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Dear Planning Commissioners,              May 29, 2018 
Re: Amendment to Hoop House Ordinance, Attachment A 
 
None of the Amendment changes appear to have a significant, positive outcome, for the folks in 
Tepusquet, as we are not included in the list of Urban Townships or the Design Control (D). Out 
here, most grower's hoop houses are set back, far beyond 400 feet from the road and, "Crop 
protection structures that cannot be viewed from public roadways or other areas of public use 
shall be exempt from this setback requirement." 
In our rural community, it is offensive and unsightly to observe these structures from the road, 
especially when they are lit up like Christmas trees, at night. I can see one grower's structures 
from Tepusquet Road, on our property. The lights from his hoop houses are so bright they 
obscure views of Constellations and the Milky Way.  
 
Re lighting ‐ As I have expressed at previous hearings, their lights not only obscure the stars but 
impact on the naturally occurring, nocturnal rhythms of flora and fauna. The Oak woodlands 
and scrublands were not intended, by nature, to receive light 24/7. 
 
My belief is that the growers will continue to circumvent the County’s Hoop Ordinances, by 
removing the hoop‐house‐covers altogether and using alternative methods of lighting and/or 
heating their Cannabis plants. This will not solve the problem. Due to the hundreds of acres of 
land currently cultivated and continually expanded by Commercial Cannabis operators, this 
would neither resolve the 'Visual Impact' this has on our community, nor would it protect the 
nocturnal rhythms of flora and fauna, which would also be impacted by this obtrusive lighting.  
 
Will this potential, ‘Alternative Lighting or Heating’ be prohibited? If not, please include 
language to reflect this, in the New Amendments, before they become finalized. 
 
Otherwise, we may as well turn once rural Tepusquet Canyon into another city, like Santa 
Maria, where there are no 'nocturnal critters' like bear, fox, raccoons, skunks, many varieties of 
owls, etc., or the opportunity to enjoy the amazing views of Constellations and the Milky Way. 
 
Please include language that will protect both people and wildlife from Cannabis operators that 
choose to ‘manipulate’ the laws, by using ‘Alternative Methods of Lighting and/or Heating Hoop 
Houses without covers. You don’t find other agricultural crops being lit up at night, do you?  
 
Sincerely Appreciative, 
 
Renée O’Neill 
Tepusquet Canyon Crisis Committee 



Claire Wineman
President



Top Issues:

Purpose

Feasibility

Process and Precedent
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Why Hoops?
Tool for agricultural production
Fierce competition and increasing pressures
Access narrow windows of opportunity
Provide option for farmers and farmworkers
Height:
 Farmworker ergonomics and comfort
 Airflow to manage disease
 Access for machines and equipment



Board of Supervisors Direction
7/25/2017
Up to 20 feet
Exempt from permits
Simple
Straightforward

Fails to fulfill purpose
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VIS-1 Critique
Two sets of production practices infeasible

(crop type, equipment, management)
Public roads are ubiquitous in ag areas
Arbitrary numeric values won’t provide

additional protection of visual resources
Significant and unavoidable impacts
Proposed height and setback requirements

would negatively impact ag without
additional benefit
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Estimated 30 ft from road



Estimated 50 ft from road



Estimated 185 ft from road



VIS-1 Revision
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AG-II:
20 foot front setback

from edge of road



VIS-2 Revision
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20 foot setback from
township urban
boundary line
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MM-WR-1
Floodway in Lompoc Valley
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BIO-2.  CA Tiger Salamander



West Orcutt/Santa Maria
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BIO-2 Critique
Existing alternatives for migration,

dispersal pathways
Doesn’t match current, limited

understanding of species life history
Ability to provide additional protection

essential for certain crops during certain
times of year—reason for using hoops
Large geographic impacts if linking to any
potential CTS pond location
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BIO-2 Revision

20

Does not meet project
objectives

Significant impacts to ag



BIO-1 Revision
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Shall comply with
provisions of CA and
Federal Endangered
Species Acts where

applicable



BIO-3 Revision
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20 foot setback from
303(d) assessed

waterbodies
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Appendix D. Metapopulation Maps 

 

 
Figure 2. West Santa Maria/Orcutt Metapopulation Area. 

  



 

VI-8 

 

 
 

Figure 3. East Santa Maria Metapopulation Area 

  



 

VI-9 

 

 

 
Figure 4. West Los Alamos/Careaga Metapopulation Area. 

  



 

VI-10 

 

 

 
Figure 5. East Los Alamos Metapopulation Area. 

  



 

VI-11 

 

 

 
Figure 6. Purisima Metapopulation Area. 

  



 

VI-12 

 

 

 
Figure 7. Santa Rita Metapopulation Area. 

 

















































Comments to SBC Planning 
Commission 8 29 2018Commission 8‐29‐2018

MM‐BIO‐3
Sharyne Merritt, Organic Farmer

I own and manage 2 farms in SBC one of which has 

125 acres in the Santa Ynez River floodway



Santa Ynez Valley Community PlanSanta Ynez Valley Community Plan

• The Santa Ynez River is a major water resource, 
• It serves important ecological functions for the wildlife (food and 
habitat) 

• It is amajor wildlife corridor for migrating steelhead trout and a• It is a major wildlife corridor for migrating steelhead trout and a 
variety of mammals. 

• Riparian habitats preserve water quality by filtering sediment 

• Hydrologic functions including flood flow conveyance, surface and 
subsurface water storage, groundwater recharge

• Development set back a minimum of 200 feet to top of the bank• Development set back a minimum of 200 feet to top of the bank



AudubonAudubon

• Lower SYRiver –west of Buellton‐ is an IBA (Important 
Bird Area) refers to the intact riparian habitat from 
Hwy. 101 (vic. Buellton) west through the broad 
agricultural lands west of Lompocagricultural lands west of Lompoc.

• This area supports one of the most significant
riparian systems in central California, and one of the p y ,
two best examples of lowland riparian habitat in 
Santa Barbara County (the other being the upper 
Santa Ynez River to the east)Santa Ynez River to the east). 







Concerns that Elimination of MM‐BIO 3Concerns that Elimination of MM BIO 3  

•WATER QUALITY IMPACTSWATER QUALITY IMPACTS
• Impaired water quality from addition of nutrients & 
herbicides, fungicides, pesticides that leave g p
containers

• The aquifer is <10 feet below the gravel
• IMPACTS TO SENSITIVE RIPARIAN HABITAT



Rebuttal of arguments to eliminate MM‐BIO3Rebuttal of arguments to eliminate MM BIO3

•Crop protection structures are not associated p p
with generation of pollutants that could infiltrate 
into groundwater such as pesticides or nutrients 

•While the structures themselves if left empty 
will not generate pollutants, they won’t be left 
empty Their purpose is to facilitate increasedempty.  Their purpose is to facilitate increased 
agricultural intensity and THAT will generate 
pollutants.pollutants.



Rebuttal of arguments to eliminate MM‐BIO3Rebuttal of arguments to eliminate MM BIO3

• the State has discharge requirementsg q
• The county should be consistent in order to have 
regulatory certaintyg y y

• The county should not send out mixed messages
• The county should not inadvertently promoteThe county should not inadvertently promote 
the notion that there is no regulation in critical 
habitathabitat



Rebuttal of arguments to eliminate MM‐BIO3Rebuttal of arguments to eliminate MM BIO3

•Community Plans have protectionsCommunity Plans have protections

•Many growing areas in floodway are outside 
Community Plan areasCommunity Plan areas



RECOMMENDATIONRECOMMENDATION

•This is very valuable land that provides drinkingThis is very valuable land that provides drinking 
and irrigation water as well as well as habitat 
for sensitive species.  Please do not risk its p
health for ease of growing cannabis and other 
crops (I suspect mostly cannabis).p p y

•Maintain MM BIO 3 and clarify that setbacks 
are 200 feet from top of the bankp



































































LAW OFFICE OF MARC CHYTILO, APC 
———————————————————————— 
ENVIRONMENTAL LAW 

 

LAW OFFICE OF MARC CHYTILO, APC 
P.O. Box 92233 • Santa Barbara, California 93190 

Phone: (805) 682-0585 • Fax: (805) 682-2379 
Email(s):  marc@lomcsb.com (Marc); ana@lomcsb.com (Ana)  

 

November 6, 2018 
 
 

Santa Barbara County Planning Commission       By email to dvillalo@co.santa-barbara.ca.us 
123 E. Anapamu Street       
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
 
RE:  Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment – Gaviota Coast View Protections 
 
Dear Chair Blough and Planning Commissioners,  
 

These comments are submitted on behalf of the Gaviota Coast Conservancy (GCC).  GCC 
submitted comments on the draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Hoop Structures 
Ordinance Amendment (Project), and supported robust mitigation for the significant impacts of the 
Project including significant impacts to the visual environment and significant solid waste impacts 
caused by the large amount of plastic waste and lack of existing recycling facilities.   

 
GCC is disappointed that the Planning Commission is proceeding toward rejecting visual 

mitigation measures, in particular MM-VIS-1 which limits the height of hoop structures within 75 
feet of any designated State Scenic Highway.  Since Highway 101 through the Gaviota Coast is a 
designated State Scenic Highway, rejecting MM-VIS-1 would lead to substantially greater visual 
impacts on scenic Highway 101 views along the Gaviota Coast.  GCC strongly urges the 
Commission to retain the protection for designated State Scenic Highways in MM-VIS-1.   

 
Additionally, GCC is alarmed that the most recent Staff Memorandum now suggests that the 

Commission might consider deleting a provision of the Project Description that limits the size of 
hoop structures within the Gaviota Coast’s Critical Viewshed Corridor – recently adopted as part of 
the Gaviota Coast Plan – to 4,000 sq. feet.  Without this limitation, the Project would have 
substantially increased significant impacts on the scenic resources of the Gaviota Coast.  We 
strongly urge the Commission to retain the Project Description provision limiting hoop structures to 
4,000 sq. ft. within the Gaviota Coast’s Critical Viewshed Corridor.   

 
  Finally, with plastic waste becoming increasingly problematic, and the complete lack of 
recycling facilities for such materials either locally or globally due to China’s National Sword 
policy, we encourage the Commission to seriously consider this significant environmental downside 
(a Class I impact) when weighing how strongly the County ought to incentivize the use of hoops.   

 
Respectfully submitted, LAW OFFICE OF MARC CHYTILO, APC 

Ana Citrin   
_____________________________ 

     Ana Citrin  
     For GCC 

















































































































ATTACHMENT 3: 
RIGHT TO FARM ORDINANCE AMENDMENT 

 
 ORDINANCE NO. _____ 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 3-23, AGRICULTURAL NUISANCES AND 
CONSUMER INFORMATION, OF ARTICLE V, THE RIGHT TO FARM, OF CHAPTER 3, 
AGRICULTURE, OF THE COUNTY CODE TO EXCLUDE CANNABIS FROM THE 
PROTECTIONS OF THE ORDINANCE, AND MAKE OTHER MINOR CLARIFICATIONS, 
CORRECTIONS, AND REVISIONS. 

Case No. 18ORD-00000-00008 

The Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Barbara ordains as follows: 

SECTION 1: 
ARTICLE V, the Right to Farm, Section 3-23(b) and (c), of Chapter 3, Agriculture, of the Santa 
Barbara County Code, is hereby amended to change the definition of “Agricultural Use”, add 
new definition of “Cannabis”, add a new section to “Findings” as follows: 
 
(b)   Definitions.  

(1) "Agricultural land" means land within the A-I and A-II categories as designated 
pursuant to the County of Santa Barbara Comprehensive Plan, Land Use Element, or 
land zoned exclusively for agricultural use pursuant to the County of Santa Barbara 
Articles II, III and IV Zoning Ordinances.  

(2) "Agricultural use" means and includes, but is not limited to, the tilling of the soil, the 
raising of crops, horticulture, aviculture, apiculture, livestock farming, the raising of 
small animals and poultry, dairying, animal husbandry, wineries processing grapes 
produced on the premises, and the sorting, cleaning, packing and storing of 
agricultural products preparatory to sale and/or shipment in their natural form when 
such products are produced on the premises, including all uses customarily incidental 
thereto, but not including slaughterhouse, fertilizer works, commercial packing or 
processing plant or plant for the reduction of animal matter, or any other use which is 
similarly objectionable because of odor, smoke, dust, fumes, vibration or danger to 
life or property. “Agricultural use” does not include any activity, recreational or 
medicinal, including the cultivation, possession, manufacturing, distribution, 
processing, storing, laboratory testing, packaging, labeling, transportation, delivery, 
or sale of cannabis and cannabis products of cannabis in accordance with Chapter 35, 
Zoning, of the Santa Barbara County Code. 

(3) “Cannabis” means all parts of the plant Cannabis sativa Linnaeus, Cannabis indicia 
or Cannabis ruderalis, whether growing or not; the seeds thereof; the resin extracted 
from any part of the plant; and every compound, manufacture, salt, derivative, 
mixture, or preparation of the plant, its seeds or resin, including, but not limited to, 
separated resin. Cannabis also means medical and non-medical marijuana.  Cannabis 
does not include industrial hemp, as defined in Section 11018.5 of the Health and 
Safety Code as may be amended. 

(c)  Findings.  



Board of Supervisors 
Cannabis Amendments to the  
Right to Farm Ordinance 
Attached 3: Right to Farm Ordinance 
Departmental Agenda Date: May 1, 2018 
Page 2 of 4 
 

(1) The board of supervisors finds that it is in the public's interest to preserve and protect 
agricultural land and operations within the County of Santa Barbara and to 
specifically protect these lands for exclusive agricultural use. The board of 
supervisors also finds that residential development adjacent to agricultural land and 
operations often leads to restrictions on farm operations to the detriment of the 
adjacent agricultural uses and economic viability of the county's agricultural industry 
as a whole. The purposes of this chapter, therefore, are to promote the general health, 
safety and welfare of the county, to preserve and protect for exclusive agricultural 
use those lands zoned for agricultural use, to support and encourage continued 
agricultural operations in the county, and to forewarn prospective purchasers or 
residents of property adjacent to or near agricultural operations of the inherent 
potential problems associated with such purchase or residence including, but not 
limited to, the sounds, odors, dust and chemicals that may accompany agricultural 
operations.  

(2) The further purpose of this provision is to promote a good neighbor policy between  
agriculturalists and residents by advising purchasers and residents of property 
adjacent to or near agricultural operations of the inherent potential problems 
associated with such purchase or residence including, but not limited to, the sounds, 
odors, dust and chemicals that may accompany agricultural operations so that such 
purchasers and residents will understand the inconveniences that accompany living 
side by side to agriculture and be prepared to accept such problems as the natural 
result of living in or near agricultural areas.  

(3) Given the status of cannabis as a highly regulated controlled substance, which as of 
the date of the ordinance amendment adding this subsection is illegal under Federal 
law, cannabis cultivation involves potential adverse effects that differ from the 
cultivation of other types of crops (e.g., criminal activity, and impacts on children 
and sensitive populations). State and County cannabis regulations include a number 
of development standards and permitting requirements to avoid or mitigate these 
adverse effects, which are not required for the cultivation of other types of crops on 
agricultural lands. Therefore, cannabis cultivation and cannabis operations are 
excluded from the protections of this ordinance. 

SECTION 2: 
All existing indices, section references, and figure and table numbers contained in Section 3-23, 
Agricultural Nuisances and Consumer Information, Article V, the Right to Farm, of Chapter 3, 
Agriculture, of the County Code, are hereby revised and renumbered as appropriate to reflect the 
revisions enumerated above. 



Board of Supervisors 
Cannabis Amendments to the  
Right to Farm Ordinance 
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SECTION 3: 
Except as amended by this Ordinance, Section 3-23 of Article V, the Right to Farm, of Chapter 
3, Agriculture, of the County Code, shall remain unchanged and shall continue in full force and 
effect.   

SECTION 4: 
If any section, subsection, sentence, clause or phrase of this Ordinance is for any reason held to 
be invalid, such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance. 
The Board of Supervisors hereby declares that it would have passed this Ordinance and each 
section, subsection, sentence, clause and phrase thereof, irrespective of the fact that any one or 
more sections, subsections, sentences, clauses, or phrases be declared invalid.  

SECTION 5: 
This Ordinance shall take effect 30 days from the date of its adoption by the Board of 
Supervisors and shall become operative and be in force upon the date shown below, and before 
the expiration of 15 days after its passage a summary of it shall be published once together with 
the names of the members of the Board of Supervisors voting for and against the same in the 
Santa Barbara News-Press, a newspaper of general circulation published in the County of Santa 
Barbara.   
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PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa 
Barbara, State of California, this _______ day of _________, 2018, by the following vote: 
 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSTAIN: 

ABSENT: 

  

DAS WILLIAMS, CHAIR 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA 

ATTEST: 

MONA MIYASATO, COUNTY EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
CLERK OF THE BOARD 

By    
Deputy Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

MICHAEL C. GHIZZONI 
COUNTY COUNSEL 

By    
Deputy County Counsel 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

g:\group\comp\ordinances\cannabis ordinance\hearings\bos\05-01-18\attachment 3 - right to farm ordinance.doc 
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