion of their dripline within the project area and a 20-foot buffer. Protected trees shall be 
defined as native trees that are six inches or greater in diameter, as is standard in the county 
(County of Santa Barbara 2021a). The study should plot the location of protected trees and identify 
the species. The Arborist Report shall be prepared by a Certified Arborist and include, at minimum, 
the following: 

 An inventory of all trees containing a canopy drip line within 20 feet of the project area, as 
feasible without trespassing on private lands. Inventory data shall record, at minimum: diameter 
at breast height (DBH), height, canopy spread, and overall health rating 

 Description of proposed site development activities including, but not limited to, excavation and 
grading, any tree trimming for access, and staging/parking. 

 Tree protection recommendations which would at a minimum include a site plan depicting the 
project area, the tree protection zone (TPZ; six feet from the dripline, as is typical in the county 
[County of Santa Barbara 2021a]), and project encroachment boundaries; tree protection 
fencing, activities prohibited/permitted within the tree protective zone, and standard measures 
for protecting trees during construction. 

The Arborist Report shall be submitted to the District for approval prior to the start of any tree-
disturbing construction activities. 

BIO-7 Pre-Construction Nesting Bird Surveys 

To avoid disturbance of nesting and special status birds, including raptor species, protected by the 
MBTA and CFGC 3503, activities related to the project including, but not limited to, vegetation 
removal, ground disturbance, and construction and demolition shall occur outside of the bird 
breeding season for migratory birds (January 1 through September 1), if practicable. 

If construction must begin during the breeding season, then a pre-construction nesting bird survey 
shall be conducted no more than seven days prior to initiation of ground disturbance and vegetation 
removal activities. The nesting bird pre-construction survey shall be conducted on foot inside the 
project footprint, including a 100-foot buffer (300 feet for raptors), and in inaccessible areas 
(e.g., private lands) from afar using binoculars to the extent practicable. The survey shall be 
conducted by a biologist familiar with the identification of avian species known to occur in southern 
California coastal communities. If nests are found, an avoidance buffer (dependent upon the 
species, the proposed work activity, and existing disturbances associated with land uses outside of 
the site) shall be determined and demarcated by the biologist with bright orange construction 
fencing, flagging, construction lathe, or other means to mark the boundary. All construction 
personnel shall be notified as to the existence of the buffer zone and to avoid entering the buffer 
zone during the nesting season. No ground-disturbing activities shall occur inside this buffer until 
the avian biologist has confirmed breeding/nesting is completed, and the young have fledged the 
nest. Encroachment into the buffer shall occur only at the discretion of the qualified biologist. 
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BIO-8 Pre-Construction Presence/Absence Survey for Special Status Species  

Within seven days prior to the commencement of ground disturbing activities, a qualified biologist 
shall be retained to perform a survey for coast range newt, coast patch-nosed snake, and northern 
California legless lizard in natural habitat areas within the project footprint and a 50-foot buffer to 
determine the presence/absence of these species. The pre-construction survey shall be conducted 
on foot within the project footprint and 50-foot buffer. Raking shall be conducted in areas of sandy, 
loose, and moist soils under sparse vegetation/leaf litter to determine the presence/absence of 
northern California legless lizard. The qualified biologist shall temporarily move any identified 
special status species outside of the construction area, and temporary barriers shall be placed 
around the construction area, as practicable, to prevent ingress. Construction shall not proceed until 
the work area is determined to be free of special status species. The results of these surveys shall be 
documented in a technical memorandum. 

BIO-9  Biological Construction Monitoring  

A qualified biological monitor shall be present during initial ground disturbing activities and 
vegetation removal to confirm impacts to special status wildlife species are avoided. The monitor 
shall have the authority to halt construction activities to avoid potential impacts to special status 
species. The results of biological monitoring shall be documented in daily logs and a technical 
memorandum at project completion.  

BIO-10  Night Construction and Night Lighting 

Night-time construction should be avoided adjacent to Hot Springs Creek and the four unnamed 
drainages associated with the Terminal, Hot Springs, Park Lane, Buena Vista, and Bella Vista sites to 
avoid impacts to special status wildlife in and near these drainages. If construction must occur at 
night (between dusk and dawn), all lighting will be shielded and directed downward to minimize the 
potential for glare or spillover onto adjacent properties and to reduce impacts on local wildlife. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

b. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

The eight reservoir sites occur in mountainous, rural residential areas on the southern slopes of the 
Santa Ynez Mountains above the communities of Montecito and Summerland. All the sites contain 
existing reservoirs and associated facilities and have been subjected to disturbance in the past. 
However, native vegetation has become established in some locations around the reservoirs since 
their construction including sensitive communities in some cases. Vegetation around the reservoir 
sites was documented during the reconnaissance-level biological survey and is summarized in 
Table 6 below. Riparian habitat is not present at any of the reservoir sites, and the project would not 
directly or indirectly affect riparian vegetation. The off-site staging area would be located at the 
District offices, which are completely paved and developed. 
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Table 6 Vegetation Communities 
Reservoir Site Vegetation Community Sensitive?  Proposed Activity Level 

Doulton Non-native landscaping No Reservoir demolition and reconstruction 

Romero Annual Grassland No Excavation around reservoir, staging, parking 

Eucalyptus Woodland No Staging 

Landscaped Vegetation No Excavation around reservoir 

Lemonade Berry Scrub Yes Excavation around reservoir 

Coast Live Oak Woodland Yes Parking 

Terminal  Coast Live Oak Woodland Yes  Excavation around reservoir, parking and staging 

Bigpod Ceanothus Chaparral No Excavation around reservoir 

Annual Grassland No Parking and staging 

Bella Vista Annual Grassland/Ruderal No Parking and staging 

Coast Live Oak Woodland Yes None 

Park Lane Coast Live Oak Woodland Yes Staging/workspace for reservoir work 

Annual Grassland No Parking and staging 

Mountain Mahogany Chaparral No Piping/minor appurtenances only 

California Sagebrush Scrub No Piping/minor appurtenances only 

Cold Springs Coast Live Oak Woodland Yes Staging 

Annual Grassland No Staging 

Bigpod Ceanothus Chaparral No Staging 

California Sagebrush Scrub No Staging 

Hot Springs Coast Live Oak Woodland Yes Parking on slope, excavation around reservoir 

Annual Grassland No Staging, excavation around reservoir 

Bigpod Ceanothus Chaparral No Excavation around reservoir and staging 

Non-native landscaping No None 

Buena Vista Eucalyptus Woodland No Excavation around reservoir, staging, parking 

California Sagebrush Scrub No Excavation around reservoir, staging 

As shown in Table 6, sensitive natural communities occur at many of the reservoir sites, and include 
lemonade berry scrub (Rhus integrifolia shrubland alliance), which is listed on the CDFW’s Sensitive 
Natural Communities List (CDFW 2020), and coast live oak woodland (Quercus agrifolia woodland 
alliance) which is considered sensitive by the County. Where sensitive communities occur, the 
project has been designed to avoid impacts to the extent feasible. As summarized in Table 6 above, 
parking and staging will occur mostly within annual grasslands and other previously disturbed areas. 
Where parking or staging within coast live oak woodland is necessary, such as at the Terminal, 
Romero, Cold Springs, Hot Springs, and Park Lane sites, impacts to individual oaks will be avoided to 
the extent practicable. However, oaks may need to be trimmed to accommodate equipment 
passage along access routes or to allow staging activities to proceed. At sites where oak woodlands 
overlap work areas, such as Terminal, Park Lane, and Hot Springs, oaks may need to be trimmed or 
removed to allow equipment access to the reservoir structure or to facilitate excavation of soils 
needed to expose buried portions of the reservoir for repairs. The extent of habitat impacts caused 
by the project are expected to be minor, because the affected areas are small and at the interface 
where oak woodland habitat abuts the developed reservoirs. However, because oaks have high 
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biological value and take a long time to reach maturity, potential impacts to coast live oak woodland 
would be potentially significant absent mitigation. These impacts would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level through Mitigation Measures BIO-2, BIO-3, and BIO-6, which would fence sensitive 
areas to prevent inadvertent encroachment and ensure that any necessary trimming of oaks is 
conducted using approved arboricultural practices. 

Impacts to lemonade berry scrub would occur only at the Romero site, and would be associated 
with excavations needed to expose the buried reservoir for repairs. Excavation would remove all 
vegetation rooted in the soils to be removed. However, impacts to this community would be minor, 
as only a 12-foot area along the edge of the reservoir would be affected. Due to the small area 
affected, and because the impacted area is along the edge of the habitat and adjacent to the 
developed reservoir, impacts to lemonade berry scrub would be less than significant. These impacts 
would be further reduced through implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-2 and BIO-3, which 
would fence sensitive areas to prevent inadvertent intrusion and require salvaging of topsoil when 
excavation occurs in sensitive habitat.  

Impacts related to riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities would be less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

c. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 

None of the reservoir sites is within or abutting a wetland, streambed, or waterway, nor is the off-
site staging area. However, potentially jurisdictional streams (Hot Springs Creek and an unnamed 
drainage) occur within 100 feet of the Hot Springs and Park Lane sites. At the Hot Springs site, work 
activities would include reinforcing the walls, spraying new concrete and waterproofing onto the 
exterior of the reservoir, and replacing the roof. This would entail excavating around the edges of 
the reservoir to accommodate the concrete work. Work activities at the Park Lane site would occur 
mostly inside the existing reservoir, as the project would create a new reinforced concrete reservoir 
inside the existing one using the old reservoir walls as forms for the concrete. Impacts outside the 
reservoir footprint at Park Lane would be minor and associated with piping and appurtenances. 
Direct impacts to streambeds from construction are not anticipated; however indirect impacts from 
construction material run-off could adversely affect water quality (e.g., increased turbidity, addition 
of pollutants) particularly during storm events. These impacts would be potentially significant 
absent mitigation, but would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through Mitigation 
Measures BIO-4 and BIO-5, which would ensure materials are appropriately stored and stormwater 
controls are in place to protect water quality. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 
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d. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

All eight of the reservoir locations are situated in rural residential areas near the interface with 
adjacent wildlands, and regional wildlife movement is fairly unrestricted in this area. Many of the 
nearby properties are unfenced, and oak woodland vegetation provides extensive cover for animals 
conducting localized movements to meet basic life history needs such as feeding, sheltering, and 
breeding, and are also passable during longer movements such as migration or dispersal. The 
presence of drainage channels near some of the sites increases the suitability of these areas for 
wildlife movement, as these features provide both topographic relief and a source of drinking water. 
Roads can also be used as movement routes by certain species. The area is not documented as a 
wildlife corridor from a regional perspective, and the reservoir sites and off-site staging area are not 
located within an Essential Connectivity Area as mapped in the California Essential Habitat 
Connectivity Project: A Strategy for Conserving a Connected California (CDFW 2010). 

Although the areas surrounding the reservoir sites are permeable to wildlife, the reservoir sites 
themselves are developed and offer little value to migrating wildlife. The Terminal, Cold Springs, 
Park Lane, Romero, and Bella Vista sites are entirely fenced with security chain-link fencing or 
facility walls and inaccessible to larger wildlife, although the Hot Springs, Buena Vista, and Doulton 
sites are not fenced. Staging and parking areas outside of the reservoir sites are not fenced. In all 
cases, the reservoirs are constructed to prevent access by wildlife and therefore do not constitute 
water sources that would attract wildlife or increase migration through the sites. Construction 
activities would be limited to foundation reinforcements in previously disturbed areas surrounding 
the reservoirs and concrete/steel reinforcements on the exterior and interior of existing reservoirs; 
as well as demolition and replacement in-kind of the reservoir at the Doulton site. Temporary 
reservoirs would be placed at the Bella Vista and Doulton sites and removed following project 
completion. During construction, it is possible wildlife may avoid the reservoir sites due to added 
noise and human presence. In these instances, the animals would be expected to easily find 
alternate travel routes due to the open and permeable nature of the area (i.e., access to resources 
would not be cut off by the project). The project would not result in any substantial permanent 
changes to the reservoir sites, and long-term suitability for wildlife movement is expected to be the 
same as the current condition. As such, the project’s effects on wildlife movement would be less 
than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

e. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

The project is located outside the coastal zone in the Montecito Community Plan (MCP) area, with 
the exception of the Doulton site which is located in the Toro Canyon Community Plan (TCP) area. 
Because the project involves the repair and replacement of water storage facilities, County zoning 
and building codes would not apply to the project pursuant to Section 53091 of the California 
Government Code. However, the project’s consistency with local policies and ordinances protecting 
biological resources is addressed below for informational purposes. The MCP Policy BIO-M-1.17 
states oak trees shall be protected to the maximum extent feasible (County of Santa Barbara 1995). 
The MCP Policies BIO-M-1.15 and BIO-M-1.16 state native specimen trees (mature trees that are 
healthy and structurally sound and have grown into the natural stature particular to the species) 
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regardless of size, shall be protected from damage or removal by development to the maximum 
extent feasible. 

The project does not propose to remove any native specimen trees or coast live oak trees. However, 
excavation and grading has the potential to impact the roots and canopy of native trees. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-6 would reduce impacts to native trees to a less-than-
significant level. 

MCP Policy BIO-M-1.19 protects oak woodlands as habitat rather than as individual trees. The 
project is not anticipated to remove any woodland trees but may encroach into woodland habitats 
during construction. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-6 would reduce impacts to 
woodlands to a less-than-significant level. 

MCP-mapped riparian ESH is present within the study area but outside the project area at the 
Terminal and Hot Springs sites (County of Santa Barbara 2021b). No construction will occur within 
the riparian ESH, however project construction may be within 100 feet of ESH. Per the MCP Policies 
BIO-M-1.2 and BIO-M-1.8, riparian ESH shall be protected and a minimum buffer strip for 
development near streams and creeks in rural areas shall be 50 feet in urban areas and 100 feet in 
rural areas. The buffers may be adjusted upward or downward on a case-by-case basis but shall not 
preclude reasonable development of a parcel. Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-3 
through BIO-5 and BIO-10 would reduce indirect impacts to riparian ESH to a less than significant 
level. 

MCP Policies BIO-M.1.2 and BIO-M-1.11 designate coastal sage scrub as ESH and state areas of one 
or more acres of coastal sage scrub shall be preserved to the maximum extent feasible. In addition, 
MCP Policy BIO-M-1.13 states habitat on the hillside area north of Mountain Drive and Bella Vista 
Road shall be recognized as particularly valuable because of chaparral, sensitive native flora, and 
riparian resources. The project does not propose to remove significant amounts of native vegetation 
but may encroach upon coastal sage scrub present around the perimeters of the construction 
footprint and in previously disturbed staging areas at the Terminal, Cold Springs, Hot Springs, Park 
Lane, Buena Vista, and Romero sites. The Terminal, Cold Springs, and Hot Springs sites are in the 
hillside areas north of Mountain Drive and may impact sensitive native flora. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measures BIO-2 through BIO-3 and BIO-5 would reduce impacts to coastal sage scrub and 
sensitive native flora to a less-than-significant level. 

TCP Policy BIO-TC-1 states development shall be required to include buffer areas from ESH including 
coast live oak forests, coastal sage scrub, scrub oak chaparral, and southern coast live oak riparian 
forest corridors (County of Santa Barbara 2004). The project at the Doulton site would not directly 
impact native vegetation or trees or jurisdictional waters but may encroach into the buffer areas of 
coastal sage scrub ESH. Impacts are anticipated to be less than significant as construction will be 
limited to previously disturbed areas and paved roads without native vegetation. Therefore, the 
project would not conflict with the TCP.  

Impacts related to local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources would be less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 
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f. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation 
plan? 

The project does not occur within the coverage area of any Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan, 
and would not cause any impact related to inconsistencies with such a plan. No impact would occur.  

NO IMPACT 
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5 Cultural Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? □ □ □ ■ 

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? □ ■ □ □ 

c. Disturb any human remains, including 
those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? □ □ ■ □ 

This section provides an analysis of the project’s impacts on cultural resources, including historical 
and archaeological resources, as well as human remains. CEQA requires a lead agency determine 
whether a project may have a significant effect on historical resources (Public Resources Code [PRC], 
Section 21084.1) and tribal cultural resources (PRC Section 21074 [a][1][A]-[B]). A historical resource 
is a resource listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical 
Resources (CRHR); a resource included in a local register of historical resources; or any object, 
building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript a lead agency determines to be 
historically significant (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5[a][1-3]). 

A resource shall be considered historically significant if it:  

1. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and cultural heritage; 

2. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 
3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or 

represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or 
4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.  

In addition, if it can be demonstrated that a project would cause damage to a unique archaeological 
resource, the lead agency may require reasonable efforts be made to permit any or all of these 
resources to be preserved in place or left in an undisturbed state. To the extent that resources 
cannot be left undisturbed, mitigation measures are required (PRC Section 21083.2[a], [b]).  

PRC Section 21083.2(g) defines a unique archaeological resource as an archaeological artifact, 
object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the 
current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it: 

1. Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that there is 
a demonstrable public interest in that information; 

Section 3-A 
Page 73



Montecito Water District 
Reservoir Retrofit and Replacement Project 

 
62 

2. Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available 
example of its type; or 

3. Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or 
person. 

In May 2021, Rincon Consultants, Inc. prepared a Cultural Resources Assessment (Appendix B) for 
the project. Methods included a cultural resources records search of the California Historical 
Resources Information System at the Central Coast Information Center (CCIC) at the University of 
California, Santa Barbara and a pedestrian field survey (Williams et al 2021).  

The CCIC records search was performed to identify previously conducted cultural resources studies, 
as well as previously recorded cultural resources within the reservoir sites and a 0.5-mile radius 
extending from the reservoir sites. Also reviewed were the Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the 
CRHR, the California Points of Historical Interest list, and historic buildings surveys. The CCIC search 
identified 14 previously recorded cultural resources within a 0.5-mile radius of the project sites; 
none of the resources are located within the project sites. The closest resources to the project sites, 
a prehistoric archaeological site and historic-period transmission line, are located over 350 feet from 
the reservoir sites.  

On April 7, 2021, Rincon Consultants, Inc. conducted a pedestrian field survey of the project sites to 
identify archaeological and built environment resources. Ground visibility throughout the project 
sites was generally poor, ranging from five to 30 percent, due to pavement and vegetation. Results 
of the pedestrian field survey indicate that the majority of the project sites have undergone 
previous ground disturbances associated with the construction and maintenance of the reservoir 
systems and associated buildings. No archaeological resources were identified during the pedestrian 
field survey.  

Eight historical age built environment resources (45 years of age or older) were identified in the 
project area as part of the field survey: Bella Vista Reservoir and Treatment Plant, Buena Vista 
Reservoir, Cold Springs Reservoir, Doulton Reservoir and Treatment Plant, Hot Springs Reservoir, 
Park Lane Reservoir, Romero Reservoir, and Terminal Reservoir. Background research confirmed 
none of the reservoirs within the project area have been subject to previous historical resources 
evaluation. Each of these facilities contains a water distribution reservoir, and some sites are 
augmented with associated buildings and structures, including but not limited to pumping stations 
and water treatment plants. Each facility was evaluated for inclusion in the NRHP and the CRHR. As 
a result of the analysis, all were found to lack sufficient historical or architectural significance to 
qualify for inclusion in the NRHP or CRHR. Therefore, none are considered a historical resource for 
the purposes of CEQA pursuant to §15064.5(a) of the CEQA Guidelines. 

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

The results of the cultural resources assessment concluded no historical resources are located 
within the project sites. The eight reservoirs proposed for retrofit or replacement were not found to 
possess the historical or architectural associations which would warrant eligibility in the NRHP or 
CRHR. As such, the reservoirs are not considered historical resources and their replacement or 
modification would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource pursuant to §15064.5. 

NO IMPACT 
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b. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

The results of the cultural resources assessment concluded no archaeological resources are located 
within the project sites. A known prehistoric cultural resource is located approximately 350 feet 
from one of the project sites; therefore, the project vicinity is considered sensitive for the presence 
of archaeological resources. However, because no archaeological resources were identified during 
the pedestrian field survey and proposed ground disturbance would occur mostly within previously 
disturbed soils, the potential to encounter intact archaeological resources is low. Nonetheless there 
is potential, although low, for archaeological resources to be unexpectedly encountered during 
ground disturbing activities. In the unlikely event of an unanticipated discovery, impacts to unknown 
archaeological resources would be potentially significant and mitigation measures would be 
required. With implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1, impacts pertaining to the potential 
discovery of archaeological resources would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

CUL-1 Unanticipated Discovery of Archaeological Resources 

In the event cultural resources are unexpectedly encountered during ground-disturbing activities, 
work in the immediate area must halt and an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualification Standards for archaeology (National Park Service 1983) shall be contacted 
immediately to evaluate the find. If the discovery proves to be NRHP eligible, additional work such 
as data recovery excavation and Native American consultation may be warranted to mitigate any 
adverse effects. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

c. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? 

While no formal cemeteries, other places of human internment, or burial grounds or sites are 
known to occur within the project area, there is a possibility that human remains can be 
unexpectedly encountered during ground disturbing activities. If human remains are unexpectedly 
encountered during ground disturbing activities, regulatory requirements specified in State Health 
and Safety Code Section 7050.5 require that no further disturbance occur until the County Coroner 
has made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98. If 
human remains of Native American origin are discovered during construction, the project would be 
required to adhere to state laws, including those that fall within the jurisdiction of the Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) (PRC Section 5097) relating to the disposition of Native 
American burials. If the human remains are determined to be prehistoric, the Coroner will notify the 
NAHC, which will determine and notify a most likely descendant (MLD). The MLD has 48 hours from 
being granted site access to make recommendations for the disposition of the remains. If the MLD 
does not make recommendations within 48 hours of granted access, the landowner shall reinter the 
remains in an area of the property secure from subsequent disturbance.  

With adherence to state law concerning the discovery of human remains, this impact would be less 
than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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6 Energy 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Result in a potentially significant 
environmental impact due to wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption 
of energy resources, during project 
construction or operation? □ □ □ ■ 

b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local 
plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency? □ □ □ ■ 

California is one of the lowest per capita energy users in the United States, ranked 48th in the nation, 
due to its energy efficiency programs and mild climate (United States Energy Information 
Administration 2021). Because the project would not result in a net increase in electricity or natural 
gas consumption during project construction or operation, the energy analysis focuses on the use of 
petroleum fuels. Petroleum fuels are primarily consumed by on-road and off-road equipment in 
addition to some industrial processes. California is one of the top producers of petroleum in the 
nation with drilling operations occurring throughout the state but concentrated primarily in Kern 
and Los Angeles counties. A network of crude oil pipelines connects production areas to oil 
refineries in the Los Angeles area, the San Francisco Bay area, and the Central Valley. California oil 
refineries also process Alaskan and foreign crude oil received at ports in Los Angeles, Long Beach, 
and the San Francisco Bay area (California Energy Commission [CEC] 2021). California requires all 
motorists use California Reformulated Gasoline, which is sourced almost exclusively from in-state 
refineries. Gasoline, which is used by light-duty cars, pickup trucks, and sport utility vehicles, is the 
most used transportation fuel in California with 15.4 billion gallons sold in 2019 (CEC 2020). Diesel, 
which is used primarily by heavy duty-trucks, delivery vehicles, buses, trains, ships, boats and 
barges, farm equipment, and heavy-duty construction and military vehicles, is the second most used 
fuel in California with 1.8 billion gallons sold in 2019 (CEC 2020). Table 7 summarizes the petroleum 
fuel consumption for Santa Barbara County, in which the project sites are located, as compared to 
statewide consumption. 

Table 7 2019 Annual Gasoline and Diesel Consumption 

Fuel Type 
Santa Barbara County 

(gallons) 
California 
(gallons) 

Proportion of  
Statewide Consumption1 

Gasoline 177,000,000 15,365,000,000 1.2% 

Diesel  19,000,000 1,756,000,000 1.1% 

1 For reference, the population of Santa Barbara County (451,840 persons) is approximately 1.1 percent of the population of California 
(39,782,870 persons) (California Department of Finance 2020). 

Source: California Energy Commission 2020 

Section 3-A 
Page 77



Montecito Water District 
Reservoir Retrofit and Replacement Project 

 
66 

Energy consumption is directly related to environmental quality in that the consumption of 
nonrenewable energy resources releases criteria air pollutant and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 
into the atmosphere. The environmental impacts of air pollutant and GHG emissions associated with 
the project’s energy consumption are discussed in detail in Section 3, Air Quality, and Section 8, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, respectively. 

a. Would the project result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or 
operation? 

The proposed project would use nonrenewable resources as detailed in the following subsections. 
Project-specific information and the CalEEMod outputs for the air pollutant and GHG emissions 
modeling (Appendix A) were used to estimate energy consumption associated with the proposed 
project. 

Construction Energy Demand 
The project would require various construction activities, including demolition, site preparation, 
grading, reservoir modifications, and site restoration. During project construction, energy would be 
consumed in the form of petroleum-based fuels used to power off-road construction vehicles and 
equipment on the project sites, construction worker travel to and from the project sites, and 
vehicles used to deliver materials to the site. As shown in Table 8, project construction would 
require approximately 12,090 gallons of gasoline and approximately 368,620 gallons of diesel fuel. 
These construction energy estimates are conservative because they assume that the construction 
equipment used in each phase of construction is operating every day of construction. 

Table 8 Estimated Fuel Consumption during Construction 

Source 

Fuel Consumption (gallons) 

Gasoline Diesel 

Construction Equipment and Hauling Trips – 368,620 

Construction Worker Vehicle Trips 12,090 – 

See Appendix C for energy calculation sheets. 

Energy use during construction would be temporary in nature, and construction equipment used 
would be typical of similar-sized construction projects in the region. In addition, construction 
contractors would be required to comply with the provisions of California Code of Regulations 
Title 13 Sections 2449 and 2485, which prohibit diesel-fueled commercial motor vehicles and off-
road diesel vehicles from idling for more than five minutes and would minimize unnecessary fuel 
consumption. Construction equipment would be subject to the U.S. EPA Construction Equipment 
Fuel Efficiency Standard, which would also minimize inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary fuel 
consumption. These practices would result in efficient use of energy necessary to construct the 
project. In the interest of cost-efficiency, construction contractors also would not utilize fuel in a 
manner that is wasteful or unnecessary. Overall, construction of the project would be temporary 
and typical of similar projects. Therefore, the project would not involve the inefficient, wasteful, and 
unnecessary use of energy during construction, and the construction-phase impact related to 
energy consumption would be less than significant. 
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Operational Energy Demand 
As detailed under Project Description, operational activities at the eight reservoir sites would 
resume per existing conditions upon completion of construction. District staff would perform 
approximately one daily vehicle trip to each reservoir site for visual observation, as under existing 
conditions. The proposed project would not increase storage capacity or throughput at the 
reservoirs. Project operation would not increase electricity consumption at the reservoir sites. 
Therefore, there would be no net new energy consumption associated with operational activities, 
and project operation would not result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to 
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources. No impact would occur.  

NO IMPACT 

b. Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency? 

The District does not have any specific renewable energy or energy efficiency plans with which the 
project could comply. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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7 Geology and Soils 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Directly or indirectly cause potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:     

1. Rupture of a known earthquake 
fault, as delineated on the most 
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or 
based on other substantial evidence 
of a known fault? □ □ □ ■ 

2. Strong seismic ground shaking? □ □ □ ■ 
3. Seismic-related ground failure, 

including liquefaction? □ □ □ ■ 

4. Landslides? □ □ □ ■ 
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the 

loss of topsoil? □ □ ■ □ 
c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that 

is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, or collapse? □ □ ■ □ 

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined 
in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building 
Code (1994), creating substantial direct 
or indirect risks to life or property? □ □ □ ■ 

e. Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of wastewater? □ □ □ ■ 

f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? □ ■ □ □ 
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Geologic Setting 
The project sites are situated throughout the foothills of the Santa Ynez Mountains in Santa Barbara 
County. The project sites are located in the Transverse Ranges Geomorphic Province, characterized 
by east-west trending mountain ranges (County of Santa Barbara 1979b). The province is bounded 
on the north by the Coastal Ranges (Sierra Madre Mountains), on the south by the Peninsular 
Ranges and the Pacific Ocean, on the east by the Mojave Desert, and on the west by the Pacific 
Ocean. 

The Transverse Ranges Geomorphic Province is seismically active, bounded by three major fault 
zones, including the San Andreas Fault and Big Pine Fault to the north and the Malibu Coast Fault to 
the south. Seismic events can result in ground shaking, liquefaction, landslides, subsidence, 
tsunamis, and seiches. 

The paleontological sensitivities of the geologic units underlying the reservoir sites were evaluated 
to determine if the proposed project could result in significant impacts to paleontological resources. 
The analysis was based on the results of an online paleontological locality search and review of 
existing information in the scientific literature concerning known fossils within geologic units 
mapped within the reservoir sites. Fossil collections records from the Paleobiology Database and 
University of California Museum of Paleontology (UCMP) online database were reviewed for known 
fossil localities in Santa Barbara County (Paleobiology Database 2021; UCMP 2021). Based on the 
available information contained within existing scientific literature and the UCMP database, 
paleontological sensitivities were assigned to the geologic units underlying the reservoir sites. The 
potential for impacts to scientifically important paleontological resources is based on the potential 
for ground disturbance to directly impact paleontologically sensitive geologic units. The Society of 
Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) has developed a system for assessing paleontological sensitivity and 
describes sedimentary rock units as having high, low, undetermined, or no potential for containing 
scientifically significant nonrenewable paleontological resources (SVP 2010). This system is based on 
rock units within which vertebrate or significant invertebrate fossils have been determined by 
previous studies to be present or likely to be present. 

The reservoir sites are situated within the Transverse Ranges geomorphic province (California 
Geological Survey 2002). The Transverse Ranges extend from southwestern San Bernardino County, 
westward through northern Los Angeles County and Ventura County, and terminate at the Pacific 
Ocean near Point Arguello in western Santa Barbara County. The Transverse Ranges near the 
reservoir sites include the Santa Ynez Mountains and are characterized by east-west trending faults, 
and folds, including the active San Andreas fault (Norris and Webb 1990). The surface geology of the 
reservoir sites is mapped as Quaternary young (middle to late Holocene) alluvial deposits (Qa), 
Quaternary old (Pleistocene to early Holocene) alluvial deposits (Qoa), Oligocene Sespe Formation 
(Tspl), and Eocene Coldwater Sandstone (Tcw) (Dibblee and Ehrenspeck 1986; Minor et al. 2009) 

 Quaternary young (middle to late Holocene) alluvium (Qa). Middle to late Holocene alluvial 
deposits, mapped within the Buena Vista Reservoir site, are composed of unconsolidated to 
moderately consolidated, silt, sand, and gravel. Middle to late Holocene alluvial fan deposits are 
typically too young (i.e., less than 5,000 years old) to preserve paleontological resources and are 
determined to have a low paleontological sensitivity according to SVP (2010) standards. 
However, middle to late Holocene alluvial deposits may grade downward into older alluvial 
sediments of early Holocene to Pleistocene age at shallow or unknown depths within the 
reservoir sites. Accurately assessing the boundaries between younger and older units is 
generally not possible without site-specific stratigraphic data, radiometric dating or fossil 
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analysis; however, underlying geologic units can occur near the surface, especially in areas near 
basin margins. A conservative estimate of the depth at which paleontologically sensitive units 
may occur ensures impact avoidance. Given the proximity of the proposed project to the 
surrounding mountains (i.e., Santa Ynez Mountains) and the prevalence of older deposits (e.g., 
Qoa) mapped at the surface throughout the region, Rincon estimates the transition between 
younger alluvial sediments (i.e., Qa) and older units could occur at depths as shallow as three (3) 
feet below ground surface. Consequently, middle to late Holocene alluvial deposits are assigned 
a low paleontological sensitivity at the surface, increasing to high at depths below three feet.  

 Quaternary old (Pleistocene to early Holocene) alluvium (Qoa). Pleistocene to early Holocene 
alluvial deposits, mapped within the Bella Vista Reservoir, Doulton Reservoir, Hot Springs 
Reservoir, Park Lane Reservoir, and Romero Reservoir sites; consist of moderately-consolidated, 
crudely stratified, nonmarine sediments of poorly-sorted clayey to silty and pebbly sand, silty to 
sandy pebble-cobble-boulder gravel, sandy to pebbly clay, and conglomerate (Minor et al. 
2009). Quaternary old alluvial deposits have yielded significant vertebrate fossil localities 
throughout southern California from the coastal areas to the inland valleys. These localities have 
produced fossil specimens of terrestrial mammals such as mammoth, horse, camel, bison, 
rodent, bird, and reptile (Jefferson 2010; Paleobiology Database 2021; UCMP 2021). Therefore, 
Pleistocene to early Holocene alluvial deposits (Qoa) are assigned a high paleontological 
sensitivity. 

 Oligocene Sespe Formation (Tspl). The non-marine Sespe Formation, mapped within the Cold 
Springs Reservoir and Terminal Reservoir sites, is composed of red-brown to yellow-brown, 
well-indurated, commonly cross bedded sandstone with imbricated pebble conglomerate and 
dark brown claystone (Dibblee and Ehrenspeck 1986). The Sespe Formation has yielded 
numerous fossil specimens of at least 35 mammalian, rodent, reptile, and bird species 
(Paleobiology Database 2021; UCMP 2021). Consequently, Oligocene Sespe Formation (Tsp) is 
assigned a high paleontological sensitivity. 

 Eocene Coldwater Sandstone (Tcw). The marine Coldwater Sandstone, mapped within the Bella 
Vista Reservoir, Cold Springs Reservoir, Park Lane Reservoir, and Terminal Reservoir sites, is 
composed of sandstone, greenish-gray shale and siltstone, pebble conglomerate, and oyster 
reef debris (Dibblee and Ehrenspeck 1986). The Coldwater Formation has produced various 
invertebrate and microfossil localities and at least two vertebrate localities yielding unidentified 
mammalian specimens (Paleobiology Database 2021; UCMP 2021). Therefore, Eocene 
Coldwater Sandstone (Tcw) is assigned a high paleontological sensitivity. 

a.1. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the 
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? 

a.2. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking? 

a.3. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

The project sites are not located in an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone (CDOC 2021a). The nearest faults to 
the project are the Santa Ynez, Mission Ridge, and Arroyo Parida faults, approximately two miles 
north, three miles southwest, and two miles south, respectively (CDOC 2021b). Liquefaction occurs 
when the strength and stiffness of a soil is reduced by intense ground shaking typically associated 
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with an earthquake in areas with a high groundwater table. There is no historical evidence of 
liquefaction in Santa Barbara County (County of Santa Barbara 1979b).  

The purpose of the proposed project is to seismically retrofit existing water storage infrastructure in 
the District’s service area. Design and construction of the proposed project would conform to the 
current seismic design provisions of the California Building Code, which incorporates the latest 
seismic design standards for structural loads and materials. Consequently, the project would not 
expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects involving strong seismic ground 
shaking. In fact, the project would have a beneficial impact related to risks associated with seismic 
ground shaking. No adverse impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

a.4. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides? 

The proposed project involves seismic retrofits, repairs, and replacements at existing water storage 
infrastructure. According to the CDOC, the Doulton Reservoir is located in a potential landslide zone. 
However, the proposed project would improve the structural stability of Doulton Reservoir. As 
stated in the Project Description, the proposed project would replace in kind the existing tank and 
foundation at Doulton Reservoir. The new steel tank would be designed and fabricated per the 
AWWA Standard D100. As a result of the proposed project, the infrastructure at Doulton Reservoir 
would be more resilient against the risk of landslides. Further, the project does not include 
habitable structures and would therefore not expose people to loss, injury, or death involving 
landslides. As such, no adverse impact related to landslides would occur.  

NO IMPACT 

b. Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Soil erosion or the loss of topsoil may occur when soils are disturbed but not secured or restored, 
such that wind or rain events may mobilize disturbed soils, resulting in their transport off the project 
sites. Construction activities would include grading and excavation, which could potentially result in 
erosion.  

Construction activities would be subject to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) Construction General Permit. The Construction General Permit requires implementation of 
a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that outlines project-specific BMPs for stormwater 
control, including BMPs to control erosion. Such BMPs include the use of temporary de-silting 
basins, installation of silt fences and erosion control blankets, and use of tarps on stockpiled soil.  

As discussed in Section 10, Hydrology and Water Quality, compliance with the NPDES Construction 
General Permit would reduce potential impacts associated with construction-related soil erosion to 
a less-than-significant level. The proposed project would not expand impervious surfaces on the 
reservoir sites. Upon completion of construction, operation and maintenance activities would return 
to existing conditions. As such, operation of the project would not increase soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil on the reservoir sites.  

Potential impacts to soil erosion and the loss of topsoil would be less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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c. Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

Although the project sites are located in a seismically active area, the project is not anticipated to 
adversely affect soil stability or increase the potential for local or regional landslides, liquefaction, 
lateral spreading, or collapse. The proposed project would seismically retrofit existing water 
infrastructure, and would reduce rather than exacerbate seismic hazards. Design and construction 
of the proposed project would conform to the current design provisions of the California Building 
Code. As such, no adverse impact would occur.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

d. Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform 
Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

The proposed project involves seismic retrofits, repairs, and replacements at existing water storage 
infrastructure in the District’s service area. As such, the purpose of the project is to improve the 
physical stability of the reservoir infrastructure. Furthermore, prior to construction, geotechnical 
investigations would be conducted at the reservoir sites to inform soil fill needs for excavated areas, 
thereby reducing the risk of expansive soils in excavated areas. 

In addition, the proposed project does not include habitable structures and would therefore not 
expose people to direct or indirect fatal risks. Therefore, no adverse impact related to expansive 
soils would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

e. Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater? 

The proposed project would not include the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

f. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature? 

As discussed above, the paleontological sensitivities of the geologic units underlying the reservoir 
sites were evaluated to determine if the proposed project could result in significant impacts to 
paleontological resources. The analysis was based on the results of an online paleontological locality 
search and review of existing information in the scientific literature concerning known fossils within 
geologic units mapped within the reservoir sites. Ground-disturbing activities in previously 
undisturbed (intact/native) portions of the reservoir sites underlain by geologic units with a high 
paleontological sensitivity (i.e., Qoa, Tspl, and Tcw) may result in significant impacts to 
paleontological resources under CEQA. Impacts would be significant if construction activities result 
in the destruction, damage, or loss of scientifically important paleontological resources and 
associated stratigraphic and paleontological data. The activities may include grading, excavation, or 
other activities that disturb substantial quantities of the subsurface geologic units with a high 
paleontological sensitivity. However, all project areas mapped as high paleontological sensitivity at 
the surface have been previously developed. Based on the nature of the proposed improvements, 
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proposed depths of disturbance, and existing site conditions, project-related ground disturbance 
(i.e., excavations) is not anticipated to include ground disturbing activities within previously 
undisturbed (native) sediments, and is thus unlikely to impact fossiliferous deposits or result in 
significant impacts to paleontological resources. 

Although encountering fossil resources during project-related ground disturbance is unlikely, a low 
potential for impacts to paleontological resources remains. In the unlikely event of an unanticipated 
discovery, impacts to unknown paleontological resources would be potentially significant and 
mitigation measures would be required.  

Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would be triggered in the event that previously undisturbed (native) 
deposits with high paleontological sensitivity units are impacted during project ground disturbance. 
Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would apply to all phases of project construction and would reduce 
potential impacts to paleontological resources to a less-than-significant level by providing for the 
recovery, identification, and curation of previously unrecovered fossils. This impact would be less 
than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Mitigation Measure 

GEO-1 Unanticipated Discovery of Paleontological Resources 

In the event an unanticipated fossil discovery is made during the course of project development, 
construction activity should be halted in the immediate vicinity of the fossil, and a qualified 
professional paleontologist should be notified and retained to evaluate the discovery, determine its 
significance, and determine if additional mitigation or treatment is warranted. Work in the area of 
the discovery will resume once the find is properly documented and authorization is given to 
resume construction work. Any significant paleontological resources found during construction 
monitoring will be prepared, identified, analyzed, and permanently curated in an approved regional 
museum repository under the oversight of the qualified paleontologist.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 
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8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, 
either directly or indirectly, that may 
have a significant impact on the 
environment? □ □ ■ □ 

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

Overview of Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases 
Climate change is the observed increase in the average temperature of the Earth’s atmosphere and 
oceans along with other substantial changes in climate (such as wind patterns, precipitation, and 
storms) over an extended period of time. Climate change is the result of numerous, cumulative 
sources of GHG emissions contributing to the “greenhouse effect,” a natural occurrence which takes 
place in Earth’s atmosphere and helps regulate the temperature of the planet. The majority of 
radiation from the sun hits the Earth’s surface and warms it. The surface, in turn, radiates heat back 
towards the atmosphere in the form of infrared radiation. Gases and clouds in the atmosphere trap 
and prevent some of this heat from escaping into space and re-radiate it in all directions.  

GHG emissions occur both naturally and as a result of human activities, such as fossil fuel burning, 
decomposition of landfill wastes, raising livestock, deforestation, and some agricultural practices. 
GHGs produced by human activities include carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, 
hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. Different types of GHGs have 
varying global warming potentials (GWP). The GWP of a GHG is the potential of a gas or aerosol to 
trap heat in the atmosphere over a specified timescale (generally, 100 years). Because GHGs absorb 
different amounts of heat, a common reference gas (carbon dioxide) is used to relate the amount of 
heat absorbed to the amount of the gas emitted, referred to as “carbon dioxide equivalent” (CO2e), 
which is the amount of GHG emitted multiplied by its GWP. Carbon dioxide has a 100-year GWP of 
one. By contrast, methane has a GWP of 28, meaning its global warming effect is 28 times greater 
than carbon dioxide on a molecule per molecule basis (IPCC 2014).2 

Anthropogenic activities since the beginning of the industrial revolution (approximately 250 years 
ago) are adding to the natural greenhouse effect by increasing the concentration of GHGs in the 
atmosphere that trap heat. Since the late 1700s, estimated concentrations of carbon dioxide, 
methane, and nitrous oxide in the atmosphere have increased by over 43 percent, 156 percent, and 
17 percent, respectively, primarily due to human activity (U.S. EPA 2021b). Emissions resulting from 

 
2 The IPCC’s (2014b) Fifth Assessment Report determined that methane has a GWP of 28. However, the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan 
published by the California Air Resources Board uses a GWP of 25 for methane, consistent with the IPCC’s (2007) Fourth Assessment 
Report. Therefore, this analysis utilizes a GWP of 25. 
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human activities are thereby contributing to an average increase in the Earth’s temperature. 
Potential climate change impacts in California may include loss of snowpack, sea level rise, more 
extreme heat days per year, more high ozone days, more large forest fires, and more drought years 
(State of California 2018). 

Regulatory Framework 

In response to climate change, California implemented Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the “California Global 
Warming Solutions Act of 2006.” AB 32 required the reduction of statewide GHG emissions to 1990 
emissions levels (essentially a 15 percent reduction below 2005 emission levels) by 2020 and the 
adoption of rules and regulations to achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-
effective GHG emissions reductions. On September 8, 2016, the Governor signed Senate Bill (SB) 32 
into law, extending AB 32 by requiring the state to further reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent 
below 1990 levels by 2030 (the other provisions of AB 32 remain unchanged). On December 14, 
2017, the CARB adopted the 2017 Scoping Plan, which provides a framework for achieving the 2030 
target. The 2017 Scoping Plan relies on the continuation and expansion of existing policies and 
regulations, such as the Cap-and-Trade Program and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard, and 
implementation of recently adopted policies and legislation, such as SB 1383 (aimed at reducing 
short-lived climate pollutants including methane, hydrofluorocarbon gases, and anthropogenic black 
carbon) and SB 100 (discussed further below). The 2017 Scoping Plan also puts an increased 
emphasis on innovation, adoption of existing technology, and strategic investment to support its 
strategies. As with the 2013 Scoping Plan Update, the 2017 Scoping Plan does not provide project-
level thresholds for land use development. Instead, it recommends local governments adopt policies 
and locally-appropriate quantitative thresholds consistent with a statewide per capita goal of six 
metric tons (MT) of carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e) by 2030 and two MT of CO2e by 2050 (CARB 
2017).  

Methodology 
Calculations of carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide emissions are provided to identify the 
magnitude of potential project effects. GHG emissions associated with project construction were 
estimated using CalEEMod, version 2016.3.2, with the assumptions described under Section 3, Air 
Quality. In addition, in accordance with the County of Santa Barbara’s recommended methodology, 
GHG emissions from construction of the proposed project were amortized over a 30-year period 
and added to annual operational emissions to determine the project’s total annual GHG emissions 
(County of Santa Barbara 2021a).3 Operational emissions were not quantified because, as detailed 
under Project Description, the project would not result in changes to existing operation and 
maintenance activities conducted by the District; therefore, no net new operational emissions 
would be generated by the project. 

Significance Thresholds 
Individual projects do not generate sufficient GHG emissions to influence climate change directly. 
However, physical changes caused by a project can contribute incrementally to significant 
cumulative effects, even if individual changes resulting from a project are limited. The issue of 
climate change typically involves an analysis of whether a project’s contribution towards an impact 

 

3 The lifespan of the reservoirs is likely greater than 30 years; however, 30 years has been conservatively used as the amortization period 
consistent with the County of Santa Barbara’s recommended methodology. 
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would be cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively considerable” means the incremental effects of 
an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 
other current projects, and probable future projects (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064[h][1]). 

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5(b), projects can tier from a qualified GHG reduction 
plan, which allows for project-level evaluation of GHG emissions through the comparison of the 
project’s consistency with the GHG reduction policies included in a qualified GHG reduction plan. 
The District has not adopted a qualified GHG reduction plan; therefore, this approach cannot be 
utilized for this analysis. 

On January 26, 2021, the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors adopted interim thresholds of 
significance that apply to land use projects and plans that are not otherwise subject to the County’s 
existing industrial stationary source threshold. The interim thresholds for land use projects and 
plans are based on the County’s 2030 GHG emissions target (i.e., 50 percent below 2007 levels by 
2030). The County’s GHG emissions inventory and forecast include emissions generated by the 
treatment and conveyance of water to residential, commercial, and other land uses; however, it 
does not include emissions generated by the District’s operation and maintenance activities. Given 
that the eight reservoirs are located in the unincorporated area of Santa Barbara County and the 
project would involve construction activities similar in nature to those included in the County’s GHG 
emissions inventory for land use development projects, the District has determined that it is 
appropriate to use the County’s thresholds. The County’s thresholds consist of a bright-line 
Screening Threshold and an efficiency (i.e., per capita) Significance Threshold. The Screening 
Threshold is 300 MT of CO2e per year; projects that emit GHG emissions less than this threshold are 
presumed to have a less-than-significant impact. For projects that generate emissions in excess of 
the Screening Threshold, emissions should be evaluated using the Significance Threshold of 3.8 MT 
of CO2e per service person per year (County of Santa Barbara 2021a). 

a. Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment? 

Construction Emissions 
Construction of the proposed project would generate temporary GHG emissions primarily from 
operation of on-site construction equipment as well as from vehicles transporting construction 
workers to and from the project sites and heavy trucks to transport building materials and soil 
export. As shown in Table 9, construction of the proposed project would generate an estimated 
total of 3,503 MT of CO2e. Amortized over a 30-year period per County of Santa Barbara guidance, 
construction of the proposed project would generate an estimated 117 MT of CO2e per year, which 
would not exceed the screening threshold of 300 MT of CO2e per year. Therefore, impacts would be 
less than significant. 
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Table 9 Estimated Construction GHG Emissions 
 Total Emissions (MT of CO2e) 

Bella Vista 184 

Buena Vista 236 

Cold Springs 574 

Doulton 442 

Hot Springs 370 

Park Lane 614 

Romero 385 

Terminal 698 

Total 3,503 

Amortized over 30 years 117 per year 

Screening Threshold 300 per year 

Threshold Exceeded? No 

GHG = greenhouse gas emissions; MT = metric tons; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalents 

Notes: Emissions modeling was completed using CalEEMod. See Appendix A for modeling results. 

Operational Emissions 
As detailed under Project Description, operational activities at the eight reservoir sites would 
resume per existing conditions upon completion of construction. District staff would perform 
approximately one daily vehicle trip to each reservoir site for visual observation, as under existing 
conditions. The proposed project would not increase storage capacity or throughput at the 
reservoirs. Project operation would not increase electricity consumption at the reservoir sites. 
Therefore, there would be no net new GHG emissions associated with operational activities, and 
project operation would not generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment. No impact would occur.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

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

The SBCAPCD and District have not adopted any plans, policies, or regulations for the purpose of 
reducing GHG emissions. The County of Santa Barbara adopted its current Energy and Climate 
Action Plan in 2015; however, this plan is not applicable to the proposed project because it does not 
cover GHG emissions generated by District activities. Nevertheless, because the proposed project 
would not result in a significant increase in GHG emissions, it would not conflict with any applicable 
plans, policies or regulations for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Therefore, no impact 
would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Create a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials? □ □ ■ □ 

b. Create a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the 
environment? □ □ ■ □ 

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within 
0.25 mile of an existing or proposed 
school? □ □ □ ■ 

d. Be located on a site that is included on a 
list of hazardous material sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? □ □ □ ■ 

e. For a project located in an airport land 
use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within two miles of a 
public airport or public use airport, would 
the project result in a safety hazard or 
excessive noise for people residing or 
working in the project area? □ □ □ ■ 

f. Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? □ □ ■ □ 

g. Expose people or structures, either 
directly or indirectly, to a significant risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland 
fires? □ □ ■ □ 
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a. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

b. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

Construction of the proposed project would temporarily increase the transport and use of 
hazardous materials during the use of construction vehicles and equipment. Construction activities 
could cause an upset or accident condition. If such conditions result in a release of hazardous 
materials into the environment, potential impacts could occur. Limited quantities of miscellaneous 
hazardous substances, such as diesel fuel, oil, solvents, painting/coating systems and other similar 
materials, would be brought onto the reservoir sites, used, and stored during the construction 
period. These materials would be disposed off-site in accordance with applicable laws pertaining to 
the handling and disposal of hazardous waste. The transport, use, and storage of hazardous 
materials during construction would be conducted in accordance with applicable federal and State 
laws, such as the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act, California Hazardous Material 
Management Act, and California Code of Regulations, Title 22. As such, construction-related impacts 
related to reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions would be less than significant. 
Furthermore, Mitigation Measure BIO-4 requires the implementation of construction materials and 
equipment storage BMPs to prevent spills or leakage. Mitigation Measure BIO-5 requires additional 
construction BMPs, including a measure requiring the contractor to prevent oil, petroleum products, 
or any other pollutants from contaminating the soil or entering a watercourse. These mitigation 
measures would further reduce the already less than significant construction impacts related to the 
transport, use, and storage of hazardous materials and reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions. 

Upon completion of construction, operational activities at the eight reservoir sites would resume 
per existing conditions. The existing water storage facilities do not store hazardous materials. As 
such, operation of the proposed project would not introduce a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment. No operational impacts would occur.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

c. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school? 

The nearest school to the project sites is Westmont College, which is located approximately 0.4 mile 
southwest of Cold Springs Reservoir. As previously described in items (a) and (b), there is potential 
for an accidental spill or release of hazardous or potentially hazardous materials, such as vehicle and 
equipment fuels, to occur during project construction. However, the reservoir sites and off-site 
staging area are not within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school. Project construction would 
not involve substantial airborne emissions of hazardous materials, and any vehicle and equipment 
fuels accidentally released on the project sites would be unlikely to travel 0.4 miles over ground or 
via waterways to impact Westmont College. In addition, as previously discussed in items (a) and (b), 
project operation would not involve the storage of hazardous materials. Neither project 
construction nor operation would adversely impact schools due to the handling of hazardous 
materials. 
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Therefore, the project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

d. Would the project be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous material sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment? 

Government Code Section 65962.5 requires the California Environmental Protection Agency to 
develop an updated Cortese List. The California Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) is 
responsible for a portion of the information contained in the Cortese List. Other state and local 
government agencies are required to provide additional hazardous material release information for 
the Cortese List. The analysis for this section included a review of the following resources on April 
28, 2021 to provide hazardous material release information: (1) SWRCB (2021) GeoTracker database 
and (2) DTSC (2021) EnviroStor database. 

Based on review of these databases, it was determined the existing reservoirs and off-site staging 
area are not included on existing lists of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5. Therefore, no impact would occur.  

NO IMPACT 

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a 
safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area? 

The closest public airport to the project is the Santa Barbara Airport, located approximately 10.5 
miles southwest of Cold Springs Reservoir. Therefore, the project would not be located in an area 
covered by an airport land use plan and within two miles of a public or public-use airport. No impact 
would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

f. Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

As discussed in Section 17, Transportation, the proposed project would not impair implementation 
or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 
Although there would be construction-related vehicle trips associated with the project, equipment 
staging would occur on property owned by the District and result in minimal trips.  

No changes to the existing street system are proposed that could result in inadequate emergency 
access post-construction, nor would project operation and maintenance introduce new activities or 
substantial operational traffic with the potential to result in inadequate emergency access. 
Operational use of the proposed project would return to existing conditions, which currently do not 
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Therefore, the 
impact related to emergency access during project operation would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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g. Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires? 

As discussed in Section 20, Wildfire, the reservoir sites are located in a State Responsibility Area 
designated as a moderate to very high fire hazard severity zone (California Department of Forestry 
and Fire Protection [CALFIRE] 2020). Project construction would involve the use of heavy equipment 
in a vegetated hillside area, which could potentially result in sparks which could ignite surrounding 
vegetation. The project would be required to comply with applicable regulations relating to 
construction in vegetated and forested landscapes, including mandatory use of spark arrestors (PRC 
Section 4442), maintenance of fire suppression equipment during the highest fire danger period 
(PRC Section 4428), and adherence to standards for conducting construction activities on days when 
a burning permit is required (PRC Sections 4427 and 4431). With adherence to these regulatory 
requirements, construction-related wildfire risks would be less than significant. 

The project would not pose a substantial risk of wildfire ignition once operational. The project would 
not include housing or other structures which could accommodate occupants, and therefore, would 
not house occupants which could potentially be exposed to risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
wildland fires. Impacts related to wildland fires would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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10 Hydrology and Water Quality 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Violate any water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements or 
otherwise substantially degrade surface 
or ground water quality? □ □ ■ □ 

b. Substantially decrease groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that the 
project may impede sustainable 
groundwater management of the basin? □ □ □ ■ 

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner which 
would:     

(i) Result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- or off-site; □ □ ■ □ 

(ii) Substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a 
manner which would result in 
flooding on- or off-site; □ □ ■ □ 

(iii) Create or contribute runoff water 
which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or □ □ ■ □ 

(iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? □ □ ■ □ 
d. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, 

risk release of pollutants due to project 
inundation? □ □ □ ■ 

e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation 
of a water quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater management 
plan? □ □ ■ □ 
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Hydrologic Setting 
The project sites are located in the Central Coast Hydrologic Region, which covers approximately 
11,300 square miles of watersheds draining to the Pacific Ocean. The Central Coast Hydrological 
Region includes all of Santa Cruz, Monterey, San Luis Obispo, and Santa Barbara counties, most of 
San Benito County, and parts of San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Ventura counties. The region contains 
numerous major drainages, such as the Salinas, Cuyama, Santa Ynez, Santa Maria, San Antonio, San 
Lorenzo, San Benito, Pajaro, Nacimiento, Carmel, and Big Sur Rivers (California Department of Water 
Resources [DWR] 2003).  

The project sites are located in the approximately 563-square mile San Pedro Creek-Frontal Santa 
Barbara Channel Watershed. The project sites are located approximately two miles north of the 
Pacific Ocean in the Santa Ynez foothills above Montecito. The San Pedro Creek-Frontal Santa 
Barbara Channel Watershed, including the project sites, is under the jurisdiction of the Central Coast 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) (Region 3). The Central Coast RWQCB sets water 
quality objectives and monitors surface water quality through the implementation of the Water 
Quality Control Plan for the Central Coast Region (Basin Plan). 

The project sites overlie the Santa Barbara and Carpinteria Subbasins of the Central Coast 
Groundwater Basin (Basin 3-1). In 2018, the District formed the Montecito Groundwater Basin 
Groundwater Sustainability Agency to implement the planning requirements of the Sustainable 
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) for the Montecito Groundwater Basin, which includes the 
Santa Barbara and Carpinteria Subbasins (Montecito Water District 2021). The Montecito 
Groundwater Basin is designated a “Medium” priority basin by DWR and, therefore, requires 
preparation of a Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP). 

a. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or 
otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality? 

Construction 
Grading, excavation, and other construction activities associated with the project could adversely 
affect water quality due to erosion resulting from exposed soils and the generation of water 
pollutants, including trash, construction materials, and equipment fluids. Soil disturbance associated 
with site preparation and grading activities would result in looser, exposed soils, which are more 
susceptible to erosion. Additionally, spills, leakage, or improper handling and storage of substances 
such as oils, fuels, chemicals, metals, and other substances from vehicles, equipment, and materials 
used during project construction could contribute to stormwater pollutants or leach to underlying 
groundwater. 

Construction activities would be subject to the NPDES Construction General Permit, which requires 
visual monitoring of stormwater and non-stormwater discharges, sampling, analysis, and monitoring 
of non-visible pollutants, and compliance with all applicable water quality standards established for 
receiving waters potentially affected by construction discharges. Furthermore, the Construction 
General Permit requires implementation of a SWPPP that outlines project-specific BMPs to control 
erosion. Such BMPs may include but would not be limited to the use of temporary de-silting basins, 
construction vehicle maintenance in staging areas to avoid leaks, and installation of silt fences and 
erosion control blankets. The construction SWPPP and BMPs would be designed to prevent 
sedimentation of both on-site and off-site surface waters from construction activities; prevent 
leaking of pollutants such as oil, grease, and chemicals; and implement spill control and response 
measures in the case of accidental releases. 
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As such, construction-related impacts would be less than significant.  

Operation 
The proposed project would not expand impervious surfaces on the reservoir sites. As such, the 
project would not increase stormwater runoff from the sites. In addition, project operation would 
not involve storage of hazardous materials that could infiltrate or degrade surface and groundwater. 
Therefore, project operation would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality. No operational 
impact would occur. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

b. Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin? 

The proposed project would not expand impervious surface area on the reservoir sites which could 
inhibit groundwater recharge, as the project consists of repairs to existing infrastructure. The 
existing water reservoirs store surface water supplies, not groundwater supplies. Moreover, the 
project would not increase the amount of water currently being supplied to existing customers or 
provide water to areas currently not serviced by the District. As such, the project would not involve 
acquisition of new water supplies or additional groundwater extraction. No impact related to 
groundwater supplies or groundwater recharge would occur.  

NO IMPACT 

c.(i) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or 
off-site? 

c.(ii) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

c.(iii) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner that would create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

c.(iv) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would impede or redirect flood flows? 

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps, 
Doulton Reservoir is located in Zone D, Buena Vista Reservoir is located within a Special Flood 
Hazard Area, and the remaining six reservoirs are located in Zone X (FEMA 2021). Zone D indicates 
an area of undetermined flood hazard, and Zone X indicates an area of minimal flood hazard. The 
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Special Flood Hazard Area in which Buena Vista Reservoir is located is designated as a regulatory 
floodway.  

The project would generally preserve drainage patterns on site, with water continuing to flow from 
higher elevations during precipitation events. The project would not alter the course of a stream or 
river. Additionally, construction and operation of the project would not increase impervious 
surfaces on site. Consequently, the project would not divert or redirect flood flows. 

Given that the project would generally preserve existing drainage patterns on site, would not alter 
the course of a stream or river, and would not divert or redirect flood flows, potential impacts 
related to the alteration of the site’s drainage pattern would be less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

d. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, would the project risk release of pollutants due to 
project inundation? 

As discussed above, the reservoir sites are designated Zones D, X, and within a Special Flood Hazard 
Area on the most recent FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map, indicating areas of undetermined flood 
hazard, minimal flood hazard, and presence of a regulatory floodway, respectively. The reservoir 
sites are located approximately two miles north of the Pacific Ocean and are not located within a 
tsunami inundation zone (CDOC 2021c). The nearest inland surface water body that may be subject 
to seiche is Jameson Lake, located approximately four miles northeast of the reservoir sites. Given 
the distance to this water body, the reservoir sites would not be subject to inundation by seiche.  

Although Buena Vista Reservoir is located within a regulatory floodway and therefore subject to 
inundation, the operational use of the proposed project would be consistent with existing site 
conditions, and therefore would not increase the risk of pollutant release due to flooding. As such, 
no impact related to risk of release of pollutants due to project inundation would occur.  

NO IMPACT 

e. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater management plan? 

The reservoir sites are located in the jurisdiction of Central Coast RWQCB Region 3 (Central Coast), 
which is responsible for preparing the Basin Plan for the Central Coast Basin. The Basin Plan 
designates beneficial uses of water in the region and establishes narrative and numerical water 
quality objectives. The State has developed total maximum daily loads (also called TMDLs), which 
are a calculation of the maximum amount of a pollutant a water body can have and still meet water 
quality objectives established by the region. 

As described above, the project would implement stormwater BMPs to minimize potential 
temporary, construction-related water quality impacts pursuant to compliance with the NPDES 
Construction General Permit. Furthermore, project operation would not involve ground disturbance 
that would contribute to runoff of sediment or sediment-bound pollutants, and the project does not 
involve use of septic systems, pet parks, agricultural land, or other land uses commonly associated 
with high concentrations of nutrients, indicator bacteria, or chemical toxicity. Therefore, the project 
would not impair existing or potential beneficial uses of nearby water bodies. As such, the project 
would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the Basin Plan.  

The reservoir sites overlie the Santa Barbara and Carpinteria Groundwater Subbasins, which are 
within the jurisdiction for of the Montecito Groundwater Sustainability Agency. The District leads 
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the Montecito Groundwater Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency and is in the process of 
preparing a GSP pursuant to the requirements of SGMA (County of Santa Barbara 2021c). The 
project would involve repairs to water storage reservoirs and proposes no increase in groundwater 
production. As such, the project would not increase groundwater extraction and would not conflict 
with or obstruct implementation of a GSP. This impact would be less than significant.  

NO IMPACT 
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11 Land Use and Planning 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Physically divide an established 
community? □ □ □ ■ 

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

a. Would the project physically divide an established community? 

The proposed project would repair and retrofit existing water storage reservoirs in the District’s 
service area. Although existing reservoirs are located adjacent to and within communities, no new 
or expanded facilities are proposed as part of the project. Therefore, the project would not 
physically divide an established community. No impact would occur.  

NO IMPACT 

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

Per California Government Code 53091, building and zoning ordinances of a county or city do not 
apply to the location or construction of facilities for the production, storage, or transmission of 
water, wastewater, or electrical energy by a local agency. The project would entail seismic retrofits, 
repairs, and replacements of existing water storage facilities and is therefore exempt from local 
building and zoning ordinances. Therefore, the project is only evaluated for consistency with the 
County of Santa Barbara Comprehensive Plan.  

The Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan Conservation Element, Groundwater Resources 
Section contains the following goals and actions with which the project would be consistent (County 
of Santa Barbara 1994): 

Goal 3: To coordinate County land use planning decisions and water resources planning and 
supply availability. 

Action 3.4.4: Santa Barbara County shall encourage and assist local water purveyors in 
developing adequate water supplies (groundwater, surface water, desalination, etc.) to 
serve their customers and communities consistent with the applicable general plan(s). 

The proposed project would improve the resilience of the local water storage infrastructure 
network against earthquakes, thereby protecting the adequacy of local water supplies, consistent 
with the goal and action identified above. There would be no conflicts with land use plans, policies, 
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or regulations of the County of Santa Barbara. Therefore, the project would not cause a significant 
environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. No impact would occur.  

NO IMPACT 
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12 Mineral Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Result in the loss of availability of a 
known mineral resource that would be of 
value to the region and the residents of 
the state? □ □ □ ■ 

b. Result in the loss of availability of a 
locally important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan, or other land 
use plan? □ □ □ ■ 

a. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of 
value to the region and the residents of the state? 

b. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? 

The project sites are not located in an area designated by the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive 
Plan, the Montecito Community Plan, or the Toro Canyon Plan as an area with the known potential 
for mineral resources (County of Santa Barbara 1992; County of Santa Barbara 2010; County of 
Santa Barbara 2004). The reservoir sites are not currently used for mineral resource extraction, nor 
are they located in an area with the known potential for mineral resources. Consequently, the 
proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource or a locally 
important mineral resource recovery site. No impact to mineral resources would occur.  

NO IMPACT 
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13 Noise 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project result in:     

a. Generation of a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the vicinity of the project in 
excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies? □ ■ □ □ 

b. Generation of excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels? □ □ ■ □ 

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

Overview of Noise and Vibration 

Noise 

Sound is a vibratory disturbance created by a moving or vibrating source, which is capable of being 
detected by the hearing organs. Noise is defined as sound that is loud, unpleasant, unexpected, or 
undesired and may therefore be classified as a more specific group of sounds. The effects of noise 
on people can include general annoyance, interference with speech communication, sleep 
disturbance, and, in the extreme, hearing impairment (California Department of Transportation 
[Caltrans] 2013). 

HUMAN PERCEPTION OF SOUND 
Noise levels are commonly measured in decibels (dB) using the A-weighted sound pressure level 
(dBA). The A-weighting scale is an adjustment to the actual sound pressure levels so that they are 
consistent with the human hearing response. Decibels are measured on a logarithmic scale that 
quantifies sound intensity in a manner similar to the Richter scale used to measure earthquake 
magnitudes. A doubling of the energy of a noise source, such as doubling of traffic volume, would 
increase the noise level by 3 dB; dividing the energy in half would result in a 3 dB decrease (Caltrans 
2013).  
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Human perception of noise has no simple correlation with sound energy: the perception of sound is 
not linear in terms of dBA or in terms of sound energy. Two sources do not “sound twice as loud” as 
one source. It is widely accepted that the average healthy ear can barely perceive changes of 3 dBA, 
increase or decrease (i.e., twice the sound energy); that a change of 5 dBA is readily perceptible 
(8 times the sound energy); and that an increase (or decrease) of 10 dBA sounds twice (half) as loud 
(10.5 times the sound energy) (Caltrans 2013).  

SOUND PROPAGATION AND SHIELDING 
Sound changes in both level and frequency spectrum as it travels from the source to the receiver. 
The most obvious change is the decrease in the noise level as the distance from the source 
increases. The manner by which noise reduces with distance depends on factors such as the type of 
sources (e.g., point or line), the path the sound will travel, site conditions, and obstructions.  

Sound levels are described as either a “sound power level” or a “sound pressure level,” which are 
two distinct characteristics of sound. Both share the same unit of measurement, the dB. However, 
sound power (expressed as Lpw) is the energy converted into sound by the source. As sound energy 
travels through the air, it creates a sound wave that exerts pressure on receivers, such as an 
eardrum or microphone, which is the sound pressure level. Sound measurement instruments only 
measure sound pressure, and noise level limits are typically expressed as sound pressure levels. 

Noise levels from a point source (e.g., construction, industrial machinery, air conditioning units) 
typically attenuate, or drop off, at a rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance. Noise from a line source 
(e.g., roadway, pipeline, railroad) typically attenuates at about 3 dBA per doubling of distance 
(Caltrans 2013). Noise levels may also be reduced by intervening structures; the amount of 
attenuation provided by this “shielding” depends on the size of the object and the frequencies of 
the noise levels. Natural terrain features, such as hills and dense woods, and man-made features, 
such as buildings and walls, can significantly alter noise levels. Generally, any large structure 
blocking the line of sight will provide at least a 5-dBA reduction in source noise levels at the receiver 
(Federal Highway Administration [FHWA] 2011). Structures can substantially reduce exposure to 
noise as well. The FHWA’s guidance indicates that modern building construction generally provides 
an exterior-to-interior noise level reduction of 10 dBA with open windows and an exterior-to-
interior noise level reduction of 20 to 35 dBA with closed windows (FHWA 2011). 

DESCRIPTORS 
The impact of noise is not a function of loudness alone. The time of day when noise occurs and the 
duration of the noise are also important factors of project noise impact. Most noise that lasts for 
more than a few seconds is variable in its intensity. Consequently, a variety of noise descriptors 
have been developed. The noise descriptor used for this study is the equivalent noise level (Leq). 

Leq is one of the most frequently used noise metrics; it considers both duration and sound power 
level. The Leq is defined as the single steady-state A-weighted sound level equal to the average 
sound energy over a time period. When no time period is specified, a 1-hour period is assumed. The 
Lmax is the highest noise level within the sampling period, and the Lmin is the lowest noise level within 
the measuring period. Normal conversational levels are in the 60 to 65-dBA Leq range; ambient noise 
levels greater than 65 dBA Leq can interrupt conversations (Federal Transit Administration [FTA] 
2018). 

Noise that occurs at night tends to be more disturbing than that occurring during the day. 
Community noise is usually measured using Day-Night Average Level (LDN), which is the 24-hour 
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average noise level with a +10 dBA penalty for noise occurring during nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to 
7:00 a.m.). Community noise can also be measured using Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL 
or LDEN), which is the 24-hour average noise level with a +5 dBA penalty for noise occurring from 
7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. and a +10 dBA penalty for noise occurring from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 
(Caltrans 2013).4 The relationship between the peak-hour Leq value and the LDN/CNEL depends on 
the distribution of noise during the day, evening, and night; however noise levels described by LDN 
and CNEL usually differ by 1 dBA or less. Quiet suburban areas typically have CNEL noise levels in the 
range of 40 to 50 CNEL, while areas near arterial streets are in the 50 to 60+ CNEL range (FTA 2018).  

Groundborne Vibration 

Groundborne vibration of concern in environmental analysis consists of the oscillatory waves that 
move from a source through the ground to adjacent buildings or structures and vibration energy 
may propagate through the buildings or structures. Vibration may be felt, may manifest as an 
audible low-frequency rumbling noise (referred to as groundborne noise), and may cause windows, 
items on shelves, and pictures on walls to rattle. Although groundborne vibration is sometimes 
noticeable in outdoor environments, it is almost never annoying to people who are outdoors. The 
primary concern from vibration is that it can be intrusive and annoying to building occupants at 
vibration-sensitive land uses and may cause structural damage. 

Typically, ground-borne vibration generated by manmade activities attenuates rapidly as distance 
from the source of the vibration increases. Vibration amplitudes are usually expressed in peak 
particle velocity (PPV) or root mean squared (RMS) vibration velocity. The PPV and RMS velocity are 
normally described in inches per second (in/sec). PPV is defined as the maximum instantaneous 
positive or negative peak of a vibration signal. PPV is often used as it corresponds to the stresses 
that are experienced by buildings (Caltrans 2020). 

High levels of groundborne vibration may cause damage to nearby building or structures; at lower 
levels, groundborne vibration may cause minor cosmetic (i.e., non-structural damage) such as 
cracks. These vibration levels are nearly exclusively associated with high impact activities such as 
blasting, pile-driving, vibratory compaction, demolition, drilling, or excavation. The American 
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) has determined vibration levels 
with potential to damage nearby buildings and structures; these levels are identified in Table 10.  

Table 10 AASHTO Maximum Vibration Levels for Preventing Damage 
Type of Situation Limiting Velocity (in/sec)1 

Historic sites or other critical locations  0.1 

Residential buildings, plastered walls  0.2–0.3 

Residential buildings in good repair with gypsum board walls  0.4–0.5 

Engineered structures, without plaster  1.0–1.5 
1in/sec= inches per second. 

Source: Caltrans 2020 

 
4 Because DNL and CNEL are typically used to assess human exposure to noise, the use of A-weighted sound pressure level (dBA) is 
implicit. Therefore, when expressing noise levels in terms of DNL or CNEL, the dBA unit is not included. 
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Numerous studies have been conducted to characterize the human response to vibration. The 
vibration annoyance potential criteria recommended for use by Caltrans, which are based on the 
general human response to different levels of groundborne vibration velocity levels, are described in 
Table 11.  

Table 11 Vibration Annoyance Potential Criteria 

Human Response 

Vibration Level (in/sec PPV) 

Transient Sources Continuous/Frequent Intermittent Sources1 

Severe 2.00 0.40 

Strongly perceptible 0.90 0.10 

Distinctly perceptible 0.25 0.04 

Barely perceptible 0.04 0.01 

in/sec = inches per second; PPV = peak particle velocity 
1 Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat equipment, vibratory 
pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment.  

Source: Caltrans 2020 

Project Site Setting 
The reservoir sites are located in low-density residential areas spanning the communities of 
Montecito, Summerland, and Toro Canyon within the unincorporated area of Santa Barbara County. 
The surroundings of the reservoir sites are characterized by single-family residences on large lots as 
well as open space. Figure 1 in the Project Description shows the location of the proposed project 
components. The nearest divided highway in the vicinity of the reservoir sites is U.S. Highway 101, 
approximately 1.8 miles southwest of the reservoir sites. 

Noise levels at the reservoir sites are typical of low-density residential areas. The primary sources of 
noise are vehicular traffic along roadways including local streets and ambient sounds from local 
fauna. Traffic in these areas ranges from infrequent along private roadways to moderate 
frequencies along State Route 192. 

Seven 15-minute noise measurements were collected at locations in the project area on April 2, 
2021. Noise measurement locations were selected to characterize ambient noise levels near project 
components and sensitive receivers in the project area. All noise measurement locations were 
selected to avoid walls or structures, which could interfere with collection of noise measurements. 
Table 12 shows the recorded noise measurements. Figure 18 through Figure 25 show noise 
measurement locations in relation to project components. 
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Table 12 Summary of Noise Measurements 
Measurement 
Number Measurement Location Sample Times1 Leq (dBA)2 Lmin (dBA)3 

Lmax 

(dBA)4 

NM1 Doulton Reservoir, 
approximately 12 feet 
northeast from Toro Canyon 
Road 

9:26 a.m. – 9:41 a.m. 40.6 27.2 57.7 

NM2 Bella Vista Reservoir, 
approximately 14 feet north 
from Ladera Lane 

10:10 a.m. – 10:25 a.m. 37.0 26.9 56.7 

NM3 Romero Reservoir, 
approximately 720 feet north 
from Romero Canyon Road 

11:01 a.m. – 11:16 a.m. 41.3 33.2 57.5 

NM4 Park Lane Reservoir, 
approximately 834 feet north 
from Park Lane 

12:05 p.m. – 12:19 p.m. 44.0 31.6 66.1 

NM5 Buena Vista Reservoir, 
approximately 476 feet north 
from Park Lane  

1:48 p.m. – 2:03 p.m. 51.9 50.6 54.6 

NM6 Hot Springs Reservoir, 
approximately 198 feet east 
from Hot Springs Road 

2:50 p.m. – 3:05 p.m. 47.9 42.2 65.3 

NM7 Cold Springs/Terminal 
Reservoir, approximately 15 
feet north from East 
Mountain Road 

3:41 p.m. – 3:56 p.m. 50.4 31.8 67.0 

1 Measurements NM1 through NM7 were collected on April 2, 2021. Only one measurement was taken in the vicinity of the Cold 
Springs and Terminal Reservoirs due to the reservoirs’ close proximity to each other (approximately 0.1 mile).  
2 A-weighted decibel (dBA) is defined as a decibel (dB) adjusted to be consistent with human response. The equivalent noise level (Leq) 
is defined as the single steady A-weighted level equivalent to the same amount of energy contained in the actual fluctuating levels over 
a period of time (essentially, the average noise level). 
3 Lmin is the minimum sound level experienced within the recorded measurement with A-weighted frequency response. 
4 Lmax is the maximum sound level experienced within the recorded measurement with A-weighted frequency response. 

Source: Rincon Consultants, field visit on April 2, 2021 using ANSI Type 2 Integrating sound level meter. See Appendix D for noise 
monitoring data. 

Sensitive Receivers 
Noise exposure goals for different types of land uses reflect the varying noise sensitivities associated 
with those uses. The Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan Noise Element considers noise-
sensitive land uses to include residential uses (including single- and multi-family housing, mobile 
home parks, and dormitories), transient lodging (including hotels and motels), hospitals, nursing 
homes, convalescent hospitals, other long-term medical care facilities), public or private educational 
facilities, libraries, churches, and places of public assembly (County of Santa Barbara 2009). Table 13 
identifies the nearest noise-sensitive receivers to each reservoir site.  
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Figure 18 Noise Measurement Locations – Doulton 
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Figure 19 Noise Measurement Locations – Bella Vista  
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Figure 20 Noise Measurement Locations – Romero 
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Figure 21 Noise Measurement Locations – Park Lane 
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Figure 22 Noise Measurement Locations – Buena Vista 
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Figure 23 Noise Measurement Locations – Hot Springs 
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Figure 24 Noise Measurement Locations – Cold Springs 
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Figure 25 Noise Measurement Locations – Terminal 
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Table 13 Noise Sensitive Receivers in Project Area 
Project Component Nearest Noise-Sensitive Receiver Distance to Project Site 1 

Reservoirs   

Doulton Single-Family Residence at 1150 Toro Canyon Road Approximately 325 feet 

Bella Vista Single-Family Residence at 2765 Bella Vista Drive Approximately 250 feet 

Romero Single-Family Residence at 777 Romero Canyon Road Approximately 340 feet 

Park Lane Single-Family Residence at 811 Park Hill Lane Approximately 210 feet 

Buena Vista  Single-Family Residence at 915 Park Lane Approximately 120 feet 

Hot Springs Single-Family Residence at 999 Hot Springs Road Approximately 100 feet 

Cold Springs Single-Family Residence 700 East Mountain Drive Approximately 105 feet 

Terminal Single-Family Residence at 356 East Mountain Drive Approximately 425 feet 
1 Distance to project site is distance from center of construction site to the nearest outdoor activity for the residential 
receiver. 

Regulatory Setting 

California Government Code 

California Government Code Section 53091 exempts the location and construction of facilities for 
the production, generation, storage, treatment, or transmission of water from compliance with local 
zoning and building ordinances but not from codified stand-alone noise ordinances. The noise 
standards contained in the Santa Barbara County Code are located outside the zoning and building 
ordinances; therefore, the District is not exempt from compliance. 

County of Santa Barbara General Plan and County Code 

No noise-related policies from the County of Santa Barbara General Plan or noise standards from 
the Santa Barbara County Code are specifically applicable to the proposed project. 

FTA Transit and Noise Vibration Impact Assessment Manual 

The FTA provides reasonable criteria for assessing construction noise impacts based on the potential 
for adverse community reaction in its Transit and Noise Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (FTA 
2018). For residential uses, the daytime noise threshold is 80 dBA for an 8-hour period. 

a. Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

Construction Noise 
Temporary noise levels caused by construction activity would be a function of the noise generated 
by construction equipment, the location and sensitivity of nearby land uses, and the timing and 
duration of noise-generating activities.  

For construction noise assessment, construction equipment can be considered to operate in two 
modes: stationary and mobile. As a rule, stationary equipment operates in a single location for one 
or more days at a time, with either fixed-power operation (e.g., pumps, generators, and 
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compressors) or variable-power operation (e.g., pile drivers, rock drills, and pavement breakers). 
Mobile equipment moves around construction sites with power applied in cyclic fashion, such as 
bulldozers, graders, and loaders (FTA 2018). Noise impacts from stationary equipment are assessed 
from the center of the equipment, while noise impacts from mobile construction equipment are 
assessed from the center of the equipment activity area (e.g., construction site). 

Construction noise was estimated using the FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM) (see 
Appendix D for RCNM worksheets). Typical construction projects have long-term noise averages 
which are lower than louder short-term noise events due to equipment moving from one point to 
another on the site, work breaks, and idle time. Additionally, due to the dynamic nature of a 
construction site, noise levels are calculated from the center of the activity over the time period of a 
construction day to the nearest outdoor activity area of the sensitive receiver. Due to the relatively 
small size of the project sites, construction noise modeling conservatively assumes simultaneous 
operation of three pieces of equipment. Based on the construction equipment mix anticipated to be 
used for project activities at each of the eight reservoir sites, the loudest phases of construction 
would be the reservoir construction for the Bella Vista and Cold Springs reservoirs and the site 
restoration phase for the six remaining reservoirs.5 Noise levels for the reservoir construction phase 
are estimated at the sensitive receivers nearest to the Cold Springs reservoir because these are the 
closest receivers to a reservoir site for the two reservoirs for which reservoir construction would be 
the loudest phase. Noise levels for the site restoration phase are estimated at the sensitive receivers 
nearest to the Hot Springs reservoir because these are the closest receivers to a reservoir site for 
the six reservoirs for which site restoration would be the loudest phase. Construction noise 
modeling assumes the following three pieces of construction equipment would operate 
simultaneously during each phase and would generate the indicated noise levels shown below: 

 Reservoir construction would involve the use of an excavator, compactor, and concrete saw. 
With these pieces of equipment operating concurrently, the hourly noise level at 50 feet from 
the center of the construction site is calculated to be 84 dBA Leq, with a maximum noise level of 
90 dBA Lmax.  

 Site restoration would involve the use of a grader, excavator, and concrete saw. With these 
pieces of equipment operating concurrently, the hourly noise level at 50 feet from the center of 
the construction site is calculated to be 86 dBA Leq, with a maximum noise level of 90 dBA Lmax.  

The nearest noise-sensitive receivers to the locations of project components include single-family 
residences located east of the Cold Springs site at a distance of approximately 100 feet from the 
center of the construction site and located southwest of the Hot Springs site at a distance of 
approximately 75 feet from the center of construction site. Therefore, project construction activities 
would generate maximum hourly noise levels up to 78 dBA Leq and 82 dBA Leq, respectively, at these 
locations. Table 14 summarizes construction noise levels at the nearest sensitive receiver. 

 

5 The majority of construction activities for the Bella Vista and Cold Springs reservoirs would occur within the reservoir structures 
themselves. Therefore, noise-generating construction equipment would be partially or fully shielded from the nearest sensitive receivers 
by the reservoir structures, which would reduce noise levels at sensitive receivers by approximately 5 dB or more (FHWA 2011). However, 
to provide a conservative estimate of project impacts, this noise level reduction was not included in the estimate of construction noise. 
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Table 14  Estimated Construction Noise Levels 

Location Hourly Leq (dBA)1 Lmax (dBA)2 

Reservoir Construction   

Reference Distance (50 feet) 84 90 

Single-Family Residence (700 East Mountain Drive) near Cold Springs (100 feet)3 78 84 

Site Restoration   

Reference Distance (50 feet) 86 90 

Single-Family Residence (999 Hot Springs Road) of Hot Springs (75 feet) 82 86 

1Leq is one of the most frequently used noise metrics; it considers both duration and sound power level. The Leq is defined as the single 
steady-state A-weighted sound level equal to the average sound energy over a time period.  
2 The Lmax is the highest noise level within the sampling period. 
3 The majority of construction activities for the Bella Vista and Cold Springs reservoirs would occur within the reservoir structures 
themselves. Therefore, noise-generating construction equipment would be partially or fully shielded from the nearest sensitive 
receivers by the reservoir structures, which would reduce noise levels at sensitive receivers by approximately 5 dB or more (FHWA 
2011). However, to provide a conservative estimate of project impacts, this noise level reduction was not included in the estimate of 
construction noise. 

Source: Appendix D 

Construction noise impacts at residences near construction activities would be temporary in nature 
and limited to the duration of construction activities at each reservoir location. Project construction 
would occur between the hours 7:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, excluding holidays. 
For purposes of analyzing impacts from this project, the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment Manual (FTA 2018) criteria were used. The FTA provides reasonable criteria for 
assessing construction noise impacts based on the potential for adverse community reaction. For 
residential uses, the daytime noise threshold is 80 dBA Leq for an 8-hour period (FTA 2018). As 
shown in Table 14, construction-generated noise levels are estimated to be up to 82 dBA Leq for an 
8-hour period at the nearest sensitive receiver. As such, construction-generated noise impacts 
would be potentially significant and mitigation would be required.  

With implementation of sound barriers/blankets as described Mitigation Measure N-1, per 
manufacturer’s specifications (see Appendix D), construction noise levels would be reduced by at 
least 10 dBA. Therefore, construction noise levels would reach up to approximately 72 dBA Leq (8-
hour), and impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  

Operation 

Operational noise levels were not evaluated because, as detailed under Project Description, the 
project would not result in changes to existing operation and maintenance activities conducted by 
the District. As such, no new operational noise levels would be generated by the project.  

Mitigation Measure 
The project contractor shall reduce construction noise levels at the adjacent single-family uses near 
the reservoir sites to a noise level not to exceed the FTA’s residential construction noise threshold of 
80 dBA Leq (8-hour). This shall be accomplished through the following required measures. 
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N-1 Construction Noise Reduction Measures 

The following construction noise reduction measures shall be implemented during project 
construction activities: 

 Installation of temporary sound barriers/blankets along each project boundary line adjacent to 
the nearest single-family receivers, respectively. The temporary barriers/blankets shall have a 
minimum sound transmission loss of 21 and noise reduction coefficient of 0.75. The temporary 
barriers/blankets will be of sufficient height to extend from the top of the temporary 
construction fence and drape on the ground or be sealed at the ground. The temporary 
barriers/blankets will have grommets along the top edge with exterior grade hooks, and loop 
fasteners along the vertical edges with overlapping seams, with a minimum overlap of 2 inches 

 All heavy-duty stationary construction equipment shall be placed so that emitted noise is 
directed away from the nearest sensitive receivers. 

 A sign shall be provided at the yard entrance, or other conspicuous location, that includes a 24-
hour telephone number for project information, and a procedure where a field 
engineer/construction manager will respond to and investigate noise complaints and take 
corrective action if necessary in a timely manner. The sign will have a minimum dimension of 48 
inches wide by 24 inches high. The sign will be placed 5 feet above ground level. 

 If a noise complaint(s) is registered, the contractor will retain a District-approved noise 
consultant to conduct noise measurements at the use(s) that registered the complaint. The 
noise measurements will be conducted for a minimum of 1 hour and will include 1-minute 
intervals. The consultant will prepare a letter report for code enforcement summarizing the 
measurements, calculation data used in determining impacts, and potential measures to reduce 
noise levels to the maximum extent feasible. 

The following measures may also be used to reduce noise levels: 

 The use of bells, whistles, alarms, and horns shall be restricted to safety warning purposes only. 
 Noise-reducing enclosures shall be used around stationary noise-generating equipment (e.g., 

compressors and generators). 
 Stationary noise-generating equipment shall be located as far from sensitive receivers, as 

feasible. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

b. Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 
levels? 

Certain types of construction equipment can generate high levels of groundborne vibration. 
Construction of the proposed project would potentially use loaded trucks and a bore rig (caisson 
drilling used as a proxy) during the reservoir construction phase. Neither blasting nor pile driving 
would be required for construction of the proposed project.  

Construction vibration estimates are based on vibration levels reported by Caltrans and the FTA 
(Caltrans 2020; FTA 2018). A quantitative assessment of potential vibration impacts from 
construction activities that typically generate high vibration levels, such as blasting, pile-driving, 
vibratory compaction, demolition, drilling, or excavation, may be conducted using the equations 
developed by Caltrans and the FTA (Caltrans 2020; FTA 2018). Table 15 shows typical vibration levels 
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for various pieces of construction equipment used in the assessment of construction vibration (FTA 
2018). 

Table 15 Typical Vibration Levels Measured during Construction Activities 
Equipment PPV at 25 feet (in/sec) Approximate Lv VdB at 25 feet 

Caisson drilling 0.089 87 

Loaded trucks 0.076 83 

ppv = peak particle velocity; in/sec = inches per second; Lv = velocity level; VdB = vibration decibels 

Source: FTA 2018 

Vibration-related impact distances are measured from the edge of the construction footprint 
boundary to the nearest off-site structure. Measuring from the edge of the construction footprint 
boundary, project construction activities across all eight reservoir sites would occur as close as 35 
feet from the nearest off-site structures, which include a single-family residence at 700 East 
Mountain Drive, east of the Cold Springs property line. Therefore, construction vibration impacts are 
assessed at a distance of 35 feet to estimate maximum vibration impacts to structures in the project 
area. Vibration levels at structures located at a distance of greater than 35 feet from the reservoir 
sites would be less than those experienced at structures located 35 feet from the reservoir sites; 
therefore, vibration levels were not quantified at receivers greater than 35 feet from the reservoir 
sites. For the purposes of this analysis, construction vibration impacts would be considered 
significant if vibration levels exceed 0.25 in/sec PPV, which is considered a distinctly perceptible 
impact for humans, and 0.2 in/sec PPV, which is the structural damage impact to residential 
structures (Caltrans 2020). As shown in Table 16, groundborne vibration from construction 
equipment would be lower than what is considered a distinctly perceptible impact for humans of 
0.25 in/sec PPV and the structural damage impact to residential structures of 0.2 in/sec PPV. 
Therefore, construction vibration impacts would be less than significant.  

After construction, the proposed project would not include significant stationary sources of 
vibration, such heavy equipment operations. Therefore, no operational vibration impacts would 
occur. 

Table 16 Estimated Construction Vibration Levels 

Equipment 

Estimated PPV (in/sec) at Nearest Structures 

Residence (35 feet) 

Caisson Drilling 0.062 

Loaded Trucks 0.053 

Threshold 0.2 

Threshold Exceeded? No 

in/sec = inches per second 

See Appendix D for vibration analysis worksheets. 

Source: FTA 2018 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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c. For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels? 

The closest public airport to the project is the Santa Barbara Airport, located approximately 10 miles 
west of the reservoir sites. The reservoir sites are not located within an airport land use plan or 
within two miles of an airport. Therefore, the project would not expose people working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels due to proximity to an airport. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

 

 

Section 3-A 
Page 123



Montecito Water District 
Reservoir Retrofit and Replacement Project 

 
112 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 

Section 3-A 
Page 124



Environmental Checklist 

 
Public Review Draft  Initial Study-Mitigated Negative Declaration 113 

14 Population and Housing 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Induce substantial unplanned population 
growth in an area, either directly (e.g., by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (e.g., through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? □ □ □ ■ 

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing 
people or housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? □ □ □ ■ 

a. Would the project induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly 
(for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

The proposed project would not be utilized to increase the amount of water currently being 
supplied to existing customers or to provide water to areas currently not serviced by the District. 
Rather, the purpose of the proposed project is to bring existing reservoirs into regulatory 
compliance with seismic safety standards. The proposed project would not allow development of 
land which previously could not be developed due to water service constraints. The proposed 
project would not result in the construction of new homes or new commercial or industrial uses. 
Therefore, no impact associated with direct or indirect population growth would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

b. Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

The proposed project would retrofit, repair, and replace existing water reservoirs on District-owned 
land. The project would not include demolition of existing housing. As such, the project would not 
displace people or housing and no impact related to displacement of people or housing would 
occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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15 Public Services 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

1 Fire protection? □ □ □ ■ 

2 Police protection? □ □ □ ■ 

3 Schools? □ □ □ ■ 

4 Parks? □ □ □ ■ 

5 Other public facilities? □ □ □ ■ 

a.1. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered fire protection facilities, or the need for new or physically altered 
fire protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives? 

a.2. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered police protection facilities, or the need for new or physically altered 
police protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives? 

a.3. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered schools, or the need for new or physically altered schools, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives? 

a.4. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered parks, or the need for new or physically altered parks, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives? 
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a.5. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of other new or physically altered public facilities, or the need for other new or physically 
altered public facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives? 

As discussed in Section 14, Population and Housing, the proposed project would not directly or 
indirectly induce population growth. The proposed project would not include any features or 
facilities requiring additional or unusual fire protection resources during operational use. In the 
event of the unexpected need for fire resources and protection for the proposed project, the closest 
fire station is the Montecito Fire Department Fire Station No. 2, approximately 0.9 mile to the south 
of Terminal Reservoir. The proposed project would not change existing demand for fire protection 
services because population growth would not result from construction or operation of the 
proposed project. No impact would occur.  

Similarly, the project would not involve the construction of housing or other such facilities which 
may increase demand for police protection facilities, school services, parks, or other new or 
physically altered public facilities. Therefore, no impact related to police protection facilities, 
schools, parks, or public facilities would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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16 Recreation 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

b. Does the project include recreational 
facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which 
might have an adverse physical effect on 
the environment? □ □ □ ■ 

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

As discussed in Section 14, Population and Housing, the proposed project would neither directly nor 
indirectly support population growth. Therefore, the project would not generate any residents who 
would require parks or other recreational facilities. Consequently, no impact would occur to such 
facilities.  

NO IMPACT 

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

The proposed project does not include recreational facilities, nor does it require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities. As such, no impact would occur.  

NO IMPACT 
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17 Transportation 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

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

b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision 
(b)? □ □ □ ■ 

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

d. Result in inadequate emergency access? □ □ ■ □ 

a. Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation 
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

The proposed project would generate construction-related vehicle trips during retrofit, repair, and 
replacement activities. The majority of heavy-duty equipment would be staged at each reservoir 
site, reducing the need for daily vehicle trips to and from the reservoir site. However, project 
construction would require construction-related vehicle trips including construction workers 
traveling to and from the project work zones and staging areas, haul trucks (including for export of 
excavated materials, as needed), and other trucks associated with equipment and material 
deliveries. As described in Section 3, Air Quality, vendor trips would be required for soil material 
export/import, demolition debris export, and concrete delivery.  

Table 17 identifies estimated daily worker trips, vendor trips, and haul trips at the reservoir sites 
throughout the construction period. The trip counts identified therein are approximations. The 
ranges represent the estimated minimum and maximum trip counts associated with different 
construction phases for each reservoir site. Such trips would occur on public and private area 
roadways that provide access to the reservoir sites and off-site staging area. Construction-generated 
trips would occur during the working hours of 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. Monday through Friday. No 
construction-generated trips would occur on weekends, District holidays, or federal holidays. 
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Table 17 Construction-Generated Vehicle Trips 
Reservoir Site Worker Trips (per day) Vendor Trips (per day) Haul Trips (per day) 

Doulton Reservoir  3 – 25 0 – 2 0 – 11 

Romero Reservoir 13 – 25 0 – 5 0 – 8 

Terminal Reservoir 18 – 25 0 – 10 0 – 651 

Bella Vista Reservoir 6 – 13 0 – 2 0 

Park Lane Reservoir 9 – 25 0 – 3 0 – 3 

Cold Springs Reservoir 15 – 23 0 – 2 0 – 1 

Hot Springs Reservoir 5 – 25 0 – 2 0 – 5 

Buena Vista Reservoir 7 – 25 0 – 2 0 – 5 

1. The high end of this range for Terminal Reservoir would be restricted to the 15-day grading period. Daily haul trips would otherwise 
range from 0 to 1 trip per day.  

Note: Construction-generated vehicle trip counts identified in this table are approximations. The ranges represent the estimated 
minimum and maximum daily trip counts associated with different construction phases for each reservoir site. For estimated trip 
counts and trip lengths, see Appendix C.  

Construction-related traffic would be short-term and would cease upon completion of construction 
activities. Upon completion of construction, operational activities at the eight reservoir sites would 
resume per existing conditions. District staff would perform approximately one daily vehicle trip to 
each reservoir site for visual observation, as under existing conditions.  

The proposed project involves construction and operation of existing water infrastructure, which 
would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs addressing the circulation system, 
including public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. Given the minimal number of trips 
generated, construction and operational transportation impacts would be less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

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

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) identifies criteria for evaluating transportation impacts. 
Specifically, the guidelines state vehicle miles traveled (VMT) exceeding an applicable threshold of 
significance may indicate a significant impact. According to Section 15064.3(b)(3) of the State CEQA 
Guidelines, a lead agency may include a qualitative analysis of operational and construction traffic. 
As discussed below, the project is not expected to affect VMT in the project area.  

A VMT calculation is typically conducted on a daily or annual basis to determine operational usage 
of a project. Construction of the proposed project would result in a minimal, short-term increase in 
local traffic as a result of construction-related worker traffic, material and equipment deliveries, and 
construction activities. VMT generated from construction-related traffic would cease once 
construction is completed, and VMT levels would return to pre-project conditions. As vehicle miles 
generated from construction would be temporary and short term and operational use of the 
proposed project would not increase VMT, the proposed project would not conflict or be 
inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b). Therefore, no impacts associated with VMT 
would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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c. Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible use (e.g., farm equipment)? 

The proposed project would not include any new roadway design features, nor would it include any 
geometric design features; no sharp curves or dangerous intersections are proposed. Project 
components consist of seismically retrofitting existing reservoirs within their current footprint on 
District-owned property. The proposed project would not create or substantially increase a traffic 
hazard due to a design feature, and therefore no impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

d. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Although Park Lane and Hot Springs Road are the only access roadways to the residential properties 
past the Buena Vista Reservoir and Hot Springs Reservoirs, respectively, construction and staging of 
the proposed project would occur on District-owned property. Additionally, closures of public 
roadways would not be necessary due to staging and other activities occurring on District-owned 
property.  

No changes to the existing street system are proposed that could result in inadequate emergency 
access post-construction of the proposed project, nor would project operation and maintenance 
introduce new activities or substantial operational traffic with the potential to result in inadequate 
emergency access. Therefore, the impact related to emergency access during project operation 
would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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18 Tribal Cultural Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

a. Listed or eligible for listing in the 
California Register of Historical 
Resources, or in a local register of 
historical resources as defined in Public 
Resources Code Section 5020.1(k)? □ ■ □ □ 

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

As of July 1, 2015, California Assembly Bill 52 of 2014 (AB 52) was enacted and expands CEQA by 
defining a new resource category, “tribal cultural resources.” AB 52 states, “A project with an effect 
that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is a 
project that may have a significant effect on the environment” (PRC Section 21084.2). It further 
states the lead agency shall establish measures to avoid impacts altering the significant 
characteristics of a tribal cultural resource, when feasible (PRC Section 21084.3). 

PRC Section 21074 (a)(1)(A) and (B) defines tribal cultural resources as “sites, features, places, 
cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American 
tribe” and is: 

1. Listed or eligible for listing in the CRHR or in a local register of historical resources as defined in 
PRC section 5020.1(k), or 

Section 3-A 
Page 135



Montecito Water District 
Reservoir Retrofit and Replacement Project 

 
124 

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

AB 52 also establishes a formal consultation process for California tribes regarding those resources. 
The consultation process must be completed before a CEQA document can be certified or adopted. 
Under AB 52, lead agencies are required to “begin consultation with a California Native American 
tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project.” 
Native American tribes to be included in the process are those having requested notice of projects 
proposed in the jurisdiction of the lead agency.  

On April 28, 2021, the District distributed AB 52 consultation letters for the proposed project, 
including project information, map, and contact information, to 10 individuals representing seven 
Native American Tribes (see Appendix E for a copy of the letters). Under AB 52, Native American 
tribes have 30 days to respond and request further project information and formal consultation. AB 
52 consultation letters were distributed to the following Native American Tribes:  

 Barbareño/Ventureño Band of Mission Indians 
 Chumash Council of Bakersfield 
 Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation 
 Northern Chumash Tribal Council 
 San Luis Obispo County Chumash Council 
 Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians 
 Yak tityu tityu yak tilhini – Northern Chumash Tribe 

In a letter simply dated May 2021, Chairperson Eleanor Fishburn, née Arellanes, of the Barbareño 
Band of Chumash Indians requested formal notification and information from the District on 
proposed projects for which the District serves as the lead agency under CEQA.  

The District received responses from four Tribal contacts. During a phone call with District staff on 
May 10, 2021, Chairperson Mona Tucker of the Yak tityu tityu yak tiłhini – Northern Chumash Tribe 
stated she had no comments on the project other than suggesting the District contact local Tribes. 
During a phone call with District staff on May 10, 2021, Patrick Tumamait of the 
Barbareño/Ventureño Band of Mission Indians recommended a Native American monitor be 
present on-site during project related ground disturbing activities. During a follow-up call with 
District staff on May 27, 2021, Mr. Tumamait indicated consultation was concluded. On May 10, 
2021, Ms. Fishburn, née Arellanes, requested consultation during a phone call with District staff and 
then, during a phone call with District staff on May 11, 2021, indicated she had no questions about 
the project. During a follow-up call with District staff on May 27, 2021, Ms. Fishburn, née Arellanes, 
requested a Native American monitor be present on-site during project related ground disturbing 
activities, and indicated she had completed her review of the project and consultation was 
concluded. On May 12, 2021, during a phone call with District staff, Karen Keever of the Santa Ynez 
Band of Chumash Indians indicated the Tribe had received the letter and they would review the 
information and respond. No additional responses from Tribal contacts have been received.  
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a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 that is listed or eligible for listing in 
the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as 
defined in Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k)? 

b. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource as defined in Public Resources Code 21074 that is a resource determined by the lead 
agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to 
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1? 

On March 30, 2021, Rincon requested a records search of the Sacred Lands File (SLF) from the NAHC 
to identify the potential for cultural resources within the reservoir sites and to obtain contact 
information for Native American groups or individuals who may have knowledge of cultural 
resources within the reservoir sites. The SLF search was returned with positive results, indicating the 
NAHC has knowledge of sacred sites in the vicinity of the project area. However, the NAHC reviews 
the SLF by United States Geological Survey quadrangle map, an approximately 50 square mile area, 
and it is not known whether the tribal cultural resource is located within the reservoir sites. A 
specific location of the sacred site is not provided by the NAHC. None of the Tribes identified above 
have indicated the presence of a tribal cultural resource within or near the reservoir sites. 

Although no evidence of cultural materials was identified during the pedestrian field survey and no 
tribal cultural resources are expected to be present on site, there is the possibility, although low, of 
encountering tribal cultural resources during proposed ground disturbances. Based on input from 
local Native American representatives during the AB 52 consultation process, Mitigation Measures 
TCR-1 and TCR-2 identified below would reduce impacts on tribal cultural resources to a less-than-
significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 

TCR-1 Cultural Resources Sensitivity Training 

Prior to the start of ground-disturbing activities, an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for archaeology (National Park Service 1983) shall 
conduct cultural and tribal cultural resources sensitivity training for all construction workers 
involved in ground-disturbing activities. A local Native American representative shall participate in 
the sensitivity training and have the opportunity to distribute information regarding cultural 
resources and/or protection of cultural resources. 

TCR-2 Native American Monitoring 

The District shall retain a local Native American representative to observe ground-disturbing 
activities up to five feet below the ground surface. Ground disturbing activities include, but are not 
limited to, clearing/grubbing, excavation, grading, and trenching. If cultural resources are 
encountered, the local Native American representative shall have the authority to request ground 
disturbing activities cease within 50 feet of the discovery. An archaeologist meeting the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for archaeology (National Park Service 1983) shall 
be contacted immediately to document and evaluate the find. Impacts to the find shall be avoided 
to the extent feasible; methods of avoidance may include, but shall not be limited to, capping or 
fencing, or project redesign. If necessary, the archaeologist may be required to prepare a treatment 
plan for archaeological testing in consultation with the local Native American representative. If the 
discovery proves to be eligible for the CRHR and cannot be avoided by the project, additional work, 
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such as data recovery excavation, may be warranted to mitigate any significant impacts to historical 
resources. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 
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19 Utilities and Service Systems 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Require or result in the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment or storm water 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the 
construction or relocation of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? □ □ ■ □ 

b. Have sufficient water supplies available 
to serve the project and reasonably 
foreseeable future development during 
normal, dry and multiple dry years? □ □ □ ■ 

c. Result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider which 
serves or may serve the project that it 
has adequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition to 
the provider’s existing commitments? □ □ □ ■ 

d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or 
local standards, or in excess of the 
capacity of local infrastructure, or 
otherwise impair the attainment of solid 
waste reduction goals? □ □ □ ■ 

e. Comply with federal, state, and local 
management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? □ □ ■ □ 

a. Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

Water 
The proposed project would involve seismic retrofits, repairs, and replacements to existing water 
infrastructure, the environmental effects of which are analyzed in this document. During 
construction, temporary reservoirs would be erected on site in order to maintain potable water 
service to existing District customers. After construction, temporary reservoirs would be dismantled, 
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and water service would occur from the retrofitted reservoirs. The project would not increase the 
capacity of the reservoirs. Consequently, no additional impact related to water facilities would 
occur. 

Wastewater Treatment 
The proposed project would not generate sanitary wastewater or otherwise contribute to an 
increase in wastewater treatment. Therefore, the project would not require relocation or 
construction of new wastewater facilities, and no impact would occur.  

Stormwater Drainage 
As discussed in Section 10, Hydrology and Water Quality, the project would generally preserve 
drainage patterns on site. The project would not require new or expanded stormwater drainage 
infrastructure. No impact related to stormwater drainage would occur.  

Electric Power 
As discussed in Section 6, Energy, the proposed project would not increase storage capacity or 
throughput at the reservoirs. Project operation would not increase electricity consumption at the 
reservoir sites as compared to existing conditions. Therefore, there would be no net new energy 
consumption associated with operational activities, and project operation would not require new or 
expanded electric power infrastructure. No impact would occur. 

Natural Gas 
The project would not involve any components requiring natural gas service and would not involve 
the relocation of existing natural gas facilities. Therefore, no impact related to natural gas facilities 
would occur.  

Telecommunications 
The District currently uses a Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) system to remotely 
monitor and control the existing reservoirs. No substantial changes are proposed to the existing 
SCADA system. The project would not require the construction or relocation of new 
telecommunication facilities. Therefore, no impact related to telecommunications facilities would 
occur. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

b. Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably 
foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

As mentioned above, the proposed project would involve seismic retrofits, repairs, and 
replacements of existing water storage infrastructure. Temporary reservoirs would be erected 
during construction to maintain service. Project operation would not increase the amount of water 
supplied to existing customers and would not expand service beyond areas presently served by the 
District. Therefore, no impact related to sufficiency of water supplies would occur.  

NO IMPACT 
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c. Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves 
or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand 
in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

As discussed under item (a), the project would not generate sanitary wastewater or otherwise 
contribute to an increase in wastewater treatment requirements. Thus, no impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

d. Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the 
capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction 
goals? 

e. Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste? 

The Tajiguas Landfill, operated by the County of Santa Barbara Public Works Department, has a 
permitted capacity of 23.3 million cubic yards and a maximum permitted throughput of 1,500 tons 
per day. As of March 2016, the remaining capacity at the landfill was approximately 4.3 million cubic 
yards. Tajiguas Landfill accepts a variety of waste, including agricultural, asbestos, 
construction/demolition, industrial, mixed municipal, sludge (biosolids), and tires (CalRecycle 2019). 

Project construction would temporarily generate solid waste. Across the eight reservoir sites, 
construction activities would generate approximately 7,500 cy of excavated soil, 590 cy of 
demolished concrete, and 6,100 square feet of demolished steel to be exported from the project 
sites. Construction-generated solid waste would be disposed of in accordance with all applicable 
federal, State, and local statutes and regulations. As described above, the Tajiguas Landfill has the 
capacity to accept solid waste generated by project construction activities. Once constructed, 
project operation would not generate solid waste, substantial or otherwise. The project would not 
impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals. Therefore, impacts to solid waste would be 
less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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20 Wildfire 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

If located in or near state responsibility areas 
or lands classified as very high fire hazard 
severity zones, would the project:     

a. Substantially impair an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? □ □ □ ■ 

b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other 
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks and 
thereby expose project occupants to 
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire 
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? □ □ ■ □ 

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

d. Expose people or structures to significant 
risks, including downslopes or 
downstream flooding or landslides, as a 
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, 
or drainage changes? □ □ □ □ 

a. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

Seven of the eight reservoirs are located in a State Responsibility Area designated as a very high fire 
hazard severity zone. Romero Reservoir is located in a State Responsibility Area designated as high 
fire hazard severity zone (CALFIRE 2020). 

Project construction and operation would not introduce new activities with the potential to impair 
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. The County of Santa Barbara’s 
Emergency Management Plan (2013) details the chain of command and operation of the 
Standardized Emergency Management System. As discussed in Section 17, Transportation, 
construction activities associated with the proposed project would not require temporary road or 
lane closures which could impede emergency response or emergency evacuation. Therefore, the 
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project would not interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

b. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project, due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire 
risks and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

Heavy duty equipment used during project construction may produce sparks with the potential to 
ignite vegetation. However, California PRC Section 4442 mandates the use of spark arrestors, which 
prevent the emission of flammable debris from exhaust, on earth-moving and portable construction 
equipment with internal combustion engines operating on any forest-covered, brush-covered, or 
grass-covered land. Furthermore, PRC Sections 4427 and 4431 specify standards for conducting 
construction activities on days when a burning permit is required, and PRC Section 4428 requires 
construction contractors to maintain fire suppression equipment during the highest fire danger 
period (April 1 to December 1) when operating on or near any forest-covered, brush-covered, or 
grass-covered land. Therefore, with compliance with applicable PRC provisions, project construction 
would not exacerbate wildfire risk. 

Project operation would not involve potentially flammable activities. In addition, the proposed 
project would not introduce habitable structures to the project sites and therefore would not 
expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a 
wildfire.  

With regulatory compliance, the proposed project would not exacerbate fire risks. Impacts would be 
less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

c. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure 
(such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may 
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 

As discussed in Section 19, Utilities and Service Systems, the project would not result in the 
relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities beyond those water 
infrastructure facilities evaluated in this analysis. The project would not require the installation or 
maintenance of associated fire protection infrastructure, as it does not involve housing or other 
structures which could accommodate occupants. No impact related to installation of fire protection 
infrastructure would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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d. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslopes 
or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or 
drainage changes? 

As discussed in Section 10, Hydrology and Water Quality, the proposed project would not 
significantly alter drainage patterns or stormwater runoff volumes or rates in the vicinity of the 
project sites. Construction activities would be short-term. The project would not include housing or 
other structures which could accommodate occupants. If a wildfire were to cause runoff, post-fire 
slope instability, or drainage changes in the vicinity of the reservoir sites, it is unlikely that post-fire 
flooding or landslides would occur as a result of the project. Moreover, the project would not 
expose people or structures to post-fire risks and would not exacerbate such risks.  

No impact related to post-fire risks would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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21 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Does the project:     

a. Have the potential to substantially 
degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish 
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, substantially 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. Have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that 
the incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the 
effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects)? □ □ ■ □ 

c. Have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? □ □ ■ □ 

a. Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population 
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
substantially 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? 

Potential impacts to biological resources are addressed in Section 4, Biological Resources. As 
described therein, there is low to high potential for certain special-status plant and wildlife species 
to occur on the reservoir sites. Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-10 would 
mitigate direct and indirect impacts to special-status plant and wildlife species to a less-than-
significant level. Therefore, the project would not substantially reduce the habitat of fish and 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, eliminate a 
plant or animal community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered 

Section 3-A 
Page 147



Montecito Water District 
Reservoir Retrofit and Replacement Project 

 
136 

plant or animal. In addition, as discussed in Section 5, Cultural Resources, the project would not 
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory because none 
are known to be present in the project area. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

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

Cumulative impacts are defined as two or more individual project effects which, when considered 
together or in concert with other projects, combine to result in a significant impact within an 
identified geographic area. In order for a project to contribute to cumulative impacts, it must result 
in some level of impact on a project-specific level. As described in the discussion of environmental 
checklist Sections 1 through 20, with respect to all environmental issues, the proposed project 
would not result in significant and unmitigable impacts to the environment; all anticipated impacts 
associated with project construction and operation would be either less than significant or less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated. This is largely due to the fact that project construction 
activities would be temporary, and project operational activities would not significantly alter the 
environmental baseline condition. The environmental analyses previously addressed in this IS-MND 
already evaluate the combined impacts of construction and operational activities at the eight 
reservoir sites. Generally, the reservoir sites are not located within close proximity to each other.  

As described in the impact analyses provided in Sections 1 through 20 of this IS-MND, a number of 
the environmental topic areas would experience “No Impact” as a result of the proposed project; in 
other words, none of the significance criteria identified for these environmental topic areas would 
result in impacts. These environmental topics include the following: Agricultural and Forestry 
Resources; Energy; Land Use and Planning; Mineral Resources; Population and Housing; Public 
Services; and Recreation. These topic areas are not addressed further for cumulative impacts, 
because they would have no impact and therefore would not contribute to the cumulative scenario 
for cumulative impacts. 

The following analysis of cumulative impacts addresses those effects for which some level of 
potential impact was identified, which includes topics for which a “Less than Significant Impact” was 
identified, as well as those for which the threshold question assumed some level of impact (i.e., 
those for which consideration of a potential “significant” effect was considered, per CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15382; in this case, threshold questions which assumed impacts would be “Less 
than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated”). Potential regional cumulative effects were 
considered for the environmental topics which would result in less than significant impacts from 
project implementation (without or with project mitigation). 

 Aesthetics. Temporary aesthetic impacts associated with the presence and use of equipment 
and machinery at and around the reservoir sites may be visible from public roadways near the 
sites. As discussed in Section 1, Aesthetics, the areas around the reservoir sites are not identified 
as scenic vistas or scenic resource areas. The proposed project would not conflict with 
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality or create a significant new 
source of light and glare when considered in tandem with other cumulative development. 
Therefore, no contribution to a cumulative impact would occur. 
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 Air Quality. Air pollutant and GHG emissions disperse from their original source and can affect 
the entire air basin (or, with global warming, potentially the entire Earth). For air quality, the 
baseline analysis addresses the cumulative condition, or the project’s contribution to the larger 
picture which is assessed in analyses of consistency with regional air quality strategies and 
pollutant dispersal. As discussed in Section 3, Air Quality, the proposed project’s construction 
and operational air quality emissions would be less than significant. The region is in non-
attainment for criteria pollutant standard for PM10, which means that cumulative air quality 
impacts are inherently significant. However, SBCAPCD’s significance thresholds are intended to 
determine whether a project would individually or cumulatively jeopardize attainment of the 
CAAQS and NAAQS. The project would not exceed the thresholds. Therefore, the project’s air 
quality impacts would not individually jeopardize attainment of the CAAQS or NAAQS and the 
project’s contribution to cumulative impacts would not be considerable. 

 Biological Resources. As described in Section 4, Biological Resources, implementation of 
Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-10 would reduce biological resources impacts to less-
than-significant levels. Other projects in the region would also be required to comply with 
federal, State, regional, and local regulations and laws put in place to minimize impacts to 
biological resources. Therefore, cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 

 Cultural Resources. As described in Section 5, Cultural Resources, although no historical or 
archaeological resources are known to exist within the reservoir sites, unanticipated discoveries 
are a possibility during ground disturbance. Implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-1 would 
reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. Cultural resources impacts are inherently site-
specific. The project, in combination with other projects in the area, would not result in 
significant cumulative impacts to archaeological resources. In addition, the project would not 
result in a substantial adverse change to a built environment resource listed or eligible for listing 
in the NRHP or the CRHR. Therefore, no contribution to cumulative impacts, significant or 
otherwise, would occur. 

 Geology and Soils. Impacts associated with geology and soils, including paleontological 
resources, are inherently restricted to the location of the project activities. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would reduce potential impacts associated with unanticipated 
discovery of paleontological resources to a less-than-significant level. Due to the site-specific 
nature of impacts and the implementation of appropriate mitigation, the proposed project 
would not contribute to cumulative impacts associated with other future developments.  

 GHG Emissions. Refer to the discussion within the Air Quality bullet above. The County of Santa 
Barbara’s significance thresholds are intended to determine whether a project would 
individually or cumulatively contribute to global climate change. The project would not exceed 
the thresholds. Therefore, the project’s GHG impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. 

 Hazards and Hazardous Materials. With regard to hazards and hazardous materials, no regional 
concern is identified (i.e., no significant cumulative impact). In the event the project would 
result in accidental discharge associated with transport, use, storage, and/or disposal of 
hazardous materials during construction or operation of the project, prescribed activities to be 
conducted in accordance with the NPDES Construction General Permit would reduce potential 
impacts associated with the discharge of contaminants to a less-than-significant level. The 
project would also comply with applicable federal, State, and local laws and regulations 
regarding hazardous materials. Therefore, no contribution to cumulative impacts, significant or 
otherwise, would occur. 
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 Hydrology and Water Quality. Cumulative development in the project area would increase 
impervious surfaces, thereby increasing stormwater runoff volumes and flow rates. The 
proposed project would not substantially increase impervious surface areas on the reservoir 
sites, nor would it exceed the capacity of the existing stormwater drainage system. In addition, 
implementation of BMPs as part of project conformance with NPDES permit conditions would 
effectively eliminate the potential for drainage- and water quality-related impacts. Therefore, 
no contribution to cumulative impacts would occur. 

 Noise. Noise levels at the reservoir sites are typical of low-density residential areas. The primary 
sources of noise are vehicular traffic along roadways including local streets and ambient sounds 
from local fauna. As discussed in Section 13, Noise, project construction would construction 
would occur between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, excluding 
holidays, and would not exceed the FTA daytime noise threshold of 80 dBA Leq for an 8-hour 
period. Therefore, project construction would not contribute to a cumulative noise impact. In 
addition, the proposed project would not generate additional operational noise levels. Future 
cumulative development would be subject to the County’s noise ordinance. No contribution to a 
cumulative impact would occur.  

 Transportation. No substantial long-term transportation impacts would occur as a result of the 
project. Given the temporary nature of construction-related traffic impacts and the fact the 
project would not generate new operational traffic, the contribution to cumulative 
transportation impact would not be cumulatively considerable. 

 Tribal Cultural Resources. Implementation of Mitigation Measures TCR-1 and TCR-2 would 
reduce the proposed project’s potential impacts to tribal cultural resources to a less-than-
significant level. Tribal cultural resources are inherently site-specific. The project, in combination 
with other projects in the area, would not result in significant cumulative impacts to tribal 
cultural resources. Therefore, no contribution to cumulative impacts, significant or otherwise, 
would occur. 

 Utilities and Service Systems. The project would not induce population growth and therefore 
would not directly or indirectly contribute to cumulative impacts to utilities and service systems.  

 Wildfire. As described in Section 20, Wildfire, potential wildfire impacts associated with the 
project would be less than significant. Given there would be no long-term operational wildfire 
impacts and the short-term nature of any construction-related wildfire impacts, the project’s 
contribution to any cumulative impact would not be considerable. 

For these reasons, the project would not result in a considerable contribution to any cumulative 
effects significant or otherwise. Impacts would be less than significant.  

NO IMPACT 

c. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly?  

In general, impacts to human beings are associated with air quality, hazards and hazardous 
materials, and noise impacts. As detailed in the preceding sections, the project would not result, 
either directly or indirectly, in substantial adverse effects related to air quality or hazards and 
hazardous materials. With implementation of Mitigation Measure N-1 noise impacts would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, impacts to human beings would be less than 
significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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MONTECITO WATER DISTRICT 
MEMORANDUM 

 

SECTION: 3-B 
 
DATE: JULY 19, 2021 
 
TO:  OPERATIONS AND CUSTOMER RELATIONS COMMITTEE 
 
FROM: GENERAL MANAGER / WATER TREATMENT & PRODUCTION 

SUPERINTENDENT / PUBLIC INFORMATION OFFICER 
 
SUBJECT: 2020 ANNUAL DRINKING WATER CONSUMER CONFIDENCE 

REPORT 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Information only. 

DISCUSSION: 

District staff have completed an update of the Annual Drinking Water Consumer Confidence 
Report (CCR) as shown in Attachment 1.  The 2020 CCR provides summary information on 
District water sources and water quality sampling results from calendar year 2020 This report 
shows that the District’s drinking water met, or was better than, State and Federal water quality 
standards. The 2020 CCR also included information on lead and copper sampling and answers to 
frequently asked questions consistent with the District’s 2020 public outreach on these topics.  

The CCR was published on the District’s web site on June 29, 2020, in accordance with the annual 
deadline of July 1. The CCR was distributed using electronic delivery methods in compliance with 
the State Water Resources Control Board’s Guidance Document for Electronic Delivery of the 
Consumer Confidence Report. Printed copies of the CCR are mailed to customers upon request.  

CCR notification methods included: E-News, bill insert, bill message, press release, website, social 
media, advertisement in Montecito Journal and delivery to community organizations such as the 
Montecito Association.  

 

ATTACHMENTS: 

Attachment 1 - 2020 Consumer Confidence Report for the Montecito Water District 
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CONSUMER CONFIDENCE REPORT
2020 ANNUAL DRINKING WATER

This report explains where your water comes from, provides 
information on water quality and how it is measured, and 
presents the District’s 2020 test results which show that 
drinking water met, or was better than, state and federal 
water quality standards.

583 San Ysidro Road, Montecito, CA 93108
phone: 805.969.2271  

email: info@montecitowater.com

A Reliable Supply Since 1921

The District takes pride in delivering a reliable supply of high-quality water to the communities of Montecito 
and Summerland, year after year. With the lack of rainfall in 2020, the District is again facing extreme drought 
conditions. Careful supply management and good water quality go hand-in-hand, and we’re constantly 
working to improve resiliency and drought resistance. From our customers, we ask that everyone do their part 
to use water wisely.

Water quality data, including lead and copper sampling results, are reported in the annual Consumer Confidence 
Report. Montecito Water District conducts scheduled monitoring of lead and copper within our service area, as 
required by law of all drinking water systems. These results are reported privately and directly to the customer. 
For the benefit of all customers, below are some answers to frequently asked questions. 

Why does Montecito Water District test for lead and copper?
The specifics of the lead and copper monitoring are outlined in the 
Lead and Copper Rule (LCR) developed by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) in 1991 and implemented by the State of 
California Water Quality Control Board’s Division of Drinking Water. 
The LCR requires public water systems to monitor concentrations 
of lead and copper in tap water collected from the inside of a select 
number of customer’s residences because lead and copper can be 
released from home plumbing material such as copper pipes, old solder 
containing lead, and brass fixtures which contain copper and low levels 
of lead. The LCR prioritizes monitoring and testing of single-family 
residences with plumbing material installed before 1986, when lead-
containing solder was banned in the US.

Could there be copper in my water and what is the source?
Yes, you could have low levels of copper in your tap water and it can 
come from multiple sources. Copper is a naturally occurring mineral 
commonly found in low concentrations in fresh water supplies. The 
District’s two primary sources of water are Jameson Lake and Lake 
Cachuma. Recent test results for Jameson Lake and Lake Cachuma had 
non-detectable copper levels. Copper can also enter the water from the 
corrosion of the infrastructure used to deliver water to your tap. The 
District’s water distribution system, which is used to deliver water to your 
meter, is constructed primarily of non-copper materials. Of the District’s 
vast network of pipes, valves, pumps and associated appurtenances, 
infrastructure constructed of copper materials is limited to fire hydrants 
and customer water service lines. However, the most common source of 
copper found at customer taps comes from household plumbing.

Why would copper leach from my household plumbing into my tap water?
Any time a metal, including copper is exposed to water, some of the 
metal will dissolve into the water at a slow rate. The longer the water 
sits in a copper pipe, the more the copper will accumulate in the water. 
The speed at which the copper will dissolve into the water depends on a 
number of factors including the quality of the water, water temperature, 
quality of the plumbing material, and other external known and unknown

factors. The greatest level of copper at your tap is expected to occur 
in the first flush of water after sitting in the pipes overnight. If the 
water stagnated in the pipes over a weekend when no one was at home, 
the copper level in the first flush of water is likely to be even higher. 
Moreover, because metals dissolve more rapidly in hot water than in cold 
water, the copper levels in hot water pipes are likely to be higher than in 
cold water pipes.

What can I do if I’m concerned about copper in my water?
If you are concerned about the accumulation of copper in your water 
pipes, the District recommends that you run the water at your kitchen 
tap in the morning before you use the water for drinking or cooking. 
The District also recommends that only cold water be used for drinking 
or cooking because copper levels are expected to be higher in hot water 
pipes than in cold water pipes. Additionally, certain commercially 
available filters have shown to be successful at removing metals, 
including copper, from water.
For more information please contact us at 805.969.2271.

Este informe contiene información 
muy importante sobre su agua potable. 
Tradúzcalo o hable con alguien que 
lo entienda bien. Para información en 
español llame al 805.969.2271.

Nick Turner,  
General Manager

Photo by: Alan Prichard, Dam Caretaker

Jameson Lake, Winter 2021.
Shoreline indicates  
declining water level.
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Montecito’s Water Quality Summary 2020

Primary 
Standards (PDWS) Units

Maximum 
Contaminant 

Level

Public 
Health Goal 

(MCLG)
Jameson 

Lake Average
Jameson 

Lake Range
Ground Water 

Average
Ground 

Water Range
Cachuma 

Lake Average
Cachuma 

Lake Range
Common Sources of Contamination                                                                 
in Drinking Water

Water Clarity

Treated Turbidity NTU

TT = 1 NTU
TT = 95% 

of Samples 
< 0.3

NA 0.08 0.03 - 0.29
100.0% 0.20 0.10 - 0.20

100% NA ND -0.06
100% Soil runoff.

Radioactive Contaminants
Gross Alpha 
Particle Activity pCi/L 15 (0) 1.33 1.33 2.63 1.22 - 3.86 NA NA Erosion of natural deposits.

Uranium pCi/L 20 0.43 NA NA 1.10 0.82 - 1.56 0.83 NA Erosion of natural deposits.

Inorganic Contaminants

Aluminum µg/L 1000 600 5 ND - 20 ND ND 0.17 0.03 - 0.43 Erosion of natural deposits; residue from 
some surface water treatment processes.

Arsenic µg/L 10 0.004 ND ND 0.25 ND - 1.0 0.82 ND - 1.2

Barium mg/L 1 2 0.05 0.05 ND ND 64 NA Discharges of oil drilling wastes and from 
metal refineries: erosion of natural deposits.

Fluoride mg/L 2 1 0.3 0.3 0.8 0.5 - 1.0 0.45 0.36 - 0.51 Erosion of natural deposits; discharge from 
fertilizer. None added.

Nitrate as N 
(Nitrogen) mg/L 10 10 0.2 0.2 4.9 4.3 - 5.8 0.20 ND - 0.31

Runoff or leaching from fertilizer use; 
leaching from septic tanks and sewage; 
erosion from natural deposits

Selenium µg/L 50 30 ND ND 4.8 2.0 - 9.0 NA NA

Discharge from petroleum, glass, and 
metal refineries; erosion of natural 
deposits; discharge from mines and 
chemical manufacturers; runoff from 
livestock lots (feed additive).

Primary Standards for 
Distribution System Units

Maximum 
Contaminant 

Level

Public 
Health Goal 

(MCLG)
Distribution 

System Average
Distribution 

System Range Common Sources of Contamination in Drinking Water
Disinfectant

Free Chlorine Residual mg/L MRDLG, 4.0 MRDLG, 4.0 0.67 0.20 - 2.03 Drinking water disinfectant added for treatment

Disinfection By Products

Total Trihalomethanes µg/L 80 NA Highest LRAA, 68.3 15 - 87 By-product of drinking water disinfection

Haloacetic Acids µg/L 60 NA Highest LRAA, 54.0 9 - 71 By-product of drinking water disinfection

Total Organic Carbon 
(DBP Precursor) µg/L TT NA 3.8 2.5 - 4.7 Various natural and manmade sources. Total Organic Carbon (TOC) has no health effects. 

However, it provides a medium for the formation of disinfection byproducts.
Microbiological Contaminant Samples

Total Coliform Bacteria % Tests 
Positive

<5% of 
Monthly 
Samples

0 0.00% 0 Naturally present in the environment.

Cryptosporidium No. of 
oocyst/L TT 0 0 0 Naturally present in the environment.

Secondary Standards Units

Maximum 
Contaminant 

Level
Jameson 

Lake Average
Jameson 

Lake Range
Ground Water 

Average
Ground 

Water Range

Cachuma 
Lake 

Average
Cachuma 

Lake Range Common Sources of Contamination in Drinking Water
Aesthetic Standards

Chloride mg/L 500 6 6 95.4 6.0 - 202.0 27.2 23.7 - 30.1 Runoff or leaching from natural deposits; seawater 
influence.

Iron µg/L 300 ND ND 25 ND - 110 15 ND - 31 Leaching from natural deposits; industrial wastes.

Manganese µg/L 50 ND ND 10 ND - 30 ND NA Leaching from natural deposits.
Threshold Odor at 60 
degrees celcius Units 3 2 2 ND ND 3 1 - 4 Naturally-occurring organic minerals.

Specific Conductance µS/cm 1600 862 862 1602 1140 - 1830 987 936 - 1112 Substances that form ions in water; seawater influence.

Sulfate mg/L 500 205 205 197 120 - 261 290 259 - 340 Runoff or leaching from natural deposits; industrial 
wastes.

Total Dissolved Solids mg/L 1000 570 570 1043 650 - 1180 734 630 - 842 Runoff or leaching from natural deposits.

Zinc mg/L 5 ND ND 0.013 ND - 0.030 NA NA Runoff or leaching from natural deposits; industrial wastes.

Lead and Copper Rule 
(2018) Units RAL PHG

Samples 
collected

Above 
RAL

90th 
Percentile Common Sources of Contamination in Drinking Water

Lead µg/L 15 0.2 36 0 ND Internal corrosion of household water plumbing systems; discharges from industrial 
manufacturers; erosion of natural deposits.

Copper µg/L 1300 300 36 0 232 Internal corrosion of household plumbing systems; erosion of natural deposits; leaching from 
wood preservatives.

Lead and Copper Rule Every three years, a minimum of 30 residences are tested for lead and copper levels at the tap.  The most recent set of 36 samples was collected in 2020.  All of the samples were well below 
the regulatory action level (RAL).  Copper was detected in 28 samples.  The 90th percentile value was at 232 ug/L.  Lead was not detected in any of the samples.  The 90th percentile value was Non-Detect.  If present, 
elevated levels of lead can cause serious health problems, especially for pregnant women and young children.  Lead in drinking water is primarily from materials and components associated with service lines and home 
plumbing.  Montecito Water District is responsible for providing high quality drinking water, but cannot control the variety of materials used in plumbing components.  When your water has been sitting for several hours, 
you can minimize the potential for lead exposure by flushing your tap for 30 seconds to 2 minutes before using water for drinking or cooking.  If you are concerned about lead in your water, you may wish to have your 
water tested.  Information on lead in drinking water, testing methods, and steps you can take to minimize exposure is available from the Safe Drinking Water Hotline or at http://www.epa.gov/lead.
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In order to ensure that tap water is safe to drink, the U.S 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the California 
Department of Public Health (CDPH) prescribe regulations that 
limit the amount of certain contaminants in water provided by 
public water systems.  CDPH regulations also establish limits for 
contaminants in bottled water that provide the same protection for 
public health.
Source Water Assessment: A comprehensive source water 
assessment of the District’s drinking water sources was adopted in 
May 2017.  A copy of this report is available for public inspection at 
the District Office.
Last year, as in years past, your tap water met all EPA and State 
drinking water health standards.  This brochure is a snapshot of 
last year’s water quality.  Included are details about where your 
water comes from, what it contains, and how it compares to State 
standards.  We are committed to providing you information because 
informed customers are our best allies. 

WATER QUALITY TERMINOLOGY
Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL):  The highest level of a 
contaminant that is allowed in drinking water.  Primary MCLs 
are set as close to the PHGs (or MCLGs) as is economically and 
technologically feasible.  Secondary MCLs are set to protect the 
odor, taste, and appearance of drinking water.

Maximum Contaminant Level Goal (MCLG):  The level of a 
contaminant in drinking water below which there is no known or 
expected risk to health.  MCLGs are set by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency.

Public Health Goal (PHG):  The level of a contaminant in drinking 
water below which there is no known or expected risk to health.  
PHGs are set by the California Environmental Protection Agency.

Primary Drinking Water Standard (PDWS):  MCLs and MRDLs for 
contaminants that affect health along with their monitoring and 
reporting requirements, and water treatment requirements.

Maximum Residual Disinfectant Level Goal (MRDLG):  The level 
of a drinking water disinfectant below which there is no known or 
expected risk to health.  MRDLGs do not reflect the benefits of the 
use of disinfectants to control microbial contaminants.

Regulatory Action Level:  The concentration of a contaminant 
which, if exceeded, triggers treatment or other requirements that a 
water system must follow.

Treatment Technique (TT):  A required process intended to reduce 
the level of a contaminant in drinking water.

mg/L:  Milligrams per liter, or parts per million.  1 mg/L is equal to 
about one drop in 17 gallons of water.

ug/L:  Micrograms per liter, or parts per billion.  1 ug/L is equal to 
about one drop in 17,000 gallons of water.

< :  Less than.

NA:  Not applicable.

NS:  No Standard.

ND:  Non-detected.

pCi/L:  Pico curies per liter, a measure of radiation.

umhos/cm:  Micromhos per centimeter (an indicator of dissolved 
minerals in water).

NTU:  Nephelometric turbidity unit.

LRAA:  Locational Running Annual Average

For Water Softeners: MWD’s surface water has a hardness range of 
18 to 23 grains per gallon, while groundwater has a hardness range 
of 25 to 41 grains per gallon.  One grain per gallon equals 17.1 mg/L.
Footnotes: The State allows us to monitor for some contaminants 
less than once per year because the concentrations of these 
contaminants do not change frequently.  Some of our data, though 
representative, are more than one year old.
An average number of 51 coliform samples were collected each 
month at 12 District sampling stations in compliance with the Federal 
Revised Total Coliform Rule .  All sample results were negative.
Turbidity is a measure of the cloudiness of the water.  Montecito 
Water District monitors for it continuously because turbidity is 
a good indicator of water quality.  High turbidity can hinder the 
effectiveness of disinfectants.  100% of the District’s samples met 
the Turbidity Performance standard.  The highest single surface 
water turbidity measurement during the year was 0.29 NTU.

People with Sensitive Immune Systems 
Some people may be more vulnerable to contaminants 
in drinking water than the general population.  Immuno-
compromised persons such as persons with cancer undergoing 
chemotherapy, persons who have undergone organ transplants, 
people with HIV/AIDS or other immune system disorders, some 
elderly, and infants can be particularly at risk from infections.  
These people should seek advice about drinking water from their 
health care providers.  USEPA/Centers for Disease Control (CDC) 
guidelines on appropriate means to lessen the risk of infection by 
Cryptosporidium and other microbial contaminants are available 
from the Safe Drinking Water Hotline (1-800-426-4791).

Drinking Water Info 
Drinking water, including bottled water, may reasonably 
be expected to contain at least small amounts of some 
contaminants.  The presence of contaminants does not 
necessarily indicate that water poses a health risk.  More 
information about contaminants and potential health effects 
can be obtained by calling the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency’s (USEPA’s) Safe Drinking Water Hotline (1-800-426-4791).

Secondary 
Standards Units

Maximum 
Contaminant 

Level

Jameson 
Lake 

Average

Jameson 
Lake 

Range

Ground 
Water 

Average

Ground 
Water 
Range

Cachuma 
Lake 

Average

Cachuma 
Lake 
Range

Additional Constituents Analyzed
pH pH units NS 8.08 7.90 - 8.20 7.4 7.3 - 7.4 7.52 7.39 - 7.72
Total Hardness mg/L NS 394 328 - 424 458 190 - 706 428 392 - 480
Total Alkalinity mg/L NS 217 188 - 240 210 190 - 230 220 209 - 229
Boron µg/L 1000 (RAL) ND ND 20 ND - 80 0.38 0.37 - 0.39
Calcium mg/L NS 104 104 116 48 - 169 97 93 - 109
Magnesium mg/L NS 28 28 41 17 - 69 44 37 - 52
Sodium mg/L NS 25 25 99 65 - 141 58 51 - 68
Potassium mg/L NS 3 3 1 1 3.6 3.3 - 4.0
Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Rule 3 (2014-15)
Total Chromium µg/L NS 0.05 ND - 0.30 ND ND 0.54 ND - 1.7
Molybdenum µg/L NS 1.4 1.1 - 2.3 3.8 ND - 10.0 6.3 ND - 11
Strontium µg/L NS 1238 1000 - 1400 923 580 - 1200 1045 670 - 1900
Vanadium µg/L NS 0.36 ND - 0.81 1.37 0.24 - 3.30 1.7 ND - 4.0
Chromium 6 
(Hexavalent 
Chromium)

µg/L NS 0.088 ND - 0.240 0.028 ND - 0.120 0.49 ND - 1.8

Chlorate µg/L NS 208 ND - 320 143 ND - 270 253 72.0 - 410
1,4-Dioxane µg/L NS ND ND ND ND 0.024 ND - 0.11
1,1-Dichloroethane ng/L NS ND ND ND ND 31 ND - 130
Chloromethane ng/L NS ND ND ND ND 31 ND - 250
Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Rule 4 (2019-20)
HAA5 µg/L NS 32.87 23.98 - 44 NA NA 13 ND - 32
HAA6Br µg/L NS 8.03 4.24 - 14.09 NA NA 14 ND - 24

HAA9 µg/L NS 39.95 32.57 - 
48.94 NA NA 24 ND - 51

Bromochloroacetic 
Acid µg/L NS 3.29 1.89 - 5.45 NA NA 3.9 ND - 8.2

Bromodichloroacetic 
Acid µg/L NS 2.95 2.15 - 4.05 NA NA 3.5 ND - 5.8

Chlorodibromoacetic 
Acid µg/L NS 0.85 0 - 1.9 NA NA 2.2 ND - 3.3

Dibromoacetic Acid µg/L NS 0.71 0 - 1.9 NA NA 2.3 ND - 4.2
Dichloroacetic Acid µg/L NS 12.34 7.75 - 20 NA NA 6.0 ND - 16
Monobromoacetic 
Acid µg/L NS 0.24 0 - 0.8 NA NA 2.3 ND - 4.9

Monochloroacetic 
Acid µg/L NS 1.17 ND - 1.6 NA NA 2.3 ND - 4.9

Trichloroacetic Acid µg/L NS 18.41 10.75 - 26 NA NA 4.2 ND - 12

Nitrate as N (Nitrogen): Nitrate in drinking water at levels above 
10 mg/L is a health risk for infants of less than six months of 
age.  Such nitrate levels in drinking water can interfere with 
the capacity of the infant’s blood to carry oxygen, resulting in 
a serious illness; symptoms include shortness of breath and 
blueness of the skin.  Nitrate levels above 10 mg/L may also affect 
the ability of the blood to carry oxygen in other individuals, such 
as pregnant women and those with certain specific enzyme 
deficiencies.  If you are caring for an infant, or you are pregnant, 
you should ask advice from your health care provider. MWD’s 
highest nitrate level in 2020 was 5.8 mg/L
The sources of drinking water (both tap water and bottled water) 
include rivers, lakes, streams, ponds, reservoirs, springs, and 
wells.  As water travels over the surface of the land or through 
the ground, it dissolves naturally-occurring minerals and, in some 
cases, radioactive material, and can pick up substances resulting 
from the presence of animals or from human activity.

Contaminants that may be present in source water include: 
Microbial contaminants, such as viruses and bacteria, that 
may come from sewage treatment plants, septic systems, 
agricultural livestock operations, and wildlife.
Inorganic contaminants, such as salts and metals, that can 
be naturally-occurring or result from urban storm water runoff, 
industrial or domestic wastewater discharges, oil and gas 
production, mining, or farming.
Pesticides and herbicides, that may come from a variety of 
sources such as agriculture, urban storm water runoff, and 
residential uses.
Organic chemical contaminants, including synthetic and volatile 
organic chemicals, that are by-products of industrial processes and 
petroleum production, and can also come from gas stations, urban 
storm water runoff, agricultural application, and septic systems.
Radioactive contaminants, that can be naturally-occurring or be 
the result of oil and gas production and mining activities.
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS:
Tobe Plough, President 
Ken Coates, Vice-President
Floyd Wicks, Director
Cori Hayman, Director 
Brian Goebel, Director
Nick Turner, P.E. 
General Manager & Board Secretary

For more information 
please contact 
Chad Hurshman, 
Water Treatment 
and Production 
Superintendent,  
at 805.969.7924

583 San Ysidro Road, Montecito, CA 93108
www.montecitowater.com

LOCAL SURFACE WATER
Lake Cachuma (A Primary Water Source) 

Tecolote Tunnel 
Carries water from Lake Cachuma 6.4 miles 
through the Santa Ynez mountains to the 
South Coast. 
South Coast Conduit Pipeline 
Conveys water from Tecolote Tunnel across 
the South Coast, from Goleta to Carpinteria.
Cater Treatment Plant  
“City of Santa Barbara” 
Provides treated water to Montecito Water 
District via the South Coast Conduit.

Jameson Lake (A Primary Water Source)
Doulton Tunnel
Carries water 2.2 miles from Jameson Lake, 
and ground water seeps into it providing 
additional supply.
Bella Vista and Doulton  
Treatment Plants
The District provides treated water from 
Jameson Lake and Doulton Tunnel to 
customers.

FUTURE SOURCES 
Desalinated water
The District has successfully negotiated a 50 
year Water Supply Agreement with the City 
of Santa Barbara, secured by the Desalination 
plant. Deliveries from the City are scheduled to 
commence in January, 2022.
Recycled water
The District is actively working toward 
implementation of recycled water / water reuse.

SUPPLEMENTAL SURFACE WATER
State Water Project Table A Allocation and 
Supplemental Water Purchases
San Luis Reservoir
Stores State Water and supplemental water 
supplies.
California Aqueduct and the  
Coastal Branch Pipeline
Convey water from San Luis Reservoir to  
Lake Cachuma.

LOCAL GROUNDWATER
Groundwater wells
District groundwater resources are limited, 
but provide an important and reliable supply.

CONSERVATION
Efficient use of water 
Ongoing conservation is a needed and 
important part of our water supply strategy 
locally and statewide. Conservation is a 
California way of life!

OUR WATER SOURCES >>

Where Does Our Water Come From?

Este informe contiene información muy 
importante sobre su agua potable. Tradúzcalo 
o hable con alguien que lo entienda bien. Para 
información en español llame al 805.969.2271.

We encourage public participation.

For meeting times, agendas, and additional 
resources: www.montecitowater.com
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MONTECITO WATER DISTRICT  
MEMORANDUM  

 
SECTION: 3-C 
 
DATE:  JULY 19, 2021 
 
TO:   OPERATIONS AND CUSTOMER RELATIONS COMMITTEE  
 
FROM:  ASSISTANT GENERAL MANAGER / ENGINEERING MANAGER 
 
SUBJECT:  EAST VALLEY ROAD WATER MAIN REPLACEMENT PROJECT  

RECOMMENDATION: 

• Recommend that the Board of Directors make a determination that the project is 
categorically exempt from environmental review pursuant to the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as set forth on the attached Notice of 
Exemption  

• Recommend that the Board of Directors authorize staff to file the attached Notice of 
Exemption from CEQA with County of Santa Barbara Clerk of the Board. 

• Recommend that the Board of Directors authorize the award of a contract to the lowest 
responsive bidder for the Hot Springs Road Water Main Replacement Project.   

DISCUSSION: 

The East Valley Road Water Main Replacement Project is budgeted for $1,500,000 for Fiscal 
Year 2022 (FY22).  District staff completed the engineering design in house and advertised a 
Request for Proposals (RFP) on June 23, 2021.  The design drawings are provided in Attachment 
1. The project would replace approximately 6,000 linear feet of 1920’s 8-inch and 10-inch water 
mains with new 12-inch ductile iron water main and replace all hydrants, service lines, and 
pressure regulators along the route.  All bids are due July 22, 2021. If supported by the 
Committee, staff intends to present the bid results to the Board of Directors at its meeting of July 
27, 2021 and request approval to award the project.  

This project would be exempt from environmental review based on categorical exemptions in the 
California Code of Regulations [“CCR”] since it is maintenance of existing facilities used to 
provide public utility services [CCR 15301(b)] and replacement or reconstruction of existing 
utility systems and/or facilities involving negligible or no expansion of capacity [CCR 15302(c)].  
Upon an appropriate finding by the Board of Directors, a Notice of Exemption from the 
California Environmental Quality Act will be filed with the County of Santa Barbara Clerk by 
staff prior to the implementation of the project.  The draft Notice of Exemption is provided as 
Attachment 2.  
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FISCAL IMPACT 

Bids are due on July 22, 2021.  The bid results will be presented to the Board of Directors on 
July 27, 2021 at their regular meeting.  The project budget is $1,500,000.  

ATTACHMENTS 

1) Design Drawings – East Valley Road Water Main Replacement Project 
 

2) Notice of Exemption for the East Valley Road Water Main Replacement Project 
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Statutory Exemptions. State code number: 

_______________________________________________

Print Form

Notice of Exemption Appendix E 

 From: (Public Agency):  ____________________________To: Office of Planning and Research 
P.O. Box 3044, Room 113

 _______________________________________________Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 

 County Clerk 
(Address) 

___________________________ 

___________________________ 

County of:  __________________ 

Project Title:  ____________________________________________________________________________ 

Project Applicant: ________________________________________________________________________ 

Project Location - Specific: 

Project Location - City: ______________________ Project Location - County: 

Description of Nature, Purpose and Beneficiaries of Project: 

_____________________ 

Name of Public Agency Approving Project: _____________________________________________________ 

Name of Person or Agency Carrying Out Project: ________________________________________________ 

Exempt Status:  (check one): 
Ministerial (Sec. 21080(b)(1); 15268); 

Declared Emergency (Sec. 21080(b)(3); 15269(a)); 

Emergency Project (Sec. 21080(b)(4); 15269(b)(c)); 

Reasons why project is exempt: 

Lead Agency 
Contact Person: ____________________________ Area Code/Telephone/Extension: _______________ 

If filed by applicant: 
Attach certified document of exemption finding.
Has a Notice of Exemption been filed by the public agency approving the project?  Yes No 

Signature: ____________________________ Date: 

Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21110, Public Resources Code. Date Received for filing at OPR: 
Reference: Sections 21108, 21152, and 21152.1, Public Resources Code. 

_______________ 

Categorical Exemption. State type and section number: ____________________________________ 

______________________________________________ 

______________ Title: _______________________ 

Revised 2011 

p

Montecito Water District
583 San Ysidro Road

Santa Barbara, CA 93108

Santa Barbara
105 E. Anapamu St, Room 407

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

East Valley Road Water Main Replacement Project

Montecito Water District

Highway 192 (East Valley Road), Santa Barbara, CA 93108 (Orchard to Freehaven)

Santa Barbara Santa Barbara

The project will replace approximately 5,400 feet of 8-inch ductile iron water main. The project 
also includes the replacement service laterals with new copper piping, 7 hydrant replacements, 
and two pressure regulating stations within the state right of way. 

Montecito Water District
Adam Kanold, Assistant General Manager

X 15301(b), 15302(c)

15301(b) the water main, service lines, meters and hydrants are existing infrastructure used to
serve potable water to the District customers
15302(c) replacement of existing utility systems and facilities involving negligible or no expansion
of capacity.

Adam Kanold 805-969-2271

Asst General Manager

■
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MONTECITO WATER DISTRICT  
MEMORANDUM  

 
SECTION: 3-D 
 
DATE:  JULY 19, 2021 
 
TO:   OPERATIONS AND CUSTOMER RELATIONS COMMITTEE  
 
FROM:  ASSISTANT GENERAL MANAGER / ENGINEERING MANAGER 
 
SUBJECT:  CONSIDERATION OF CONTRACT FOR VALVE REPAIR   

RECOMMENDATION: 

Recommend that the Board of Directors authorize staff to enter into a contract with Tierra 
Contracting for valve repair work for a not-to-exceed amount of $44,240 and authorize the use of 
District unrestricted reserves to fund the project.  

DISCUSSION: 

In March 2021, Caltrans staff notified the District of a project on Highway 192 to grind and 
overlay the majority of the Montecito portion of the road.  Caltrans requires all District valves to 
be lowered before the project and then raised to grade after the project.  Caltrans initially 
indicated the project would take place in 2022 or 2023 timeframe.  However, in mid June, 
Caltrans notified District staff the project has been reprioritized and will be starting in August 
2021.  This means all District valves must be lowered before Caltrans contractor begins work in 
August.  This project is not part of the fiscal year 2022 budget since it was expected to be 
starting much later.   District staff issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) on June 24, 2021 with 
all bids due by July 9, 2021.  The bid results are shown in Table 1 below.   Tierra Contracting 
was the lowest responsive bidder at $107,045.  

Table 1 - Bid Results 

Contractor Total Bid 

Tierra Contracting $107,045.00 

Cedro Construction $142,787.93 

Toro Enterprises $160,605.00 

CalPortland $191,180.00 
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Given this project is not budgeted, District staff recommend hiring Tierra to perform the 
lowering work which is time sensitive, and using District forces to perform the raising work 
which can be done over the course of several months.  District forces do not have adequate 
staffing or schedule availability to perform the lowering before the August deadline.  Using this 
approach, the total Tierra bid for lowering the valves only was $44,240.  

FISCAL IMPACT 

This proposed contract is not budgeted.   The proposed $44,240 contract would require Board 
authorization to be paid out of District unrestricted reserve funds.   

 

ATTACHMENTS 

None  
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MONTECITO WATER DISTRICT 
MEMORANDUM 

 

SECTION: 3-E 
 
DATE: JULY 19, 2021 
 
TO:  OPERATIONS AND CUSTOMER RELATIONS COMMITTEE 
 
FROM: GENERAL MANAGER / PUBLIC INFORMATION OFFICER 
 
SUBJECT: CUSTOMER RELATIONS: PUBLIC OUTREACH – VOLUNTARY 

CONSERVATION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Information only. 

DISCUSSION: 

Voluntary conservation is a consistent theme in District communications. Worsening drought 
conditions combined with above-budget customer demands from December 2020 – March 2021 
identified the need for increasing voluntary conservation. Beginning in April, 2021 Board meeting 
agendas included this item for Board discussion and public input on policy and messaging. 

Key components of messaging were confirmed as: 

1) Remaining consistent with the State’s message: Conservation is a California way of life 

2) Emphasizing the District’s planning and local initiatives while enlisting community 
partnership and providing specific tips on more efficient water use, in particular:  

•We’ve Come a Long Way towards “Drought resilience” 

•We Have a Water Budget: Supply/Usage is not Unlimited 

•We’re Facing Drought –Again or Continued 

•Water Usage is Up: 500AF Over Budget first half of WY2021 – will be 25% over budget 
at year end if trends continue 

Messaging has been increased in May, June, and July in the form of E-News, bill inserts, bill 
messages, press releases, website updates, social media posts, advertisements and meeting 
presentations to community organizations such as the Montecito Association. 

On July 8, 2021 Governor Newsom added Santa Barbara County to the regional drought state of 
emergency order and asked for 15% voluntary water use reduction statewide. Just prior to and 
again following this announcement Montecito Water District received significant local press 
coverage in media outlets such as Santa Barbara News Press, Noozhawk, Edhat, and Montecito 
Journal headlining the message “Customers Urged to Conserve.”  
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