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6.1 INTRODUCTION 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines state that an 
environmental impact report (EIR) “shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to 
the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives” (Section 
15126.6[a]).  

The CEQA Guidelines state that “the range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed 
by a ‘rule of reason’ that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to 
permit a reasoned choice. The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the 
EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the Lead Agency determines could feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the project” (Section 15126.6[f]). 

In defining feasibility of alternatives, the CEQA Guidelines state that “[a]mong the 
factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are 
site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, 
other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries… and whether the 
proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative 
site…” (Section 15126.6(f)(1)). The alternatives must adequately represent the spectrum 
of environmental concerns in order to permit a reasonable choice of alternatives. The EIR 
must provide the rationale for selecting or defining the alternatives, including identifying 
any alternatives that were considered by the Lead Agency but rejected as infeasible 
during the scoping process.  

Alternatives must be prepared at a sufficient level of detail to permit their consideration 
for adoption by the Montecito Fire Protection District (MFPD). When considered with 
the information contained in the body of this EIR, the analysis contained in these 
alternatives must adequately characterize the potential associated impacts. However, 
depending upon the degree of design changes associated with any given alternative, an 
additional administrative level of environmental review may be required to refine 
mitigation measures and assess detailed changes in the project description associated with 
the adoption of one of these alternatives.  
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The alternatives analysis for this EIR is presented in four major parts. The first section 
describes the objectives of the MFPD Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction. The 
second section summarizes the potentially significant unavoidable short- and long-term 
impacts of the project from information presented in Section 3.0. The third section 
presents the project alternatives considered by MFPD and discusses potential impacts 
under the project alternatives. The final section concludes with the selection of an 
environmentally superior alternative, based on the project configuration with the fewest 
significant impacts while meeting the greatest number of project objectives.  

6.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The proposed project includes the following major objectives:  

(1) Improve overall emergency services and response times to fires and emergencies 
in Montecito, especially in the community’s east end. 

(2) Construct a high-quality fire station with modern equipment and facilities, staffed 
24 hours per day, 7 days per week by trained personnel, that is architecturally 
compatible with nearby residences.  

(3) Coordinate throughout the design and environmental review process with 
concerned neighbors and interested organizations to ensure that the station 
location and design meet community concerns and standards. 

(4) Site the station to minimize and avoid, as possible, adverse environmental 
impacts. 

(5) Provide an essential public services building for the community to provide for 
resources such as shelter, food, and support of emergency equipment during 
disasters. 

(6) Provide facilities to support training activities for MFPD personnel. 

6.3 SUMMARY OF POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE PROJECT IMPACTS  

The proposed project would have no potentially significant and unavoidable impacts that 
would not be subject to feasible mitigation. As summarized below, the project would 
create three potentially significant impacts, which would be reduced to less than 
significant with required mitigation:  

• BIO-2 The proposed project would result in potentially significant (but mitigable) 
adverse affects to coast live oaks as a result of project grading, detention basin 
development and other construction activities causing damage to existing oaks, 
the removal of three mature oaks, and routine trimming of oaks fronting East 
Valley Road (Class II).  
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• GEO-2 The proposed project would expose people or structures to potentially 
significant (but mitigable) adverse effects as a result of project development on 
soil that is unstable or that could become unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in expansion, differential settlement, or collapse (Class II). 

• WAT-3 The proposed project would result in potentially significant (but 
mitigable) long-term increases in runoff to site drainages and watersheds due to 
increase in impervious surfaces, including buildings, aprons, and driveways 
(Class II). 

6.4 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

This section discusses alternatives to the proposed project, including alternatives that 
were considered and discarded. Each of these considers the ability of a particular 
alternative to substantially reduce or eliminate the project’s significant environmental 
impacts while still meeting basic project objectives. The EIR also includes a No-Project 
Alternative and an analysis of possible alternative sites (named as they were in the Site 
Identification Study [MFPD 2008]). Alternative sites that were considered for the 
proposed Station 3 are presented in Table 6-1. These sites were again screened for 
consideration as potential locations for Station 3 as discussed further below.  

6.4.1 Alternatives Considered but Discarded 

As discussed above, Section 15126.6(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR 
disclose alternatives that were considered and discarded and provide a brief explanation 
as to why such alternatives were not fully considered in the EIR. In particular, as required 
by the CEQA Guidelines, the selection of alternatives included a screening process to 
determine which alternatives could reduce significant effects and also feasibly meet 
project objectives. The following alternatives were considered but eliminated from 
further analysis by MFPD due to infeasibility or inconsistency with primary project 
objectives.  

6.4.1.1 Alternative Uses 

Several alternative uses could potentially occur under the zoning of the project site 
(Residential, minimum parcel size 2 acres [2-E-1]). These could include residential 
development or a range of conditionally permitted uses allowed in this zone district (e.g., 
schools, churches). However, consideration of such alternative uses would not be  
 

Montecito Fire Protection District Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction 6-3 
Draft EIR 



6.0 ALTERNATIVES 

Table 6-1. Sites Considered for Further Screening and Analysis 

Site Site Name/ 
Ownership 

Parcel 
Number 

Parcel 
Size 

(acres) 
Key Constraints Suitability for Further 

Analysis 

A 
Palmer Jackson 
East/ Palmer G 
Jackson Trust 

155-070-008 76.9 

• Scattered mature oak trees  
• Prime farmland 
• Minor tributary drainage 
• High speeds on adjacent 

arterial 

Yes 
• Adjacent to arterial 
• Limited constraints 
• Includes proposed 

project site. 

B 

Roman Catholic 
Archdiocese of 
Bishop (Los 
Angeles/San 
Diego) 

155-070-009 1.4 

• Recorded historic Catholic 
cemetery 

• Small size may not meet 
MFPD needs 

• High speeds on adjacent 
arterial 

• Existing mature oak trees 
• Prime farmland 

Yes 
• Adjacent to arterial 

C 
Palmer Jackson 
West/ Palmer G 
Jackson Trust 

155-070-012 17.6 

• Adjacent to Romero Creek 
100-year floodplain, ESHA, 
and riparian woodland 

• Limited line-of-sight due to 
Romero Creek bridge 

• High speeds on adjacent 
arterial 

• Prime farmland 

Yes 
• Adjacent to arterial 
•  Large parcel size 

D 

Kimball-
Griffith #1/ 
Kimball-
Griffith LP 

005-030-007 29.2 

• Steep slopes and erosion 
potential  

• Grading and site preparation 
costs 

• Located on eastern edge of 
study area 

• Existing oak woodland 
• High speeds on adjacent 

arterial 

Yes 
• Adjacent to arterial 
• Large parcel size 

 E 

Kimball-
Griffith #2/ 
Kimball-
Griffith LP 

005-030-003 16.3 

• Steep slopes and erosion 
potential  

• Grading and site preparation 
costs 

• Located on eastern edge of 
study area 

•  ESHA, oak woodland, and 
coastal sage scrub  

• High speeds on adjacent 
arterial 

No 
• Lacks direct arterial 

access 
• Steep slopes 
• Mapped ESHA 
• High site 

development costs 

F Feather Hill 155-050-014 1.0 

• Many vicinity driveways are 
“back out only” 

• Poor line-of-sight 
• Both roads are narrow 

No 
• Not adjacent to 

arterial 
• Surrounded by 

residences 
• Small parcel 
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Table 6-1. Sites Considered for Further Screening and Analysis (Continued) 

Site Site Name/ 
Ownership 

Parcel 
Number 

Parcel 
Size 

(acres) 
Key Constraints Suitability for Further 

Analysis 

G 
Stonehouse/680 
Stonehouse 
Lane, LLC 

155-060-030 2.0 

• Proximity to existing 
residences 

• Traffic safety and vehicle 
access on small private lane 

• Scattered oak trees  
• Owner unwilling to sell 

No 
• Not adjacent to 

arterial 
• Surrounded by 

residences 

H 
Birnam Wood/ 
Birnam Wood 
Golf Club 

007-480-032 2.2 

• Potential flooding hazards 
• Existing residence and 

maintenance facilities 
• Riparian woodland 
• Specimen oak trees 
• Proximity to existing 

residences 
• High site development costs 

Yes 
• Best response time of 

all sites 
• Adjacent to arterial  

I Upper Sheffield 007-480-016 0.62 

• Poor line-of-sight 
• Insufficient parcel size 
• Mature oak trees 
• Unnamed creek 
• One existing residence 
• Proximity to existing 

residences 

No 
• Very small parcel 
• Expensive drainage 

improvements 
required 

• Demolition of 
residence 

J Klein/Theodore 
M Klein 007-250-012 14.5 

• Proximity to ESHA 
• Mature oak trees  
• Limited frontage with 

Sheffield Drive  
• Moderate slopes 
• Southern edge of study area 

No 
• Undesirable response 

time 
• Line-of-sight issues 
• Turning radius issues 

K 

Montecito 
Valley 
Ranch/Coffin 
Family Trust 

005-060-028 
005-060-027 

5.3 
12.5 

• Steep slopes/limited 
developable area 

• Potentially unstable soils 
• Proximity to Picay Creek 

100-year floodplain, ESHA, 
and oak and riparian 
woodland  

• Need for bridge across Picay 
Creek 

• Potentially high development 
costs 

No 
• High development 

costs 
• Need to go through 

intersection to get to 
arterial 

• Unsuitable site 
configuration 

L Pines Trust  005-020-044 14.6 

• Adjacent to Romero Creek 
100-year floodplain, ESHA, 
and riparian woodland  

• Limited line-of-sight  
• Close proximity to existing 

residence 

Yes 
• Adjacent to arterial 
• Line-of-sight can be 

improved 
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Table 6-1. Sites Considered for Further Screening and Analysis (Continued) 

Site Site Name/ 
Ownership 

Parcel 
Number 

Parcel 
Size 

(acres) 
Key Constraints Suitability for Further 

Analysis 

M Sinser-de 
Dominic 005-020-051 1.78 

• Small parcel size 
• Owner unwilling to sell 
• Proximity to Picay Creek 

100-year floodplain, ESHA, 
and oak and riparian 
woodland 

• Riparian woodland 
• Specimen oak trees 

No 
• Small parcel and 

unsuitable 
configuration 

• Expensive drainage 
improvements 
required 

N Valley Club 005-020-050 84.55 

• Limited line-of-sight 
• Existing portions of golf 

course would be significantly 
altered 

• Proximity to Romero Creek 
100-year floodplain, ESHA, 
and riparian woodland 

• Mature native oaks and 
Monterey Cypress trees 
would likely be removed or 
relocated 

• Owner unwilling to sell 

Yes 
• Adjacent to arterial  
• Two potential 

developable locations 
 

ESHA – Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area 
Refer to Figure 6-1 for site locations. 

consistent with MFPD’s primary objective of development of a fire station in eastern 
Montecito. In addition, a number of these alternative uses would have the potential to 
increase environmental impacts beyond those anticipated for the proposed project and 
would therefore be inconsistent with the primary purpose of the alternatives analysis 
under CEQA, which is to reduce adverse environmental effects. As a result, alternative 
uses have been dropped from consideration. 

6.4.1.2 Alternative Site Configuration 

Under this alternative, proposed Station 3 would be constructed at a location on Rancho 
San Carlos farther set back from East Valley Road, on what is commonly referred to as a 
“flag lot.” The goal of this flag lot alternative would be to minimize visibility of the new 
station from East Valley Road and potentially remove sources of noise, light, and glare 
from existing residences south of the existing project site. This new configuration would 
incrementally increase response time due to increased driveway length, in conflict with a 
primary project objective. In addition, a flag lot would not decrease siren noise to  
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residences south of East Valley Road as emergency vehicle sirens would be engaged only 
at the intersection of the Station 3 driveway with East Valley Road. While a flag lot could 
incrementally decrease the effects of noise, light, and glare from Station 3 to residences 
to the south, such reconfiguration would not reduce any potentially significant impacts. 
Further, while a flag lot would reduce project visibility from East Valley Road, the 60-
foot structural setback included in the proposed project design, combined with extensive 
landscaping and the project’s residential character and single-story design, already 
minimizes visual resource concerns and impacts. Finally, reconfiguration of Station 3 
into a flag lot would increase impacts to agricultural resources, until such time as Rancho 
San Carlos may be developed consistent with existing zoning. A flag lot would increase 
the loss of prime soils and disruption of ongoing farming associated with locating the fire 
station and extended driveway in the middle of existing orchards. A flag lot could also 
increase urban-rural conflicts associated with cultivation and pesticide use as the station 
would be surrounded on all sides by active agriculture. Therefore, an alternate site 
configuration using a flag lot was not considered further as an alternative to the proposed 
project. 

6.4.1.3 Alternative Building Scale or Site Design 

Under this alternative, the proposed structures associated with Station 3 would be 
reconfigured or reduced in scale in order to improve visual compatibility with the 
community. This would involve decreasing the total amount of development of the 
proposed fire station and incrementally increasing the setbacks of structures from East 
Valley Road. Reductions in building scale and increased setbacks would incrementally 
reduce changes in the existing visual character of the area associated with construction of 
the proposed project. However, the proposed site plan already includes a landscape buffer 
and structural setback of approximately 60 feet along East Valley Road. This setback is 
larger than those of typical residences located along East Valley Road in the vicinity, 
which generally include average setbacks of approximately 45 feet (refer to Section 3.1, 
Aesthetics, Table 3.1-1). In addition, proposed project construction would consist of 
primarily single-story buildings with limited taller elements such as the apparatus bays 
and hose tower, while four of the six residences that front East Valley Road in the 
vicinity are of two-story or partial two-story construction. Because of these factors and 
due to very limited views of the project from surrounding public viewing locations, the 
EIR does not identify any significant aesthetic impacts associated with project 
construction. Further, the current design of Station 3 reflects a key MFPD objective to 
both enhance service in eastern Montecito and provide support facilities for enhanced fire 
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protection services, including training, for the community. Therefore, because reductions 
in building scale or site design would not avoid or substantially reduce project impacts 
and would interfere with project objectives, this was not considered further as an 
alternative to the proposed project. 

6.4.1.4 Alternative Locations Determined to Be Unsuitable Upon Further Evaluation 

Of the potential alternative fire station sites listed in Table 6-1, seven were carried 
forward for further screening to determine the ability of these sites to reduce or avoid 
project impacts while meeting all or most project objectives. Of those seven, three were 
determined to create similar or substantially more severe impacts then those associated 
with the proposed project, one of which would also not meet response time objectives as 
briefly discussed below.  

Valley Club Site 

Under this alternative, Station 3 
would be constructed at one of two 
possible sites on the Valley Club 
Golf Course, each of two acres 
located along East Valley Road. 
Location One at the southeast corner 
of the intersection of East Valley 
Road and Sheffield Drive would 
provide ideal response times due to 
its location. Location Two at the east 
end of the Valley Club’s property 
immediately adjacent to Romero 
Creek would require an additional 15 
seconds to respond to service calls on upper Bella Vista Drive, but would also provide 
excellent response times (MFPD 2008). Access for either location would be off East 
Valley Road1. Construction of Station 3 at either of the two potential Valley Club 
locations would potentially create the following impacts:  

1 Although Location One has frontage on both East Valley Road and Sheffield Drive, access from Sheffield 
Drive would be problematic due to the proximity to the intersection and poor line-of-sight to the south.  
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Transportation and Traffic. Access 
to either location within this site 
would be from East Valley Road. 
The roadway in this area is lined 
with dense hedges and mature 
Monterey Cypress trees. Similarly to 
the proposed project, access to either 
site may require removal of mature 
specimen trees, trimming of other 
trees and clearing of dense hedges, 
with associated potential aesthetic 
impacts, in order to provide clear 
lines of sight for emergency vehicles exiting the site. Available line-of-sight for 
emergency vehicle access would vary depending on the final station driveway location. It 
is estimated that line-of-sight from Location One would be more than 500 feet to the east 
and approximately 275 feet to the west along East Valley Road. Line-of-sight from 
Location Two is estimated to be approximately 375 feet to the east due to the Romero 
Creek Bridge and approximately 425 feet to the west. Line-of-sight from both locations 
would be adequate based on the posted speed limit of 35 miles per hour (mph) (Caltrans 
2010). Although meeting minimum Caltrans standards, available line-of-sight from 
potential driveways at either location would be substantially less than that available at the 
proposed project site. Further, actual traffic speeds on East Valley Road can exceed 50 
mph, indicating that line-of-sight to the west from Location One and to the east from 
Location Two may be inadequate, which could create potential traffic safety impacts for 
use of these sites that are substantially more severe than for the proposed project site.  

Agricultural Resources: The sites have been developed with golf course uses for decades 
and no agricultural activities exist within their boundaries. Both sites are underlain by 
Cortina Stony Loamy Sand, identified as a non prime agricultural soil with limitations on 
cultivation (USDA 1981). Development of either site would not displace existing 
agriculture, but would cover existing non prime soils with buildings and paving. 
Although impacts of the proposed project to agriculture have been found to be less than 
significant, impacts to agriculture would be less severe if Station 3 were developed at 
either of these locations because active agriculture and prime soils would not be 
impacted.  

 
Line-of-sight to the west on East Valley Road from 
Location One may be an issue due to high vehicle speeds. 
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Biological Resources. The Valley Club is a heavily wooded site with trees lining all road 
frontages and golf course fairways. Approximately 22 coast live oak trees and 34 mature 
Monterey Cypress trees are scattered throughout Locations One and Two. Many of the 
oak trees are large specimens with trunk diameters ranging from 24 to 48 inches (MFPD 
2008). Construction of two 16- to 26-foot-wide driveways, three buildings, and 
approximately 0.8 acre of paved parking and apron space could cause damage to or 
removal of a number of specimen Monterey cypress and oak trees and could create 
potentially significant impacts to biological and aesthetic resources. Depending upon the 
degree of tree removal required, this could conflict with Montecito Community Plan 
(MCP) and Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan biological resource protection 
policies. In addition, Location Two within this site would be immediately adjacent to the 
riparian corridor of Romero Creek, which could create the potential for impact to this 
ESHA. 

Cultural Resources. The Valley Club has the potential to be considered a historic 
resource because it is almost 80 years old, is largely in its original configuration, and was 
designed by Dr. Alister MacKenzie, a renowned golf course architect. Although not 
currently listed as a landmark or place of historical significance by the County of Santa 
Barbara, the site’s age, largely intact features, international recognition, and design by a 
noted figure in golfing history indicate a high potential for this site to be identified as an 
important historical resource. Under Section 15064.5(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, 
disruption or disturbance to such historic resources may be considered a potentially 
significant impact. Construction of Station 3 at either Location One or Location Two on 
this site would require realignment or reconfiguration of greens and tees associated with 
two holes, with unknown potential for further redesign in other parts of the golf course. 
Such reconstruction could impact the historic value of the golf course and could create 
potentially significant impacts to historic resources, which would be substantially more 
severe than those associated with construction at the proposed project site. Such impacts 
could make project approval difficult due to possible conflicts with the adopted cultural 
resource protection policies of the County’s Comprehensive Plan. 

Public Facilities. Both potential locations are traversed by the South Coast Conduit, a 
major water delivery pipeline for the South Coast of Santa Barbara County. Construction 
of Station 3 at either location has the potential to disrupt or damage this pipeline and may 
require special engineering efforts to either protect or relocate this pipeline, as well as 
negotiations with the pipeline operator to permit such actions. Thus, construction of 
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Station 3 at either potential Valley Club location may create potentially significant effects 
to public facilities.  

Summary. Construction of Station 3 at either potential Valley Club location would have 
the potential to create impacts that are substantially more severe than those associated 
with the proposed project in a number of areas. The current use of these sites appears to 
be integral to the continued operation and preservation of this potentially historic golf 
course. Construction of Station 3 would require major redesign of the golf course, would 
severely disrupt golf course operation and has the potential to affect its historic character. 
In addition, access off East Valley Road from either site would not provide optimal line-
of-sight for emergency vehicle access and may create potentially significant safety 
impacts due to high speeds and somewhat limited line-of-sight at these locations. 
Construction of Station 3 at these locations would require removal of or cause damage to 
an unknown number of specimen Monterey cypress and coast live oak trees. Finally, 
Station 3 construction may require costly improvements or engineering solutions related 
to relocation or protection of the South Coast Conduit that traverses the site. For these 
reasons, this alternative was eliminated from further consideration.  

Kimball Griffith #2 Site 

Under this potential alternative, Station 3 would 
be constructed on a two or more-acre portion of 
this 20-acre parcel. This potential site is located on 
relatively steep slopes on the east side of Ortega 
Ridge Road, approximately 0.70 miles east of 
Sheffield Drive and Romero Canyon Road. This 
site is currently undeveloped and is characterized 
by dense oak woodland containing mature coast 
live oak trees interspersed with coastal sage scrub 
and areas of chaparral. Slopes onsite generally 
exceed 20 percent, and two small tributary 
canyons drain this hillside northwest into Picay 
Creek. Under this alternative, construction of 
Station 3 would require extensive grading to 
provide level pads for building locations, level 
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apron areas, and driveways. Based on the existing Station 3 site plan, construction of 
Station 3 would require creation of approximately 1.5 acres of level building pads and 
paved areas on this steep site. 

Fire engines would be required to stop at the intersection of Ortega Ridge Road and East 
Valley Road before continuing east or west in order to access a major arterial route, 
increasing response times. Still, this site’s location would meet adopted standards to 
provide service to the majority of the area currently lacking adequate response time 
service, but its location away from the center of the study area is not ideal.  

Agricultural Resources: The site is not developed with agricultural uses. It is underlain 
by Todos-Lodo Soils Complex, identified as a non-prime agricultural soil with limitations 
on cultivation (USDA 1981). Development of the site would not displace existing 
agricultural uses, but would cover at least 1.5 acres of non prime soils with buildings and 
paving. Although impacts of the proposed project to agriculture have been found to be 
less than significant, impacts to agriculture would be less severe if Station 3 were 
developed at this location because active agriculture and prime soils would not be 
impacted.  

Transportation and Traffic. Ortega Ridge Road is a narrow local roadway that connects 
eastern Montecito with Summerland and carries approximately 1,100 daily trips near this 
site (County of Santa Barbara 2010). The site would have an acceptable line-of-sight of 
more than 500 feet along Ortega Ridge Road in both directions; however, the relatively 
narrow width of Ortega Ridge Road (21 feet) may require added on-site improvements 
(e.g., a wider driveway than would otherwise be required for turnout) to facilitate engine 
access and turning movements. Fire engines would be required to stop at the intersection 
of Ortega Ridge Road and East Valley Road before proceeding east or west. This two-
lane arterial has relatively low traffic volumes and minimal congestion (County of Santa 
Barbara 2010). Line-of-sight at this intersection is approximately 350 feet to the west due 
to a slight curve and approximately 500 feet to the east. Line-of-sight at this intersection 
would be adequate based on the posted speed limit of 35 mph (Caltrans 2010). However, 
traffic speeds on East Valley Road can exceed 50 mph, particularly as westbound traffic 
accelerates down a long slope from Toro Canyon to the east. Such high speeds could 
expose emergency vehicles making turns onto East Valley Road to potential traffic safety 
hazards. In addition, this more remote location at the edge of the MFPD’s service area 
would incrementally increase response times to portions of the community.  
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Geologic Hazards. This site is characterized by steep slopes generally in excess of 20 
percent and erosion-prone soils. Onsite soils consist of Todos-Lodo Complex (TdF2) 
with 30 to 50 percent slopes (County of Santa Barbara 2006). Todos-Lodo Complex has 
severe constraints for construction, including low strength, severe shrink-swell potential, 
and a variety of erosion hazards (USDA 1981). Construction of Station 3 at this site 
would require extensive grading to provide level pads for building locations, level apron 
areas, and driveways. Based on the existing Station 3 site plan, construction of Station 3 
would require creation of approximately 1.5 acres of level building pads and paved areas 
on this steep site. Grading to create these level pads would create potentially significant 
impacts associated with erosion and potential for downstream sedimentation as well as 
potential for failure of fill slopes. These constraints are substantially more severe than 
those present at the project site and would require costly engineering measures to create 
safe and usable level areas and implementation of measures to mitigate these geological 
hazards. Construction on steep slopes and associated grading may also be potentially in 
conflict with the County’s Comprehensive Plan Hillside and Watershed Protection 
Policies.  

Biological Resources. Coast live oak woodland interspersed with chaparral and coastal 
sage scrub characterize the vegetation of this potential site. Mapped ESHA exists in the 
southern areas of this site surrounding the potential Station 3 location. However, Amec 
Foster Wheeler’s review of the site indicates that oak trees and other intact native habitats 
are prevalent throughout the site, which may qualify the site for consideration for 
designation as ESHA. Construction of Station 3 on this site would require grading and 
clearing of 2 acres or more of vegetation as well a clearing or thinning of an addition 1 to 
2 acres of vegetation to provide fire safety. Grading and clearing of 2 to 4 acres of oak, 
chaparral and coastal sage scrub habitats and removal of or damage to an unknown 
number of oak trees could create potentially significant impacts to biological resources. 
Hillside grading and related potential for erosion and sedimentation could also impact 
offsite biological resources such aquatic habitats within downstream portions of Picay 
Creek. Such impacts would be substantially more severe than those anticipated to occur 
with construction of Station 3 at the currently proposed project site. Because of these 
potential impacts, construction of Station 3 at this site may also raise potential conflicts 
with Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan and MCP habitat and oak protection 
policy issues. 

Aesthetics. Under this alternative, construction of Station 3 would require grading and 
clearing of two to four acres or more of scenic native vegetation as well as substantial 
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hillside grading. The site is currently visible from a number of public roads, including 
segments of Romero Canyon and East Valley Roads as well as Ortega Ridge Road. 
Hillside grading and clearing of oak, chaparral and coastal sage scrub habitats and 
removal of or damage to an unknown number of oak trees could create potentially 
significant impacts to community aesthetics through hillside scarring and substantial 
changes to the existing undisturbed character of this hillside.  

Summary. Construction of Station 3 at this site would require substantial grading and 
vegetation clearing with associated impacts to erosion, native habitats, and aesthetics. 
The site’s location off a main arterial would increase response times and present potential 
turning movement hazards for emergency vehicle. Because of the greater impacts of 
developing this site and increases in response times when compared to the proposed 
project site, this site was dropped from further consideration. 

Archdiocese Site 

This site is located on the north (mountain) side of East Valley Road east of Sheffield 
Drive and Romero Canyon Road and west of Ortega Ridge Road. It can be accessed from 
an existing driveway on an adjacent parcel off East Valley Road; it is unknown if this 
driveway provides legal access to this site. The site is generally level, slopes gently to the 
south, and is bordered by lemon orchards. The site is currently vacant, but contains a 
recorded historic Catholic cemetery. Onsite soils are considered prime farmland and 
support many coast live oak and other trees.  

This site’s 1.4-acre size is 0.1 acre less than the 
minimum of 1.5 acres identified by MFPD as 
necessary to accommodate Station 3, and 
substantially smaller than the 2.55-acre project site. 
This relatively small size would reduce flexibility of 
station placement on the property with regard to 
building location, driveway alignment, tree 
protection, equipment storage, buffers from 
agricultural operations, etc. In addition, under this 
alternative, construction of Station 3 could 
potentially require removal of or damage to many of 
the onsite specimen trees.  
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Agricultural Resources: The site is not developed with agricultural uses but is underlain 
by Ballard Fine Sandy Loam, identified as a prime agricultural soil which is the same soil 
type as the project site (USDA 1981). Development of the site would not displace 
existing agricultural uses, but would cover existing prime agricultural soils with buildings 
and paving. Although impacts of the proposed project to agriculture have been found to 
be less than significant, impacts to agriculture at this site would be similar (i.e., loss of 
prime soils) but incrementally less severe if Station 3 were developed at this location 
because active agriculture would not be impacted.  

Transportation and Traffic. As with the proposed project site, this site’s location on East 
Valley Road would facilitate emergency personnel response to greater Montecito. The 
site’s close proximity to Sheffield Drive and Romero Canyon Road, approximately 0.33 
miles to the east, would enable rapid service to areas north and south of East Valley 
Road. The site has excellent line-of-sight along East Valley Road of more than 500 feet 
to the east and approximately 480 feet to the west. Line-of-sight at this intersection would 
be adequate based on the posted speed limit of 35 mph (Caltrans 2010). However, traffic 
speeds on East Valley Road can exceed 50 mph. Such high speeds could expose 
emergency vehicles making turns onto East Valley Road to some degree of hazards; 
especially from eastbound traffic due to the Romero Creek bridge somewhat limiting 
sight distance to the west.  

Cultural Resources. This site is a recorded historic Catholic cemetery with an unknown 
number of human burials dating from the late 19th and early 20th centuries. The site’s 
status as an early Catholic cemetery from a historic period of the community indicates a 
high potential for the presence of burials associated with both early pioneer families and 
Native American Chumash residents. This cemetery would therefore be considered a 
culturally significant resource. The number and exact location of burials on site is 
unknown and would require extensive investigation. Adopted County policies strongly 
discourage development on significant cultural sites and require that project design avoid 
impacts to such sites. It is unclear if sufficient space is available to accommodate Station 
3 and supporting facilities without re-interment or relocation of existing burials. 
Therefore, construction of Station 3 on the site of an abandoned historic cemetery could 
create potentially significant and potentially immitigable impacts to cultural resources 
which may also raise potential conflicts with the policies of the County’s Comprehensive 
Plan.  
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Biological Resources. The site supports existing 
oak woodland with more than 20 oak and a 
number of other mature trees spread throughout, 
although understory vegetation is limited due to 
previous clearing. The site is not designated as 
ESHA. Development of the site with 
approximately 1.5 acres of new structures and 
paving would require removal or have the 
potential to cause damage to the majority of l 
mature coast live oak and other trees on this 
site. Potential oak removal could also raise potential conflicts with biological resource 
protection policies in the MCP and the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan.  

Summary. Construction of Station 3 at the Archdiocese site could impact a historic 
cemetery and create potentially significant and possibly unavoidable impacts to cultural 
resources. Such impacts could make project approval difficult due to possible conflicts 
with the adopted cultural resource protection policies of the County’s Comprehensive 
Plan. In addition, due to the small size and wooded nature of this site, this alternative 
could also substantially increase tree removal from that anticipated to occur under the 
proposed project. Because development of the proposed project on this site could create 
potentially significant and possibly unavoidable impacts to cultural resources and would 
have substantially more severe impacts associated with tree removal than on the proposed 
project site, this site was dropped from further consideration.  

6.4.2 Project Alternatives  

Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that “an EIR shall describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of 
the alternatives.” The “basic objectives of the project” are presented in Section 1.2 of this 
EIR. Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the Guidelines states, “If the environmentally superior 
alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally 
superior alternative among the other alternatives.”  

An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather, it must 
consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed 
decision-making and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives 

 
The Archdiocese site facing south towards 
East Valley Road. 
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that are infeasible. The lead agency is responsible for selecting a range of project 
alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those 
alternatives. Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines also states that “[t]here is no 
ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than 
the rule of reason.” (Section 15126.6(a) [citing Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of 
Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553 and Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. 
Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376].) 

As required by CEQA, this EIR considers a range of reasonable alternatives to the 
project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the project. Some of these alternatives were identified during scoping or by the 
Applicant, while others have been developed during EIR preparation. The alternatives 
selected for analysis include: 

• Alternative 1 - Location at Kimball-Griffith #1 Site;  
• Alternative 2 - Location at Birnam Wood Site; 
• Alternative 3 - Location at Palmer Jackson West Site; 
• Alternative 4 - Location at Pines Trust Site; and 
• No-Project Alternative. 

Each alternative consists of a brief description of the alternative itself followed by an 
analysis of potential impacts and a comparison to those impacts associated with the 
proposed project. This will permit report reviewers to determine the general significance 
of impacts (if any) associated with the alternative and their relative severity when 
compared to those associated with the proposed project. Any substantial new mitigation 
measures not included in the analysis of project impacts in Section 3.0 are also briefly 
described.  

6.4.2.1 Alternative 1 – Location at Kimball-Griffith #1 Site 

Under this alternative, Station 3 would be constructed on a two or more-acre portion of 
this 20-acre parcel located on the south side of East Valley Road, east of Ortega Ridge 
Road (Figure 6-2). This site slopes relatively steeply upwards from East Valley Road 
with overall slopes averaging 15 to 25 percent. This parcel is currently undeveloped and 
is characterized by oak woodland vegetation intermixed with areas of chaparral 
containing mature coast live oak trees and coastal sage scrub. Under this alternative,  
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Figure 6-2. Kimball-Griffith #1 Site 

construction of Station 3 would require substantial grading and clearing of native 
vegetation to provide level pads for building locations, level apron areas, and driveways. 
Based on the existing Station 3 site plan, construction of Station 3 at this site would 
require creation of approximately 1.5 acres of level building pads and paved areas on this 
steep site. Level building and paved areas would be surrounded by cut and fill slopes 
from which vegetation would also be removed. 

Transportation and Traffic. This site’s 
location on East Valley Road, the major 
east-west arterial serving the study area, 
would facilitate emergency personnel 
response to greater Montecito. However, 
this possible alternative site is the eastern-
most site reviewed by MFPD to potentially 
accommodate Station 3and its location 
approximately 0.70 miles east of Sheffield 
Drive and Romero Canyon Road would 
increase response times to areas north and 

 
Kimball Griffith #1 site facing east along East 
Valley Road. The site includes steep slopes (>20% 
grade) vegetated with mature oak trees. 
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south of East Valley Road. Still, this site’s location would meet adopted standards to 
provide service to the majority of the area currently lacking 5-minute response time 
service. Line-of-sight for potential driveways at this location is greater than 500 feet in 
each direction. Line-of-sight at this location would be adequate based on the posted speed 
limit of 35 mph (Caltrans 2010). However, traffic speeds on East Valley Road can exceed 
50 mph, particularly on the long westbound downhill slope fronting this project site. 
While such high speeds could expose emergency vehicles making turns onto East Valley 
Road to potential traffic safety hazards, line-of-sight would meet Caltrans standards even 
for the higher speeds which may exist at this location. 

Geologic Hazards. This site is characterized by steep slopes generally in excess of 20 
percent and erosion- prone soils. Onsite soils consist of Ballard Variant (BbC) with 2 to 9 
percent slopes immediately fronting East Valley Road, and Todos-Lodo Complex (TdF2) 
with 30 to 50 percent slopes over most of the site (County of Santa Barbara 2006). 
Todos-Lodo Complex has severe constraints for construction, including low strength, 
severe shrink-swell potential, and a variety of erosion hazards (USDA 1981). 
Construction of Station 3 at this site would require extensive grading to provide level 
pads for building locations, level apron areas, and driveways. Based on the existing 
Station 3 site plan, construction of Station 3 would require creation of approximately 1.5 
acres of level building pads and paved areas on this steep site. Grading to create these 
level pads would create potentially significant impacts associated with erosion and 
potential for downstream sedimentation as well as potential for failure of fill slopes. It is 
unknown if this grading would be balanced onsite, or require export of fill. However, 
given the large amount of grading, export of fill is probable.  

These constraints are substantially more severe than those present at the project site and 
would require costly engineering measures to create safe and usable level areas and 
implementation of measures to mitigate these geological hazards. Extensive grading on 
areas in excess of 20 percent slopes and the clearing of large areas of native vegetation 
would raise substantial conflicts with County Hillside and Watershed Protection, Visual 
Resource, Environmental Resource Management Element, and MCP biological resource 
protection policies. Development of Station 3 at this site would have substantially greater 
impacts to geologic processes than development at the proposed project site and would 
require mitigation to reduce impacts to less than significant. 

Agricultural Resources: The site is not developed with agricultural uses. It is underlain 
by Todos-Lodo Soils Complex, identified as a non prime agricultural soil with limitations 
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on cultivation (USDA 1981). Development of the site would not displace existing 
agricultural uses, but would cover existing at least 1.5 acres of non prime soils with 
buildings and paving. Although impacts of the proposed project to agriculture have been 
found to be less than significant, impacts to agriculture would be less severe if Station 3 
were developed at this location because active agriculture and prime soils would not be 
impacted.  

Air Quality. Compared with development on the proposed project site, the amount of 
grading required to prepare this site for construction would result in substantial 
generation of fugitive dust, as compared to the proposed project. In addition, 
development and grading on steep slopes would require use of additional heavy 
machinery and its operation over a longer period of time. Such grading would also 
increase the probability of required export of fill via heavy haul trucks. All of these 
construction activities would increase construction emissions over those associated with 
the proposed project, incrementally increasing impacts. This may present a significant 
impact that would require mitigation. 

Biological Resources. Coast live oak woodland interspersed with chaparral and coastal 
sage scrub characterize the vegetation of this potential site. Mapped ESHA exists in the 
southwest portion of this site. In addition, Amec Foster Wheeler’s review of the site 
indicates that oak trees and other intact native habitats are prevalent throughout the site 
which may qualify the site for consideration for designation as ESHA. Construction of 
Station 3 on this site would require grading and clearing of 2 acres or more of vegetation 
as well as clearing or thinning of an additional one to two acres vegetation to provide for 
fire safety. Grading and clearing of two to four acres of oak, chaparral, and coastal sage 
scrub habitats and removal of or damage to an unknown number of oak trees could create 
potentially significant impacts to biological resources. Hillside grading and related 
potential for erosion and sedimentation could also impact offsite biological resources 
such as aquatic habitats within downstream portions of Picay Creek. Such impacts would 
be substantially more severe than those anticipated to occur with construction of Station 3 
at the currently proposed project site. Because of these potential impacts, construction of 
Station 3 at this site may also raise potential conflicts with Santa Barbara County 
Comprehensive Plan and MCP habitat and oak protection policy issues. 

Noise. No residences are located in the immediate vicinity of the Kimball Griffith #1 site. 
This would limit the exposure of residents to nuisance noise from fire trucks leaving the 
proposed Station 3. However, residences located along East Valley Road and other area 
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roads would still be exposed to nuisance noise from fire trucks traveling to calls. Impacts 
from noise resulting from development and operation of Station 3 at this site would be 
somewhat less than at the proposed project site and would be less than significant. 

Aesthetics. Under this alternative, construction of Station 3 would require grading and 
clearing of two to four acres or more of scenic native vegetation as well as substantial 
hillside grading. The site is currently visible from limited portions of public roads, 
including segments of Romero Canyon and East Valley Roads. Although site visibility 
appears to be somewhat limited, extensive hillside grading and clearing of oak, chaparral, 
and coastal sage scrub habitats, and removal of or damage to an unknown number of oak 
trees could create potentially significant impacts to community aesthetics through hillside 
scarring and substantial changes to the existing undisturbed character of this hillside. As a 
result, aesthetic impacts would appear to be substantially more severe for this alternative 
site when compared to those associated with development of the proposed project site.  

Summary. Construction of Station 3 at this site would require substantial grading and 
clearing of mature native vegetation including oak trees with associated impacts 
including erosion and downstream sedimentation and impacts to onsite native habitats, 
and aesthetics. Although this site would provide direct access to an arterial, its location at 
the eastern end of the community would result in longer response times as compared to 
the proposed project. Overall, the impacts of developing Station 3 at this site to 
geological hazards and biological and aesthetic resources would be substantially more 
severe than those associated with the proposed project site; however, impacts to 
agriculture would be less severe. In addition, response times would incrementally 
increase when compared to the proposed project site.  

6.4.2.2 Alternative 2 – Location at Birnam Wood Site 

This 2.22-acre site is located within the Birnam Wood Golf Club at the corner of 
Sheffield Drive and East Valley Road and is developed with over 10,000 square feet (sf) 
of golf course maintenance buildings and supporting facilities, including the grounds 
supervisor’s single-family residence (Figure 6-3).  
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Figure 6-3. Birnam Wood Site 

The site slopes gently to the south to an intermittent drainage in the site’s southeast 
corner. Many large trees, including native oaks and sycamores are located on site. A 
floodwall along East Valley Road acts as a barrier to sheet flow and sediment transport 
during extreme rain events.  

Under this alternative, the existing single-family 
residence and 10,000 sf of maintenance building 
and outdoor storage facilities would be 
demolished and/ or relocated to a new, as yet 
unidentified location within Birnam Wood. Key 
constraint and design issues that may affect 
development of this site include the presence of 
over a dozen specimen coast live oak trees 
scattered throughout currently developed area, 
the location of a spring fed riparian woodland 
and a remnant creek channel within and adjacent 

 
The Birnam Wood site supports a large 
number of specimen oak trees which could 
be damaged or need to be removed to 
accommodate development of Station 3. 
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to the southeast portions of the site and the presence of the South Coast Conduit, a major 
regional water delivery line, which runs along the northern site boundary. Additional 
secondary consideration may include potential costs and indirect impacts of relocating 
the existing maintenance facilities to another location within Birnam Wood.  

Transportation and Traffic. This site at the corner of Sheffield Drive and East Valley 
Road is an ideal location for Station 3 and would optimize emergency personnel response 
to greater Montecito. If access were directly onto East Valley Road (opposite Romero 
Canyon Road), movement would be facilitated in either direction along this main arterial. 
However, direct access to East Valley Road would require breaching the existing solid 
concrete block wall that protects the site from flood hazards and crossing the South Coast 
Conduit -- a 30-inch diameter high pressure regional water supply pipeline that runs 
along the site’s northern boundary. Driveway design would require investigation of 
engineering solutions to maintain site protection provided by the existing floodwall as a 
30-foot-wide driveway gap in this wall could expose Station 3 to flood damage. This 
access would also need to be designed to protect the South Coast Conduit.  If access on 
East Valley Road were aligned with Romero 
Canyon Road, line-of-sight would be more than 
500 feet in each direction along East Valley Road. 
Line-of-sight at this location would be adequate 
based on the posted speed limit of 35 mph 
(Caltrans 2010). Actual vehicular speeds along 
this segment are generally lower than segments 
farther to the east. With appropriate design 
modifications to provide access via East Valley 
Road, development of Station 3 at this site would 
have less than significant impacts to 
transportation and traffic.  

Flooding. Birnam Wood Golf Club has submitted testimony that this site is subject to 
flooding, including sediment flows accumulating on the northeast side of the floodwall. A 
review of County maps and flooding information showed that this site is approximately 
100 feet from the Buena Vista Creek floodplain. However, the source of flooding on the 
site could be breakout from Buena Vista Creek, sheet flow down Romero Canyon Road, 
or overflow from local drainages. The existing floodwall along East Valley Road appears 
to protect the site from these existing flood hazards. Development of the site, particularly 
if the floodwall had to be breached to accommodate an access driveway, would require 

 
A densely vegetated creek channel is located 
within the southeast portion of the Birnam 
Wood site and would be disturbed by 
development of Station 3. 
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further investigation to determine the extent of 
and potential mitigation for flood-related 
hazards. Impacts to hydrology and flooding 
from development of this site would be 
somewhat greater than for the proposed project, 
and would be considered potentially significant 
until final flood protection design issues are 
resolved. 

Agricultural Resources: The site has been 
developed with golf course support and 
maintenance uses as well as being a single family home for decades, and no agricultural 
activities exist within its boundaries. The site is underlain by Cortina Stony Loamy Sand, 
identified as a non-prime agricultural soil with limitations on cultivation (USDA 1981). 
Development of this already-developed site would not displace existing agriculture, but 
would cover existing non prime soils with buildings and paving. Although impacts of the 
proposed project to agriculture have been found to be less than significant, impacts to 
agriculture would be less severe if Station 3 were developed at this location because 
active agriculture and prime soils would not be impacted.  

Biological Resources. This site is almost fully developed; however, more than 12 
specimen coast live oaks are present throughout developed portions of the site. Some of 
these coast live oaks are as large as 36 to 48 inches in trunk diameter and are scattered 
throughout the property. In addition, the intermittent creek shared with the adjacent 
property southeast of the site supports a large grove of mature multi-trunk California 
sycamore trees, many 40 to 60 feet in height. Demolition of existing structures, removal 
of paving and other facilities along with development of approximately 12,500 sf of new 
structures and surrounding paving and driveways for Station 3 could potentially lead to 
damage to or removal of a number of mature coast live oaks and other specimen trees. In 
addition, Station 3 would be developed immediately adjacent to the riparian woodland 
located within and adjacent to the southeastern portions of this site, potentially impacting 
that habitat area. Removal of or damage to specimen oak trees and the riparian 
woodlands could create potentially significant impacts to these resources along with 
conflicts with MCP biological resource protection policies. Depending upon final station 
design, impacts to biological resources appear to be substantially more severe than those 
for proposed project site due to potential impacts to scattered mature oaks across the site 
and to riparian woodlands. Required mitigation measures, including restoration, tree 

 
Site as seen from East Valley Road opposite 
Sheffield Drive, including floodwall 
surrounding property. 
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protection, and/or replacement may potentially reduce such impacts to less than 
significant; however, measures such as setbacks from riparian areas may limit the 
development potential of this site, making its development as a full service fire station 
more difficult. These matters would require detailed investigation to fully identify 
potential impacts and determine if full mitigation is feasible.  

Fire Protection: Based on past studies, the site is well located to provide fire protection 
services to eastern Montecito and its location would provide incrementally faster 
response times than the proposed project site. Therefore, development of a fire station at 
this location would incrementally improve potential fire service to the community. 
However, due to the presence of mature trees within and surrounding the this site, fire 
hazards associated with development of this site may be incrementally greater than those 
for the project site, which is bordered on two sides by mature irrigated lemon orchards.   

Geologic Processes: Regional geologic maps depict the southwest-trending Fernald Point 
Fault that splays off the Arroyo Parida as running east of this site, and the Mission 
Ridge/Arroyo Parida/More Ranch Fault (MRIAP Fault) as being located north of this site 
(Figure 3.7-1; see also Appendix G). Given that existing regional geologic maps depict 
the Fernald Point Fault as located east of this site and the Arroyo Parida Fault as located 
north of this site, geologic impacts would be considered potentially significant because 
precise fault locations are unknown. Regional faulting is complex in the vicinity of this 
site, with several fault traces possible; therefore, geologic testing similar to that 
performed for the proposed project site, including potentially both boring and trenching, 
is highly likely to be required for this essential public services building to further refine 
this analysis (Campbell 2012). If such trenching revealed fault races crossing the 
property, the ability to develop Station 3 on this site could be severely curtailed.  

Development of this site may also require grading and potential importation of fill in 
order to raise this site up to avoid flood hazards and to fill in lower lying areas of the 
southern part of the site. However, precise amounts of required fill have not been 
determined. Given potential exposure to seismic hazards and the need for grading on this 
site, impacts of geologic processes would be similar to the proposed project site but have 
the potential to be more severe because of the potential for a fault trace to cross the site.  

Noise. Three existing residences are located within 100 feet of this site’s boundary, which 
is one more than are located within 100 feet of the proposed project site. However, 
approximately 12 residences are located within 450 feet of this site, substantially more 
than exist near the proposed project site. Under this alternative, these residences would be 

Montecito Fire Protection District Station 3 Site Acquisition and Construction 6-27 
Draft EIR 



6.0 ALTERNATIVES 

exposed to an increased level of short-duration nuisance noise from emergency vehicles 
exiting the site onto East Valley Road. These impacts would be considered adverse and 
of concern to the neighborhood. However, the short duration and limited occurrences of 
such increased nuisance noise, although incrementally greater than for the proposed 
project site, would be less than significant. 

Public Facilities. The northern boundary of this site is traversed by the South Coast 
Conduit, a major water delivery pipeline for the South Coast of Santa Barbara County. 
Construction of Station 3 at this location has the potential to disrupt or damage this 
pipeline and may require special engineering efforts to protect this pipeline as well as 
negotiations with the pipeline operator to permit such actions. Thus, construction of 
Station 3 at this site may create potentially significant effects on public facilities that may 
require engineering solutions.  

Summary. Site acquisition would be costly 
due to required demolition and relocation of 
more than 10,000 sf of Birnam Wood Golf 
Club’s existing maintenance facilities. In 
addition, this relocation could create potential 
secondary impacts at the selected new site for 
these facilities and it remains unclear if a new 
site for such facilities is readily available. 
Access to East Valley Road would require 
potentially expensive engineering to protect 
the South Coast Conduit, and address 
potential flooding issues as reported by the site owner. Project construction would create 
potentially significant impacts to biological resources through removal of specimen oak 
trees and damage to onsite and adjacent riparian areas. County policies may require that 
all structures be setback a minimum of 50 feet from the onsite riparian area, substantially 
limiting the development potential of the southern half of the site. Combined with the 
presence of multiple large specimen oak trees, the site’s irregular and narrow parcel 
configuration and the potential for occurrence of fault traces across the site, the impacts 
associated with developing Station 3 at this location appear substantially more severe 
than those for the proposed project site. When combined with the past opposition of the 
property owners to development of this site, these impacts could increase the difficulty of 
developing Station 3 at this location.  

 
The potential site is currently used for Birnam 
Wood Golf Club maintenance facilities. 
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6.4.2.3 Alternative 3 – Location at Palmer Jackson West Site 

This 17.58-acre site is located on the north 
(mountain) side of East Valley Road east of 
Sheffield Drive and west of Ortega Ridge 
Road (Figure 6-4). The site borders to the east 
a shared driveway that leads to residences. 
The site for Station 3 would potentially be 
located at the southern-most portion of this 
property, along the parcel’s frontage with East 
Valley Road. The site where Station 3 might 
be constructed is mostly level and slopes 
gently to the south, surrounded by agricultural 
or undeveloped land. The parcel has extensive 
frontage along East Valley Road (approximately 400 feet) and is part of Rancho San 
Carlos. Romero Creek runs north-south immediately adjacent to the western edge of the 
property. 

Transportation and Traffic. This site would be superior to the proposed project site in 
terms of response time because it would be closer to the center of the response area and 
would still be located along East Valley Road. Line-of-sight to the west along East 
Valley Road is moderately obstructed by the Romero Creek Bridge, located 
approximately 213 feet from the site. Traffic speeds on East Valley Road frequently 
exceed 50 mph, which may require installation of a warning signal or other methods to 
permit safe emergency vehicle access. According to the Highway Design Manual, line-
of-sight to the east would be inadequate based on the posted speed limit of 35 mph 
(Caltrans 2010); however, this matter would require further investigation as it is possible 
that due to their elevation above the road, fire trucks would have adequate line-of-sight. 

 
The Palmer Jackson West site is currently 
cultivated with lemon orchards, similar to the 
proposed project site. 
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Figure 6-4. Palmer Jackson West Site 

Flooding. Romero Creek drains to the south along the western property boundary. 
However, the site would allow for Station 3 to be ideally located outside the creek’s 100-
year floodplain and setback at least 50 feet from the top of the stream bank. Therefore, 
impacts to flooding from developing Station 3 at this site would be less than significant.  

Agricultural Resources: The site currently has agricultural uses (lemon orchards) similar 
to the proposed project site and is underlain by Ballard Fine Sandy Loam, identified as a 
prime agricultural soil, which is the same soil type as the project site (USDA 1981). 
Development of the site would displace existing agricultural uses and would cover 
existing prime agricultural soils with buildings and paving. Impacts to agriculture at this 
site would be similar to impacts at the proposed project site and would be considered less 
than significant because no more than 2.55 acres of active orchard and prime soils would 
be impacted.  

Biological Resources. Similar to the proposed project site, Palmer Jackson West has 
historically been used for lemon orchards. The only remaining specimen coast live oaks 
in the vicinity of the potential station location along East Valley Road exist on the 
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corners of the property to the southwest and southeast. It is not expected that these would 
be removed for project construction, but there is a potential that line-of-sight issues (see 
Transportation and Traffic above) would necessitate removal of one or more of the trees 
to the southwest, similar to the proposed project. Required mitigation measures, including 
restoration and tree protection and/ or replacement would reduce impacts to less than 
significant. 

Geologic Processes: Regional geologic maps depict the southwest-trending Fernald Point 
Fault that splays off the Arroyo Parida as passing near this site, and the Mission 
Ridge/Arroyo Parida/More Ranch Fault (MRIAP Fault) as being located just north of this 
site (Figure 3.7-1; see also Appendix G). However, extensive geologic testing failed to 
locate either fault on the proposed Station 3 site, leaving the precise location of these 
faults unknown. Given that existing regional geologic maps depict both these faults in 
close proximity to this site, geologic impacts would be considered potentially significant. 
Such impacts are similar to those for the proposed project site, with the additional 
potential for fault traces to cross this site. Extensive geologic testing would be required to 
further refine this analysis.  

Noise. Four existing residences are located within 100 feet of the site where Station 3 
could be constructed, which is two more than are located within 100 feet of the proposed 
project site. However, approximately 10 residences are located within 450 feet of this 
site, substantially more than exist proximate to the proposed project site. Under this 
alternative, these residences would be exposed to an increased level of short-duration 
nuisance noise from emergency vehicles exiting the site onto East Valley Road as well as 
short-term noise from construction. However, the short duration and limited occurrences 
of such increased nuisance noise and construction noise, although incrementally greater 
than for the proposed project site, would be less than significant. 

Aesthetics. Unlike the proposed project site, the frontage of the Palmer Jackson West site 
is mostly devoid of trees to screen the proposed Station 3 structures. Therefore, 
development at this site would have greater impacts to aesthetics than the proposed 
project. However, the frontage would still be limited to approximately 200 feet, resulting 
in a maximum visual exposure to passing vehicles of approximately 4 seconds. Project 
design features such as setbacks, walls, and landscaping could reduce any visual impacts, 
and impacts would remain less than significant. 

Summary. Impacts associated with development of Station 3 on this site are very similar 
to those identified for the proposed project site. Greater proximity to residences would 
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result in greater impacts from nuisance noise; however, impacts would be still be less 
than significant and concentrated along the East Valley Road arterial. Inferior line-of-
sight to the west compared to the proposed project could result in greater impacts to 
transportation; however, this may not be a major issue due to the height of the fire trucks 
and their resultant vantage point. The lack of screening from trees along the project 
frontage would increase impacts to aesthetics, but these impacts could be reduced to less 
than significant. This alternative would also result in development on prime soils and the 
conversion of agricultural lands; however, similar to the project, impacts would be less 
than significant due to the small acreage of the alternative site. In summary, some 
impacts would be incrementally greater than for the proposed project. 

6.4.2.4 Alternative 4 – Location at Pines Trust Site 

This site is located on East Valley Road east of Romero Canyon Road and Sheffield 
Drive and west of Ortega Ridge Road. Romero Creek runs along the western edge and 
Picay Creek runs along the southern boundary of the property. The potential location of 
Station 3 would be along the western portion of the parcel. The site currently contains 
one single-family residence and with a large outbuilding and is bound by East Valley 
Road to the north, Ortega Ridge Road and undeveloped areas to the south, the Valley 
Club Golf Course to the east, and an existing residence to the west (Figure 6-5).2 Even 
with creek setbacks, there would be ample room for the facilities that would be associated 
with Station 3. 

This site’s location on East Valley Road would facilitate emergency personnel response 
to greater Montecito. The site’s close proximity to Romero Canyon Road and Sheffield 
Drive, approximately 0.28 miles to the east, would also enable rapid service to areas 
north and south of East Valley Road. 

Traffic and Transportation. This site has an excellent line-of-sight of more than 500 feet 
to the east. However, line-of-sight to the west is slightly impeded by the Romero Creek 
Bridge and is approximately 264 feet. Observations indicate traffic speeds along this 
main arterial frequently exceed 50 mph, which may require installation of a warning 
signal or other methods to permit safe emergency vehicle access. Line-of-sight to the east 
would be inadequate based on the posted speed limit of 35 mph (Caltrans 2010); 
however, further investigation may result in a determination that due to their elevation  
 

2 The historic stable located in the large outbuilding on this property is apparently undergoing remodel to 
accommodate storage of privately owned automobiles.  
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Figure 6-5. Pines Trust Site 

above the road, fire trucks would have adequate line-of-sight. Impacts to transportation 
would be somewhat greater than for the proposed project site and may require mitigation 
to improve safety related to line-of-sight. 

Flooding. Romero Creek runs along the western boundary and Picay Creek runs along 
the southern portion of the site. However, the western portion of the site along East 
Valley Road that could be utilized by Station 3 is located outside the floodplains.  
Impacts to hydrology and flooding would be similar to the proposed project, and would 
still be less than significant.  

Biological Resources. The site’s western boundary with Romero Creek contains 
designated ESHA (County of Santa Barbara 2006). There is also oak woodland in the 
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southern portion of the site. However, the area under consideration for Station 3 consists 
of irrigated pasture of low biological value. Station 3 and any improvements would need 
to be located a minimum of 50 feet from the top of the bank of Romero Creek. Impacts to 
biological resources would be similar to the proposed project, and would be less than 
significant with mitigation. 

Geologic Processes: Regional geologic maps depict the southwest-trending Fernald Point 
Fault that splays off the Arroyo Parida as running through this site and the Mission 
Ridge/Arroyo Parida/More Ranch Fault (MRIAP Fault) as being located north of this site 
(Figure 3.7-1). However, extensive geologic testing failed to locate either fault on the 
proposed Station 3 site, leaving the precise location of these faults unknown. Given that 
existing regional geologic maps depict the Fernald Point Fault as crossing the Pines Trust 
site and the Arroyo Parida Fault as located north of this site, geologic impacts would be 
considered potentially significant. Because the mapped fault trace actually crosses this 
site (although its precise location is unknown), impacts would be considered potentially 
more severe than those for the proposed project site. Extensive geologic testing similar to 
that performed for the proposed project, including potentially both boring and trenching, 
would be required to further refine this analysis.  

Agricultural Resources: The site is underlain by Ballard Fine Sandy Loam, identified as a 
prime agricultural soil, which is the same soil type as the project site (USDA 1981). 
These soils are currently utilized for irrigated pasture. Development of the site would 
displace existing irrigated pasture and would cover existing prime agricultural soils with 
buildings and paving. Impacts to agriculture at this site would be similar to the proposed 
project and would be considered less than significant as up to 2.55 acres of active orchard 
and prime soils would be impacted.  

Noise. There are two single-family residences immediately east of the potential location 
for Station 3 and one residence onsite. Other neighboring residences are within 300 feet 
across East Valley Road to the northwest on Stonehouse Lane. Because of these adjacent 
residences which, would be much closer to the proposed construction and operation of 
Station 3 on this site would have greater nuisance noise impacts than the proposed 
project, but would remain less than significant.  

Summary. Impacts of development of this site would be similar to or more severe than 
development at the proposed project site. Similar amounts of prime soils would be 
impacted and active agricultural use (e.g., pastures) would be displaced. Impacts 
associated with seismic hazards appear substantially more severe because an active fault 
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trace is mapped crossing this property. In addition, the close proximity to the existing 
residences on the property and to the south would make noise impacts incrementally 
more severe, while still less than significant. Line-of-sight to the east may be 
compromised by the Romero Creek Bridge. Therefore, impacts appear to be 
incrementally more severe than for the proposed project site. 

6.4.2.5 No-Project Alternative 

Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B) of the CEQA Guidelines provides that where the project is 
other than a land use or regulatory plan, but is a development project on identifiable 
property, the No-Project Alternative is defined as “…the circumstance under which the 
project does not proceed. Here the discussion would compare the environmental effects 
of the property remaining in its existing state against environmental effects which would 
occur if the project is approved.”  

Continuation of the existing site conditions (e.g., agriculture) would generate no impacts 
to aesthetics and visual resources, agricultural resources, air quality, biological resources, 
cultural resources, geologic processes, hazardous materials, land use, noise, recreation, 
transportation and traffic, or water and flooding. In particular, under the No-Project 
Alternative, the existing lemon orchard may continue in production as long as the 
property owner wishes to pursue agriculture on this residentially-designated parcel. Thus, 
the adverse, but not significant impacts associated with loss of 2.55 acres of prime soils 
would be avoided. Ongoing use of the property for agriculture would continue current 
relatively high levels of water demand which would likely exceed those associated with 
Station 3. The site’s undeveloped rural agricultural character would remain intact and 
existing oak trees may also remain undisturbed. Continuation of existing agricultural uses 
would also likely entail ongoing application of herbicides and pesticides consistent with 
historic practice and existing regulations. Continuation of agriculture would also be 
consistent with County Agricultural Element policies which promote protection of 
agriculture, although it would not address response time deficiencies noted in the MCP.  

While the No-Project Alternative would avoid many of the adverse, but not significant 
impacts of the proposed project (e.g., loss of agricultural land) and perpetuate the site’s 
rural agricultural character for an unknown period of time, continuation of cultivated 
agriculture would have different types of environmental impacts. For example, higher 
water demand and greater use of pesticides and herbicides and application through 
potential helicopter spraying may create more severe impacts than the proposed project. 
Further, as agricultural production is elective, especially on a residentially-designated 
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parcel, such uses may change to other crop types or be abandoned for economic or other 
reasons.  

However, over the longer term, the site’s residential designation may lead to applications 
for development of the property as well as surrounding areas on Rancho San Carlos and 
Featherhill Ranch. If the County approved such development, the agricultural value of the 
site could be reduced or eliminated. Similarly, depending of the location and amount of 
potential future residential development impacts to other resource areas may be roughly 
similar to or slightly less than those associated with the proposed project.  

Because the site is residentially-designated in a community with very high property 
values, the potential remains that the site may be proposed for development at any time in 
the future. If such development were approved by the County, impacts to agriculture, 
biological resources, and geologic processes may be similar to those associated with the 
proposed project. The nature and severity of such impacts would depend on type and size 
of development proposed. Based on County permit records for recent developments in 
eastern Montecito, a single family home of 5,000 to up to 15,000 sf could be expected to 
occur on a 2.55-acre site. Construction and occupancy of such a home would likely have 
incrementally lower impacts in some areas and greater impacts in others. For example, a 
single family home would generate 10 to 15 new ADTs vs. 32 ADT for Station 3, with 
incrementally lower long-term air pollutant emissions. Further, such a home would not 
generate noise associated with emergency vehicle operations, although construction of 
Station 3 on another nearby parcel would create similar noise levels to the proposed 
project in the vicinity. However, large Montecito estates can periodically generate high 
traffic levels and associated emissions when used for special event such as weddings, or 
fund raisers. Further, depending on the regulations in place, over the long-term such an 
estate home has the potential to generate water demand similar to or in excess of the 
proposed project. 

Finally, not constructing proposed Station 3 on this site would not improve fire service to 
a currently underserved area of the community or increase MFPD’s overall ability to 
provide services throughout Montecito. This would result in continued exceedance of 
Board-adopted response times in eastern Montecito, as well as not increasing overall 
MFPD capability to respond to wildfires, resulting in impacts to fire protection. Thus, 
failure to construct Station 3 would contribute to significant adverse health impacts 
associated with delay response times, including potential for loss of human life. Failure to 
construct Station 3 would also weaken future MFPD wildfire response capacities, which 
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could reduce ability to contain future wildfires before they spread or limit MFPD 
capability to respond to future major wildfires, including defense of structures. Thus, if 
the No-Project Alternative led to no construction of Station 3, impacts associated with 
public health, safety and welfare would be substantially more severe.  

6.5 IDENTIFICATION OF ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines states that if the environmentally superior 
alternative is the No-Project Alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally 
superior alternative from amongst the other alternatives. Table 6-2 summarizes the 
environmental advantages and disadvantages associated with the proposed project and the 
analyzed alternatives.  

In evaluating alternatives, different weights may be assigned to the relative importance of 
specific environmental impacts. The No-Project Alternative would avoid many of the 
proposed project’s less than significant impacts and those which can be fully mitigated; 
there are no unavoidable and significant project-related impacts. Thus, for most issue 
areas, the No-Project Alternative would create less severe impacts than the proposed 
Project. However, on the issue of public health, safety and welfare as discussed in fire 
hazards and elsewhere, the No-Project Alternative could result in substantially more 
severe impacts to public health due to ongoing deficient response times and the limitation 
of MFPD capabilities to respond to structural fires and major wildfire events. Because of 
the importance of public health, safety and welfare and the less than significant nature of 
other project related impacts, the No-Project Alternative is not considered 
environmentally superior to the Project.  

Based on the analysis in this EIR, the proposed project was identified as the 
environmentally superior alternative. As discussed above, the proposed project would be 
environmentally superior to the No Project Alternative due to project beneficial effects in 
addressing important public health, safety and welfare issues. Further, as discussed under 
each of the alternatives, each of the alternative sites either has environmental constraints 
equal to or greater than the project site (with resultant impacts). The Kimball-Griffith site 
(Alternative 1) and Birnam Wood site (Alternative 2) would result in greater impacts to 
biological resources, and Alternative 1 would have more severe impacts to geologic 
processes. For Palmer Jackson West (Alternative 3) and the Pines Trust site 
(Alternative 4) with associated impacts most similar to developing the project site, 
incrementally greater noise impacts would render the project site environmentally 
superior. While such impacts are not significant, neighborhood concerns over noise have 
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been an issue of public concern. As a result, the project site’s greater distance from 
surrounding residences renders it superior to either of those sites. Therefore, this EIR 
finds the proposed project to be the environmentally superior alternative (see Table 6-2). 
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Table 6-2. Impact Comparison of Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

 
Alternative 1 – 

Kimball Griffith #1 
Alternative 2 –  
Birnam Wood 

Alternative 3 –  
Palmer Jackson West

Alternative 4 – 
Pines Trust No Project 

Aesthetics and Visual Resources Substantially More Somewhat Less Somewhat More Similar None 

Agricultural Resources Somewhat Less Substantially Less Similar Somewhat Less None 

Air Quality Substantially More Similar Similar Similar None 

Biological Resources Substantially More Substantially More Somewhat Less Similar None 

Cultural Resources Similar Similar Similar Similar None 

Fire Protection Somewhat Less 
(Beneficial) 

Somewhat More 
(Beneficial) 

Similar Similar Substantially more 
severe 

Geologic Processes Substantially More Similar Similar Somewhat More None 

Hazardous Materials Similar Similar Similar Similar None 

Land Use Similar Similar Similar Similar None 

Noise Somewhat Less Somewhat More Somewhat More Somewhat More None 

Recreation Similar Somewhat More Similar Similar None 

Transportation and Traffic Similar Somewhat Less Somewhat More Somewhat More None 

Water and Flooding Somewhat More Somewhat More Similar Similar None 

All Project Objectives Met No No Yes No No 
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