TO: Board of Supervisors

FROM: David Lackie, Supervisng Planner
Planning and Development, Comprehensve Planning Divison
Saff Contects: Greg Mohr, Dave Ward, Heather Baker

DATE: February 14, 2002

RE: Revisons (RV1) to the Proposed Final Program EIR for the Toro Canyon
Plan (2000-EIR-1, SCH#99051022): Finding that CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5(b) applies and that changes made by the Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisorsduring their public hearings on Plan adoption do not
requiremajor revisonsrequiring recirculation of the EIR (reference P& D
case number s 00-GP-003 & -004 and 01-GP-002; 00-RZ-002 & -003;
00-OA-005 & -006)

Introduction

A Program Environmental Impact Report (2000-EIR-1) was prepared for the Toro Canyon Plan (Plan)
to assess the potential adverse impacts resulting from new development and other activities associated
with Plan implementation and full buildout. There have been subsequent changes to the Plan as aresult
of public review and comments as well as Planning Commission and Board of Supervisor direction
during their public hearings for Plan adoption, including new and revised Plan godls, policies, actions,
development standards, property-specific land use and zoning designations, and Zoning Ordinance
amendments (County Code Chapter 35, Articles |l & 111). This EIR revision documents and evaluates
Plan modifications directed by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors againgt the proposed
Fina Program EIR (2000-EIR-1) cover dated June 2000.

CEQA Guiddines Section 15088.5 describes the circumstances under which alead agency is required
to recirculate an EIR when sgnificant new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of
the availability of the draft EIR for public review and the close of the public comment period on the draft
EIR, but before EIR certification by the project decison-makers. According to Guiddines Section
15088.5(q), “information” can include changes in the project or environmenta setting as well as
additiond data or other information. New information added to an EIR is not “sgnificant” unlessthe EIR
is changed in away that deprives the public of meaningful opportunity to comment on subgtantia
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adverse project impacts or feasible mitigation measures or dternatives. Section 15088.5(b) states,
“recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merdly darifies or amplifies or
meakes inggnificant modifications to an adequate EIR.”

Note: 2000-EIR-1 contains severd clerica errorsin Table 1-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigations.
These errors are noted and corrected in Section 6.0 of the attached EIR Revisions.

EIR Revison Findings: Itisthefinding of the Board of Supervisors that the proposed Find EIR
(2000-EIR-1), as herein amended by the attached EIR Revisions analys's, may be used to fulfill the
environmenta review requirements for the Toro Canyon Plan. None of the changes directed by the
Panning Commission or Board of Supervisors would result in any new significant environmentd
impacts, nor would they result in a substantial increase in the severity (i.e. change in impeact level
classfication) of any environmenta impact. Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guiddines Section
15088.5(b), the proposed revisions described in this document have not been recirculated for additional
public comment. The proposed Fina EIR for the Toro Canyon Plan is hereby amended by this revison
document, together identified as 2000-EIR-1 RV1).
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Attachment: Mitigation Monitoring & Reporting Program

1.0 Background

Pursuant to CEQA Guiddines Section 15156, a Program EIR (2000-EIR-1) was prepared for the
Toro Canyon Plan and related zoning ordinance text and map amendments (reference P& D case
numbers 00-GP-003 & -004 and 01-GP-002; 00-RZ-002 & -003; 00-OA-005 & -006). The
proposed Fina EIR was released in June 2000 and has not yet been certified.

The proposed Fina EIR prepared for the project concluded that the Toro Canyon Plan would result in

ggnificant unmitigable (Class |) impacts related to the following subject areas. land use; fire protection
& hazards; parks, recreation & trails; trangportation & circulation; public services (solid waste, police
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protection, & schools); wastewater treatment & disposal; water resources, biological resources,
geology, hillsdes & topography; cultura resources; and visua resources & aesthetics. Additiona
sgnificant but mitigable (Class 11) impacts were identified related to the following subject areas land
use; parks, recreation & trails; biologica resources; flooding; cultura resources; air quaity; and noise.
Additiond impacts related to land usg, fire protection & hazards, trangportation & circulation;
wastewater, water resources, parks, recregtion & trails, air quality, and noise were identified as adverse
but less than sgnificant (Class I11). Significant and unavoidable (Class |) cumulative impacts were
identified to land use, fire protection & hazards, parks, recreation & trails, transportation & circulation,
public services (solid waste, police protection, & schools), wastewater, water resources, biologica
resources, geology, hillsdes & topography, cultural resources, and visud resources. Significant and
mitigable (Class I) cumulative impacts were identified to land use, parks, recreation & trails,
trangportation & circulation, flooding, cultura resources, air quality, and noise. Adverse but less than
sgnificant (Class 111) cumulative impacts were identified in the areas of fire protection & hazards,
transportation & circulation, wastewater, water resources, air quality, and noise.

The Planning Commission considered the Toro Canyon Plan during a series of public hearingsand a
group field tour between June 2000 and February 2001. The Planning Commission hearings produced
its Recommended Draft Toro Canyon Plan cover dated April 2001, along with the Commission’'s
recommendations that the Board approve specific related zoning ordinance text and map amendments.
The Board of Supervisors considered the Toro Canyon Plan in a series of public hearings between June
2001 and January 2002, and is expected to take fina action on the Plan and related matters on
February 25, 2002.

2.0 L ocation

The Toro Canyon Plan covers an area of about 5,950 acres (gross) in the western portion of the
Carpinteria Vdley, bounded by the Pacific Ocean on the south, the Summerland and Montecito
Community Plan areas on the west, the federaly-owned lands within the Los Padres Nationa Forest on
the north, and the Rancho Monte Alegre and City of Carpinteria on the east. Substantia portions of the
Pan arealie both within and outside the State Coastal Zone.

3.0 ChangestotheProject
The origina Toro Canyon Plan project description is summarized in Section 2.0 of 2000-EIR-1. The
Board of Supervisors revised project is contained in the Toro Canyon Plan cover dated February

2002. Thefind Toro Canyon Plan includes the following changes to the project, many of which were
incorporated by the Planning Commission into its recommendations to the Board:

Page 2



Introduction and Land Use-General

1.

Pan buildout revised to 305 additiond residentia units (five fewer units than under the origindly
proposed Preliminary Draft Plan) as the result of various changes to the Land Use Plan and zoning
maps.

Revised the proposed Coastal Zone Boundary adjustment on severa properties to accommodate

the desires of property owners and avoid bisecting existing devel oped areas and approved
development envel opes by the revised Boundary.

Torito Road area and some adjacent parcels are designated “Rural Neighborhood” rather than
“Rurd” asoriginaly proposed, increasing potentia buildout in this area by up to S lots/units.

The boundary between the inland Rura and Inner-Rurd Aressis shifted northward on two parcels
in the east-centrd part of the Plan area in order to accommodate a change on one parcel and a
portion of another from MA-100 to MA-40, reflective of the request of the affected property
owners in anticipation of afuture two-way lot split on the larger of the affected parcels.

Severa parcds currently under active cultivation in the northern and east-central portions of the Plan
area are designated Agriculture (A-1-40 and A-11-100) rather than Mountainous Area (MA-40 and
MA-100) as originally proposed.

Severd parcels between Toro Canyon Road and Toro Canyon County Park, on the north side of
Toro Canyon Park Road, are designated Agriculture, twenty acre minimum parcel size (A-1-20 and
AG-1-20), rather than forty acre minimum parcd size (A-1-40 and AG-1-40) as originally

proposed.

EIR mitigation measure for noise impacts incorporated as Policy LUG-TC-5 and DevStds LUG-
TC-5.1& -5.2.

Policy LUG-TC-6 added, clearly stating that the Plan will “be implemented in a manner that does
not take private property for public use without just compensation as required by gpplicable law.”

Land Use-Residential

1.

Affordable Housing Overlay anticipated on part or al of the 11.4-acre Via Red dte, pending
possible future enabling amendment of the Housing Element (see Action LUR-TC-1.3).

Land Use-Commercial

1.

2.

No requirement for Santa Claus-related theme or colors for development on Santa Claus Lane (see
Policy C-TC-3.0 and Action C-TC-3.1).

“Western Seaside Vernacular Architecture’ proposed rather than “ Seaside Vernacular
Commercia” (see Policy C-TC-3.0 and Action C-TC-3.1).

Land Use-Agriculture
See changes noted above under Land Use-Generdl.
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Fire

1.

Clarified the fud modification terms of “fud load,” “fud break” and “fire bregks,” and further
detailed the evacuation setting in the Plan area.

Included arequirement that fuel management plans be reviewed during the permit gpplication
process.

Included new development standards for ingress/egress access, roadway & driveway, and fire
hydrant requirements.

Included Fuel Management Guidelines as Appendix D.

5. FireProtection Goa FIRE-TC and Policies FIRE-TC-1 & -3 clarified asto their public safety

aspects, and tree limbing height increased from Sx to eight feet in DevStd FIRE-TC-3.2.

Fuel break requirements for tree limbing height increased from six to eight feet in DevStd FIRE-TC-
3.2

Parks, Recreation and Trails

1.

4,

Trails map revised to minimize potential impacts on private property owners and the Flood Control
Didtrict’s operational needs:

Added dternative route (24) to the trail (2) at the northern end of Toro Canyon Road (PRT

map and Action PRT-TC-2.3);

Staging arealocation revised on Toro Canyon Road;

Trail 6arerouted;

Tralls 2, 7, and 11 redigned with parcel boundaries,

Trail 10 reclassfied from “high” to “low” priority.

Beach access Actions PRT-TC-1.3 & -1.4 modified to address local resdents concerns, including
aclear priority for Santa Claus Lane.

The required setback of new private development from exigting trails and trail essements was
reduced from 100’ to 50" (see DevStd PRT-TC-2.1).

Included Trall Siting Guiddines as Appendix E.

Transportation and Circulation

1.

Roadway capacities changed to be cons stent with the more conservative standards used in the
Montecito Community Plan (both Design and Acceptable [LOS B] Capacities reduced).

Public Services

1.

2.

Resource Recovery and Police Protection: Incorporated EIR Mitigations PS-1 & -2 related to
Resource Recovery.

Schools. Text modified to acknowledge that siting of anew schoal in the Toro Canyon Plan area
may or may not be appropriate because the Toro Canyon Plan areais asmall part of the larger
geographic area served by the Carpinteria Unified School Didrict. The Plan acknowledges that the
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Didgtrict owns property on Toro Canyon Road, but the Plan neither designates nor prohibits a future
school site here or elsewhere in the Plan area. New Action PS-TC-3.1 added at the Carpinteria
Unified School Didrict’s request, to express the county’ s intent to work cooperatively with the
Didtrict on future school Ste identification.

Wastewater and Water

The two sections of Wastewater and Water were combined into one section for improved clarity.

Déeted Preliminary Draft Plan Action W-TC-2 regarding a countywide Conservation Landscape
Design Program, DevStd W-TC-2.4 regarding dua plumbing for graywater systems, DevStd S-
TC-1.3 regarding a two-acre minimum parcd for septic system Siting, Action S TC-1.5 regarding
sewer hook-up evduations, Policy S TC-3 and Action S TC-3.1 regarding on-site worker
sanitation facilities, and Action S-TC-4.2 regarding disposal of dog waste on public trails.

Biology

1.

Provided asummary of the methodology used by P& D gaff to identify the biologica resourcesin
the Plan area. Included the full habitat classfications from the Plan EIR, rather than the summaries
contained in previous drafts of the Plan.

Action BIO-TC-1.2 clarified to sate that the listed habitat types are not categoricaly ESH but shall
be presumed to be “environmentally sengitive,” provided that the actual habitat area(s) on a project
gte meet the criteriafor ESH of ether the Coastal Act or, for inland areas, Action BIO-TC-7.1.

3. New section format to clarify the distinct regulations for ESH in Coastd areas and Inland aress.

Coagtal Sage Scrub is designated as ESH throughout the Plan area.

5. Within the Coagta aress of the Plan, development standards were revised to ensure compliance

with the Coastd Act.

Some newly identified biological resourcesin Rurad Neighborhoods (RNS) located in Coastd areas
have been changed from ESH designations to “ areas of potentia biological merit” requiring further
biologicd study for ESH delineation during an application for development (note: ESH areas
mapped under the exigting certified LCP are to remain asis). A new policy and development
standards specific to the RNs of Torito Road, Serena Park, La Paguita and Ocean Oaks Road
were included to provide regulations for the protection of ESH related to both new development
and additions to exigting development.

In the Inland areas of the Plan, several ESH buffer and development standards were revised to
provide greater flexibility. 1) Sting guideines were added for additions to existing development
within ESH and ESH buffer aress; 2) new policies were included to provide flexibility for ESH
regulaions on agriculturadly zoned parcdls, and 3) native tree protection was clarified, with greater
weight given to the protection of mature protected trees that have grown into the naturdl stature
particular to the species.

Landscaping regulations were clarified for development subject to a Restoration Plan requirement or
a Landscape Plan requirement. Using plants grown from local seed stock is encouraged.
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9. Eliminated the Congtrained Site Guidelines from the Plan, due to the Congtraint Mapping Tools that
were implemented countywide by P&D in February 2001.

10. Numerous site-specific refinements of the biological resources’ESH map, at the request of property
owners.

11. Induded Guiddinesfor Salmonid Passage at Stream Crossings as Appendix G (see aso DevStd
BIO-TC-15.2), and alist of invasive plants to be avoided in landscape plans near ESH areas as
Appendix | (see dso DevStd BIO-TC-2.2).

12. Specid exemptions written into the gpplicable zoning ordinances making it possible to repair,
recongtruct and replace many nonconforming structures throughout the Plan area, with various
provisonsfor residentia, agriculturd, and other non-resdentid structures (see Policies BIO-TC-6
& -10 and Development Standards BIO-TC-4.4, -5.1, -5.3, -7.5, & -7.8, aswell asthe TCP
Overlay Didricts of the Art. Il & I11 zoning ordinances).

Flooding and Drainage

1. Anaction item was added to the Plan to address drainage issues aong the southeastern portion of
Padaro Lane (see Action FLD-TC-1.5).

Geology

1. Threshold for generd regtrictions on dope development raised from 20% to 30% (DevStd GEO-
TC-1.1).

2. DevStd GEO-TC-4.3 added to clarify that repair and maintenance of existing seawalls, and the
filling of gaps between them, may be permitted consstent with the Coastal Plan Policy 3-1.

3. EIR mitigation measures for air qudity impacts (fugitive dust) incorporated as Policy GEO-TC-5
and DevStds GEO-TC-5.1 & -5.2.

History and Archaeology (Cultural Resour ces)

1. Phase 1 Archaeologicad Report requirements were modified for greater property owner flexibility
(see DevStd HA-TC-1.1)

2. Santa Claus Lane addresses removed from table of historic resources (Table 13, formerly Table
IV.D-1) and from DevStd HA-TC-2.3, and former Figure 1V.D-2 removed, in recognition of the
Board'sintent to alow remova of the Santalchimney structure contingent upon photo-
documentation of the entire “ Santal s Village’ complex and other mitigation messures gpplied under
a separate Coastal Development Permit.

3. Added Action HA-TC-2.4 regarding placing asign along Highway 101 to recognize the historic
value of the historic memoria oak trees.
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Visual and Aesthetics

1. Visud & Aesthetic Resources policies and standards rewritten in some cases and re-organized as a
result of Planning Commission review and collaboration with the County Board of Architectura
Review (BAR).

2. Dedgn Overlay zoning added to the entire Plan area, so that most new development projects will be
reviewed by the BAR. Also, requirement to mail notices to property owners of aproject’sinitia
BAR hearing added.

3. Hegnt limitsin the Plan areawere smplified (overal twenty-five foot limit throughout the Plan areg,
with pre-existing standard height limits and possible exceptions for those projects subject to the
Ridgeline and Hillside Development Guidelines). Rather than prohibiting currently permissible
exemptions to the Ridgeline and Hillside Development Guidelines height limits (at the BAR's
discretion), exemptions to the height limits may be granted but the reasons why any such exemptions
are granted must be documented.

4. Rather than a standard where a 16 foot height limit gpplies to projects that include ten feet or more
of fill or foundetion devation, asmpler guiddineisinduded teting that fill generdly should not be
more than five feet above naturd grade (Policy GEO-TC-6.)

5. Reguirements added that the tota height of cut dopes and fill dopes shdl not exceed 16 vertica feet
and the visible portion of aretaining wall shal not exceed Sx feet (see TCP Overlay Didrict, items
Hand ).

6. Deeted Prliminary Draft Plan Policy VIS TC-2 and associated development standards regarding
prohibition againgt landscaping that blocks or obstructs public views of the ocean.

7. Dedeted Prdliminary Draft Plan Policy 5 regarding Greenhouses.

4.0 Changesin Environmental Effects

Asaresult of these changes to the project no new impacts have been identified, nor have any Class||
or 11l impacts become Class | (sgnificant and unmitigable), nor have Class | impacts become
subgtantialy more severe. The following sections assess the potentia change in environmental effects for
each topica issue andyzed in the proposed Final EIR. These sections repest the previoudy-described
changes made in the various sections of the Plan, and explain how these changes do not affect the
impact sgnificance levels presented in the FEIR.

4.1 Introduction and Land Use Sections

Introduction and Land Use-General

Revision 1. Plan buildout revised to 305 additiond resdentid units (five fewer units than under the
originaly proposed Preliminary Draft Plan) as the result of various changes to the Land Use Plan and

Zoning maps.
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Effect of Revision 1 on Impact Levels: Thisminor changein full Plan buildout potentia does not
subgtantially change the overall magnitude or severity of any Plan impacts.

Revision 2: Revised the proposed Coastal Zone Boundary adjustment on severa propertiesto
accommodate the desires of property owners and avoid bisecting existing developed areas and
approved development envelopes.

Effect of Revision 2 on Impact Levels: Therevised Coastd Zone Boundary adjustment transfers
some potentially developable land from the Coastal Zone to the inland area. Coastal Zone policies and
regulations are generdly more protective of resources. This change may create a higher potentid for the
properties to develop in amanner that would contribute to Impact LU-3 (Class 1), but the increase in
severity of the impact would not be subgtantial and in any case Impact LU-3 remains a Class | impact.

Revision 3: The Torito Road area and some adjacent parcels are designated “ Rural Neighborhood”
rather than “Rurd” as originaly proposed, increasing potentia buildout in this area by up to Six lots/units.

Effect of Revision 3 on Impact Levels: A rurd designation indudes provison for a 16" height limit in
Hillsde and Ridgeline areas. A rurd neighborhood designation on Torito Road would aso potentialy
make sewer extenson to the areamore likely, given an ability to demonstrate consstency with Coastd
Land Use Plan Policy 2-10. When sewers are extended to an area, potentia development is no longer
limited by aland’ s septic system carrying capacity and larger devel opments often become possible.
This change, because it could result in developments higher than 16' in Hillsde and Ridgdine areas and
could facilitate larger developments supported by sewers, creates a higher potentia for some Torito
properties to develop in amanner that would contribute to Impact LU-3 (Class|). Theincressein
severity of theimpact is not substantia and in any case Impact LU-3 remains Class|.

Revision 4: The boundary between theinland Rura and Inner-Rura Aressis shifted northward on
two parcelsin the east-centrd part of the Plan area. This shift occurred in order to accommodate a
change on one parcel and a portion of another from MA-100 to MA-40, reflective of the request of the
affected property ownersin anticipation of afuture two-way lot split on the larger of the affected
parcels.

Effect of Revision 4 on Impact L evels: An additiond lot creates the potentia for development of an
additiona residence and associated structures. Additiona development could contribute to impacts
within many categories in the Plan. However, the incremental additiona impact of this changeis not
enough to change any of the EIR’ simpact classfications.

Revision 5: Severd parces currently under active cultivation in the northern and east-central portions
of the Plan area are designated Agriculture (A-1-40 and A-11-100) rather than Mountainous Area (MA-
40 and MA-100) as origindly proposed.

Effect of Revision 5 on Impact Levels: Mountainous Area designations provide additiond
safeguards for biologic and geologic resources when areas are developed for agriculture. Parcels
affected aready have some existing agricultural operations on site, but other portions of the parcels may
not have been recently farmed. Contributions to Class | Biology impacts (BIO-1, -2, -3, and -4) and
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Geology impacts (GEO-1) under these zone didtricts would be more likely to occur than under the
Preliminary Draft Plan, athough the Class | impact classfications remain the same,

Revision 6: Severd parcels between Toro Canyon Road and Toro Canyon County Park, on the
north side of Toro Canyon Park Road, are designated Agriculture, twenty acre minimum parcel sze (A-
[-20 and AG-1-20), rather than forty acre minimum parcel size (A-1-40 and AG-1-40) as originaly
proposed.

Effect of Revision 6 on Impact Levels: This change would alow for one additiond ot to be created
inthisarea. Thisisnot a subgtantia change that would subgtantialy threaten the areal s current
agricultura uses or future viahility for continued commercid agriculture, and in any case afuture lot split
would be subject to site-gpecific environmentd review. None of the EIR’s overdl impact levelswould
change.

Revision 7: EIR mitigation measure for noise impacts have been incorporated as Policy LUG-TC-5
and DevStds LUG-TC-5.1 & -5.2.

Effect of Revision 7 on Impact Levels: Theincorporation of these mitigation measures from the
EIR does not change the noise impact levels (Class ).

Revision 8: Policy LUG-TC-6 added, clearly dtating that the Plan will “be implemented in a manner
that does not take private property for public use without just compensation as required by applicable
IaN,”

Effect of Revision 8 on Impact Levels: Thistext revison does not change potentia development
patterns. This revison was included for clarification purposes only. No changes to Impact
classficaions result from this revison.

Land Use-Residential

Revision 1: Affordable Housing Overlay anticipated on part or al of the 11.4-acre ViaRed Ste,
pending possible future enabling amendment of the Housing Element (see Action LUR-TC-1.3).

Effect of Revision 1 on Impact Levels: The revison only recognizes and anticipates a potentia
future action that would be dependent upon a separate project (Housing Element amendment) to be
consdered by the Board of Supervisors. The development potentid for the Via Red dtein thefind Plan
isthe same asin the Preliminary Draft 1999 Plan. Therefore thereis no change in impect levelsasa
result of thisrevison.

Land Use-Commercial

Revision 1: No requirement for Santa Claus-related theme or colors for development on Santa Claus
Lane (see Policy C-TC-3 and Action C-TC-3.1).

Effect of Revison 1 on Impact Levels: Impact CR-5 in the EIR relates to demalition or dterations
that would remove character-defining features of higtoricaly significant buildings associated with the
Santa Claus theme. The EIR found that the Plan’s architecturd guidelines would provide an inducement
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for changes that would have a potentidly significant impact on the Santa Claus theme. The EIR aso
suggested that measures were available to mitigate this potentia effect of the architecturd guidelines,
including requiring preservation of the Santafigure in place. The Board' s Findings and Statement of
Overriding Consderations will explain why the mitigation measure to preserve the Santa figure in place
is not feasible and will not be adopted. The Santa Claus figure, and dong with it the remaining
asociative higtoric sgnificance of the former Santal s Village complex, will be removed prior to
implementation of the Toro Canyon Plan (see following discussons under Cultural Resources [History
and Archaeology], Section 4.11). The Plan’s design guiddlines for a“Western Seaside Vernacular”
architecturd style are generdly compatible with the ared s higtoric architecturd styles, and partialy
incorporate EIR Mitigation CR-4. The Board' s disagreement with the EIR that amessure isinfeasble
to mitigate an dready-identified potentidly significant impact would not require recirculation of the EIR.

Revision 2: “Western Seaside Vernacular Architecture” proposed rather than “ Seaside Vernacular
Commercial” (see Policy C-TC-3 and Action C-TC-3.1).

Effect of Revision 2 on Impact Levels: This change of architectura style does not change impact
classfication levels

4.2 Fire Protection and Hazards

Revision 1. Fire Protection God FIRE-TC and Policy FIRE-TC-3 clarified asto their public safety
aspects.

Effect of Revision 1 on Impact Levels: Thesetext revisons were included to darify thet fire
prevention measures should be gppropriately sited and designed to minimize exposure of people and
property to wildfire hazards, while minimizing the impacts on the environment to the maximum extent
feasble. Thistext clarification does not change the fire hazards identified under Impacts FIRE-1 and
FIRE-2. No changesto the impact classfications result from this revison.

Revision 2: Clarified the fud modification terms of “fud load,” “fud bresk” and “fire bregks” and
further detailed the evacuation setting in the Plan area.

Effect of Revision 2 on Impact Levels: Thistext revison was included to darify the terms “fud
load,” “fuel break” and “fire bresks’ and does not affect environmental resources and no change to
impect cdassfication levelswill result.

Revision 3. Clarified that fud management plans required on parce and tract mapsin high fire hazard
areas shdl be reviewed during the permit application process.

Effect of Revision 3 on Impact Levels: This revison modified the sequence for reviewing fuel
management plans from only final review and approva before recordetion of the find map to include an
additiona review process for fuel management plans during the application review process. No changes
to the Impact classfications result from thisrevison.
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Revision 4: Included new development standards for ingress/egress access, roadway & driveway,
and fire hydrant requirements.

Effect of Revision 4 on Impact Levels: Thisrevison requires development to provide adequate
ingress/egress access, minimum roadway & driveway widths and fire hydrant water pressure and
distance requirements. Application of these requirements would reduce, but not substantialy change the
fire hazards identified under impacts FIRE-1 and FIRE-2. No changes to the impact classifications
result from this revison.

Revision 5: Incduded Fud Management Guidelines as Appendix D for development siting criteriaand
vegetation dearance/trimming methods to minimize fire hazards while reducing impacts to netive
vegetation to the maximum extent feasible.

Effect of Revision 5 on Impact Levels: Thisrevison provides guiddines gpplicable to devel opment
in high fire hazard areas, but does not change the fire hazards identified under Impacts FIRE-1 and
FIRE-2. No changes to the impact classfications result from this revison.

Revision 6: Fuel break requirements for tree limbing height increased from six to eight feet in DevSid
FIRE-TC-3.2.

Effect of Revision 6 on Impact Levels: Thisrevison permits agrester amount of tree trimming
within fuel bresks adjacent to development. The increased amount of trimming is minimal and does not
change impact level classfications.

4.3 Parks, Recreation and Trails

Revision 1. Trails map revised to minimize potentia impacts on private property owners and the
Flood Control Didtrict’s operationa needs:
- Added dternative route (24) to thetrail (2) at the northern end of Toro Canyon Road (PRT

map and Action PRT-TC-2.3);

Staging arealocation revised on Toro Canyon Road;

Trail 6arerouted;

Tralls 2, 7, and 11 redigned with parced boundaries;

Trall 10 reclassfied from “high” to “low” priority.

Effect of Revision 1 on Impact Levels: The above map revisons would reduce the severity of
Impact REC-3 regarding development of future trails being potentialy constrained by vacant parcel
development. Siting trails dong property boundaries provides a higher potentia that development of
vacant propertieswill not preclude trail Sting on the same property. The beneficid effects of this
revison are not great enough to reduce Impact REC-3 from Class |1 to Class|||.

Revision of the map to route trails along property boundaries aso reduces the severity of Impact REC-
5 (Class 1) regarding the potentia for proposed trail use to conflict with agricultura land use. Fencing to
protect agricultural land usesis easier to achieve when trails are Sited dong property boundaries. The
beneficid effects of this revision are not great enough to reduce Impact REC-5 to Class 1.
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The traill map revisions would aso reduce the severity of Impacts REC-4 and TR-2 (Class 1) regarding
increased safety concerns of trail users on roadways. The new staging area location is further up Toro
Canyon Road. If route 2ais built rather than 2, then the distance pedestrians would travel up Toro
Canyon Road would be reduced. However, because the mgority of on-road trailsin Toro Canyon
remain, Impacts REC-4 & TR-2 remain Class||I.

Revision 2: Beach access Actions PRT-TC-1.3 & -1.4 (formerly Actions PRT-TC-1.4 and -1.5
under the Prdiminary Draft Plan) modified to address local residents concerns, including a clear priority
for access provison at Santa Claus Lane. Deleted Prdiminary Draft Plan Action PRT-TC-1.6 regarding
examination of floodways for potential beach access.

Effect of Revision 2 on Impact Levels: Because Actions PRT-TC-1.3 and -1.4 provide more
specific approaches for beach access provision, achievement of aformal beach access at Santa Claus
Lane may be expedited. Former Action -1.6 was carried out during the planning process and
floodways in the Plan Areawere found to be infeasible for formal beach access. The benefits of the
revisons within Actions PRT-TC-1.3 and -1.4 to provision of beach access outweigh the loss of Action
-1.6 as afeasble mitigation measure, but neither change is enough to change the significance leve of
Impact REC-2, obstruction of beach access from seawall congtruction. Impact REC-2 remains Class
.

Revisions 3 & 4: The required setback of new private development from existing trails and trail
easements was reduced from 100' to 50' (see DevStd PRT-TC-2.1). Deleted Preliminary Draft Plan
Action PRT-TC-1.2. Added Appendix E, Trail Siting Guiddlines.

Effect of Revisions 3 & 4 on Impact Levels: Theserevisons could result in increased contributions
to conflicts between agricultural and residentia land uses and recrestiond trail use, Snce the two uses
would be more likely to occur in closer proximity (Impacts LU-4 and LU-5). However, the additiona
provisons under the Trail Siting Guiddines further mitigate potentid land use conflicts. Impacts LU-4
and LU-5 remain Classl|I.

4.4  Trangportation and Circulation

Revision 1: Roadway capacities changed to be consistent with the more conservative standards used
in the Montecito Community Plan (both Design and Acceptable [LOS B] Capacities reduced). Added
DevStds CIRC-TC-1.6, -4.2, -9.1 and -9.2 regarding additiona provisonsfor dternative
transportation and possible traffic caming methods.

Effect of Revision 1 on Impact Levels: The impacts associated with the Preliminary Draft Plan
proposed Design and LOS Capacities were inggnificant. The changes to the sandards would not raise
the leve of impact to potentialy sgnificant. The additiona development standards creste potentialy
beneficia impactsin the area of transportation and circulation.
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45  Public Services. Resource Recovery, Police Protection, Schools

Resour ce Recovery and Police Protection: Incorporated EIR Mitigetions PS-1 & -2 related to
Resource Recovery.

Effect of Resour ce Recovery Changes on I mpact L evels. Asidentified in the EIR, Impact PS-1
(increased solid waste generation and landfill 1oading from development alowed under the Plan) would
remain Class|.

Schools: Text modified to acknowledge that siting of a new schooal in the Toro Canyon Plan areamay
or may not be appropriate because the Toro Canyon Plan areaisasmall part of the larger geographic
area served by the Carpinteria Unified School Didrict. The Plan acknowledges that the Digtrict owns
property on Toro Canyon Road, but the Plan neither designates nor prohibits a future school Ste here
or dsewhere in the Plan area. New Action PS-TC-3.1 added at the Carpinteria Unified School
Didirict’ s request, to express the county’ s intent to work cooperatively with the District on future school
steidentification.

Effect of Schools Changes on Impact L evels: Text changes neither substantialy contribute to nor
detract from Impact PS-3 (Plan buildout would increase demands on public schoal facilities), dthough
Action PS-TC-1 largely incorporates Mitigation PS-3 and the role of the County in school land use
planning approachesis clarified. Impact PS-3 remains Class .

46  Wastewater Treatment and Disposal
477  Water Resources

Revision 1. Thetwo sections of Wastewater and Water were combined into one section for improved
clarity. Appendix F (origindly Appendix D), regarding wastewater, includes additiona information
regarding advanced treatment for nitrate remova in septic systems using drywells.

Effect of Revison 1 on Impact Levels: None, format and background information changes only,
resources or impacts unaffected by the revision.

Revision 2: Ddeted Preliminary Draft Plan Action W-TC-2 regarding a countywide Conservation
Landscape Design Program, DevStd W-TC-2.4 regarding dua plumbing for graywater systems,
Devstd S TC-1.3 regarding a two-acre minimum parcel for septic system sting, Action STC-1.5
regarding sewer hook-up evauations, Policy S TC-3 and Action S-TC-3.1 regarding on-site worker
sanitation facilities, and Action S TC-4.2 regarding disposa of dog waste on public trails.

Effect of Revision 2 on Impact Levels: Former Action W-TC-2 regarding a countywide
Conservation Landscape Design Program, is dready caled for in the adopted Orcutt Community Plan
(Action WAT-0-3.1); deletion of this action does not affect water supply or any EIR impact
sgnificance leves.

DevStd W-TC-2.4 regarding dua plumbing for graywater systems was deemed to have the potentia to
creste other unintended surface water quality problems. Although this standard may have had beneficia
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water conservetion effects, the deletion of this sandard would not affect water supply or EIR impact
ggnificance levels

Although logicdly, larger areas for septic disposa can create additional safeguards for water qudity, the
data are not currently available to show that the additiona burden on property owners of atwo-acre
minimum lot size for septic systems would create a subgtantial enough gain in water quaity to make the
dandard necessary and feasible. Although some additional beneficial safeguards for water quality may
have been achieved by this standard, the one-acre minimum lot size for septic system use is considered
adequate, and in any case Impact WATER-1 remains Class .

Action S TC-1.5 regarding sewer hook-up evauations is appropriately covered under Fina Plan
Actions WW-TC-1.4 and -1.5 and would not affect Plan area water quaity or EIR impact levels.

Policy S TC-3 and Action S-TC-3.1 regarding on-site worker sanitation facilitiesand Action S TC-4.2
regarding disposal of dog waste on public trails aready have implementation plans under county and
dtate agencies, therefore inclusion of the Policy and Actions would not have crested a substantial
beneficid effect on water quality. Impact WATER-1 remains Class .

4.8 Biological Resources

Revision 1. Provided asummary of the methodology used by P& D g&ff to identify the biologica
resources in the Plan area. Included the full habitat classifications from the Plan EIR, rather than the
summaries contained in previous drafts of the Plan.

Effect of Revison 1 on Impact Levels: Thisinformationa text revison to the Plan provides gaff,
gpplicants and the generd public the methods used by P& D to identify the planning area biologica
resources. Full habitat classifications from the Plan EIR provide more biologica information. These text
revisions do not affect environmental resources and do not change impact classfication levels.

Revision 2: Action BIO-TC-1.2 clarified to state that the listed habitat types are not categoricaly
ESH but shdl be presumed to be “environmentaly sensitive,” provided that the actua habitat area(s) on
aproject site meet the criteriafor ESH of either the Coastd Act or, for inland areas, Action
BIO-TC-7.1.

Effect of Revision 2 on Impact Levels: Thisrevison establishesthat not dl occurrences of the
habitat types identified as environmentaly senstive in the coastd or inland aress of the Plan, including
identification on the ESH-TCP Overlay Map, may satidfy the criteriafor ESH. At the time of future
development, assessment of the biological resources presumed to be environmentally sensitive would be
required to determine if the on-dite habitat meets the ESH criteria and subject to the policies and
development standards for ESH in the Plan. At the time of development, biologica habitats found not to
satidfy the criteriafor environmentally sengtive habitat would not be an issue, potentidly reducing
Impacts BIO-1, BIO-2 and BIO-6 at those locations to |ess than significant snce ESH resources in fact
would not to be present.

Revision 3: New section format to darify the distinct regulations for ESH in Coastd areas and Inland
aress.

Page 14



Effect of Revision 3 on Impact L evels: Thistext revison was included for clarification purposes
only. No change to impact classfication levels result.

Revision 4: Coasta Sage Scrub is designated as ESH throughout the Plan area.

Effect of Revision 4 on Impact Levels: Coastal sage scrub aready designated ESH in the coastdl
zone would aso become ESH in the inland planning area. The impact to coasta sage throughout the
Plan areawas identified as sgnificant, Impact BIO-1. No change to impact classfication level would
result.

Revision 5: Within the Coastd areas of the Plan, development standards were revised to ensure
compliance with the Coastal Act.

Effect of Revision 5 on Impact Levels: These revisionsidentify the appropriate Resource
Protection and Development Policies of the County Local Coastd Plan, regulations of the Coastal
Zoning Ordinance (Article I1), and Coastal Act sections gpplicable to the proposed Plan policies and
development standards. No change to impact classification levels would result.

Revision 6: Some newly identified biologica resourcesin Rurd Neighborhoods (RNs) located in
Coadtd aress have been changed from ESH designations to “ areas of potentid biologica merit”
requiring further biological study for ESH ddinegtion during an gpplication for development (note: ESH
areas mapped under the exigting certified LCP areto remain asis). A new policy and development
standards specific to the RNs of Torito Road, Serena Park, La Paguita and Ocean Oaks Road were
included to provide regulations for the protection of ESH related to both new development and
additions to exigting development.

Effect of Revision 6 on Impact Levels: The change in these Rura Neighborhoods from ESH
designations to areas of potentid biologica merit recognizes the exigting land subdivision and built
environment where existing structures and related |andscaped aress are within the ESH buffer and not
part of the ESH itsdf. At the time of development, further biologica study for ESH delinestion would be
required, and where no ESH isidentified this could change the impeact level classfication to lessthan
sgnificant. Aressidentified at the time of development as ESH would be subject to the Plan regulations
for new development and additions to existing development. Impact BIO-1 leve classification would
remain sgnificant (Class|).

Revision 7: IntheInland areas of the Plan, severd ESH buffer and development standards were
revised to provide greeter flexibility: 1) Sting guidelines were added for additions to existing
development within ESH and ESH buffer areas; 2) new policies were included to provide flexibility for
ESH regulations on agriculturaly zoned parcels, and 3) native tree protection was clarified, with greater
weight given to the protection of mature protected trees that have grown into the natura Sature
particular to the species.

Effect of Revision 7 on Impact Levels: While the revised development standards provide additiona
flexibility, the intent remains to design development in amanner that protects biologica resources to the

maximum extent feasible. Impact classficaion levels would remain significant for Impacts BIO-1, BIO-

3 and BIO-6 (Class|).
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Revision 8: Landscaping regulations were clarified for development subject to a Restoration Plan
requirement or a Landscape Plan requirement. Using plants grown from loca seed stock is encouraged.

Effect of Revision 8 on Impact Levels: The revised landscape regulations for development require
amore stringent planting restriction within ESH and ESH buffer areas (Restoration Plan) than
landscaping regulations outside the ESH and ESH buffer area (Landscape Plan). Allowing for less
retrictive planting requirements located outside the ESH and ESH buffer areas does not change the
impect level classfication since the Impact BIO-6 identifies impacts to sendtive species as sgnificant
(Classl).

Revision 9: Eliminated the Congrained Site Guidedines from the Plan, due to the Congraint Mapping
Tools that were implemented countywide by P&D in February 2001.

Effect of Revision 9 on Impact Levels: Removing the Congrained Site Guiddines from the Plan
does not subgtantialy change the remaining Plan policies and development standards intended to Site
development in amanner to protect environmentaly sensitive habitat resources and generd biologicd
resources to the maximum extent feasible. No change to impact classfication levels would result. The
Congrained Site Guiddines would till be applicable as a countywide implementation tool to review
future development.

Revision 10: Numerous site-specific refinements of the biologica resourcesESH map, at the request
of property owners.

Effect of Revision 10 on Impact Levels: The refinement of the biologica/ESH map was done on
severd properties, reducing or diminating the amount of mapped ESH on the respective properties. On
properties where no ESH has been identified, any impacts to actual ESH resourcesin fact would not
occur. In areas where the amount of ESH mapped was reduced, but not eiminated, impacts to ESH
would remain potentidly sgnificant. Overdl, impacts to ESH due to buildout alowed under the Plan
would remain Class|.

Revision 11: Included Guidelines for SAmonid Passage a Stream Crossings as Appendix G (seedso
DevStd BIO-TC-15.2), and alist of invasive plantsto be avoided in landscape plans near ESH areas
as Appendix H (see dso Devatd BIO-TC-2.2).

Effect of Revision 11 on Impact Levels: Incluson of these two Appendices provides supplementa
reference information to the development standards contained in the Biologica Resources Section in the
Plan addressing protection of the Southern Cdifornia steelhead trout and landscaping outside ESH and
ESH buffer areas. This additional reference information does not change Impact BIO-6. Impact leved to
sengtive species would remain sgnificant (Class|).

Revision 12: Specid exemptions written into the gpplicable zoning ordinances making it possible to
repair, recongtruct and replace many nonconforming structures throughout the Plan area, with various
provisonsfor residentia, agriculturd, and other non-resdentid structures (see Policies BIO-TC-6 &
-10 and Development Standards BIO-TC-4.4, -5.1, -5.3, -7.5, & -7.8, aswell asthe TCP Overlay
Didricts of the Art. I & 111 zoning ordinances).
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Effect of Revision 12 on Impact L evels: This modification will dlow many sructures thet are
currently nonconforming or become nonconforming under the Plan to be maintained in biologic resource
aress. The continued fragmentation and impacts to resources from these structures would continue. Fire
safety clearing and impacts to sendtive specifiesis aso likely to continue. Impact leve classifications for
Impact BIO-1, BIO-3, BIO-4 and BIO-6 would remain significant (Class ).

4.9  Flooding and Drainage

Revision 1. An action item was added to the Plan to address drainage issues aong the southeastern
portion of Padaro Lane (see Action FLD-TC-1.5))

Effect of Revision 1 on Impact Levels: This action addresses an existing issue in the plan ares, it
would not lead to the expenditure of public funds to address issues associated with new development.
It would not exacerbate Impacts FLOODING-1 or —2, and these Impacts remain Class 1.

4.10 Geology, Hillsdesand Drainage

Revision 1. Threshold for genera redtrictions on dope devel opment raised from 20% to 30%
(DevStd GEO-TC-1.1).

Effect of Revision 1 on Impact Levels: Approximately 100 potentia new units could be built in
areas with dopes of 20 percent or greater. DevStd GEO-TC-1.1 would require geologic evaluation for
development on dopes of 20% or more to establish that the proposed project will not result in ungtable
dopes or severe erosion, and development would be prohibited on dopes over 30% unless this would
preclude reasonable use of property. Despite the required geotechnica evauations, development on
20% to 30% dopes would contribute to potentia erosion, geologic hazard risks, and potentid for
scarring from pre-permitting activities. Revison 1 contributes to Impacts GEO-1, -2, and -3 and dll
three impacts remain Class|.

Revision 2: DevStd GEO-TC-4.3 added to clarify that repair and maintenance of existing seawalls,
and thefilling of gaps between them, may be permitted consistent with Coastal Plan Policy 3-1.

Effect of Revison 2 on Impact Levels: Revision 2 would contribute to impact GEO-4 because the
revison alows the potentia for additiona shoreline protection structures to be built. Impact GEO-4
remains Class|.

Revision 3. EIR mitigation measures for ar quality impacts (fugitive dust) incorporated as Policy
GEO-TC-5 and DevStds GEO-TC-5.1 & -5.2.

Effect of Revision 2 on Impact Levels: The incorporation of these mitigation measures from the
EIR does not change the air quadity impact levels (Class ).
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4.11 Cultural Resources (History and Archaeology)

Revision 1. Phase 1 Archaeologica Report requirements were modified for grester property owner
flexibility (see DevStd HA-TC-1.1 and 1.2).

Effect of Revision 1 on Impact Levels: The Prdiminary Draft Plan Action HA-TC-1.2 and DevSd
HA-TC-1.1 are based on the “ County Regulations Governing Archaeological and Historica Projects’
for Phase | and Phase |1 requirementsin archaeologicaly sensitive areas. The revised development
gandards HA-TC-1.1 and 1.2 aso refer to typical Phase | and |1 archaeological requirements, with the
added flexibility of a“short form” report where an archaeologist finds that the likelihood for presence of
archaeologica resources a a gteis extremey low. The revised development standard would result in
samilar levels of protection for archaeological resources. Impacts CR-1, -2, and -4 remain Class .

Revision 2: Santa Claus Lane addresses removed from table of historic resources (Table 13, formerly
Table 1V.D-1) and from DevStd HA-TC-2.3, and former Figure IV.D-2 removed, in recognition of the
Board'sintent to dlow remova of the Santa/chimney structure contingent upon photo-documentation of
the entire “ Santal s Village” complex and other mitigation measures gpplied under a separate Coastal
Development Permit.

Effect of Revision 2 on Impact Levels: Theserevisons result from the legd infeasibility of
Mitigation CR-3 to require preservation of the Santafigure in place. These revisons are not related to
the Lane' s rezone to C-1 under the Plan, but rather are aresult of permits applied for by the owner of
the Santa Claus building (still subject to pre-Plan CH zoning). The Board' s Findings and Statement of
Overiding Congderations will explain why the mitigation measure identified in the EIR will not be
adopted, and the Board' s disagreement with the EIR that a measure is infeasible to mitigete an aready-
identified potentidly significant impact would not require recirculation of the EIR.

Revision 3: Added Action HA-TC-2.4 regarding placing a sign dong Highway 101 to recognize the
historic vaue of the historic memoria oak trees.

Effect of Revision 3 on Impact L evels. Revison 3 has abendficid effect for cultura resource
protection, but does not affect the Sgnificance of any impactsidentified in the EIR.

412 Visual & Aesthetic Resources

Revision 1. Visud & Aesthetic Resources policies and standards rewritten in some cases and re-
organized as aresult of Planning Commission review and collaboration with the County Board of
Architectural Review (BAR).

Effect of Revision 1 on Impact Levels: The wording changes for some policies and standards and
re-organization of the Visud & Aesthetic Resources section of the Plan isin keeping with the
Preliminary Draft Plan’s protection of Visud & Aesthetic Resources. The changes make the section
easer to interpret and apply, but do not affect the sgnificance of ImpactsVIS-1, -2, or -3.
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Revision 2: Design Overlay zoning added to the entire Plan area, 0 that most new devel opment
projects will be reviewed by the BAR. Also added requirement to mail notices to property owners of a
project’sinitid BAR hearing.

Effect of Revision 2 on Impact Levels: BAR review of projects and notification of affected
property owners provides additiona safeguards to ensure projects are compatible with surrounding
development, minimize dteration of viewsheds, and reduce unnecessary nighttime glare. Revision 2
somewhat lessens Impacts VIS-1, -2 and -3, but these impacts remain Class .

Revision 3: Heght limitsin the Plan areawere pecified (overdl twenty-five foot limit throughout the
Plan area, with pre-existing standard height limits and possible exceptions for those projects subject to
the Ridgdine and Hillsde Development Guiddines). If exemptionsto height limits are granted, the
reasons why any such exemptions are granted must be documented.

Effect of Revision 3 on Impact Levels: Revison 3 provides additiona safeguards to ensure that
projects are compatible with surrounding development and that dteration of viewsheds is minimized.
Revison 3 somewhat lessens Impacts VIS-1 and -2, but these impacts remain Class .

Revision 4. Rather than a tandard where a 16 foot height limit gpplies to projects that include ten feet
or more of fill or foundetion eevation, asmpler guiddine isincluded gating thet fill generdly should not
be more than five feet above natura grade (Policy GEO-TC-6.) Added Development Standard VIS
TC-1.4 regarding Siting of structures on ridgelines and VIS-TC-2.2 regarding grading methods.

Effect of Revision 4 on Impact Levels: Revison 4 provides additiona safeguards to ensure that
projects are compatible with surrounding development and that dteration of viewsheds is minimized.
Revison 4 somewhat lessens Impacts VIS-1 and -2, but these impacts remain Class .

Revision 5: Requirements added that the total height of cut dopes and fill dopes shall not exceed 16
vertical feet and the visble portion of aretaining wal shal not exceed six feet (see TCP Overlay
Didrict, itemsH and I).

Effect of Revision 5 on Impact Levels: Revison 5 provides additiona safeguards to ensure that
projects are compatible with surrounding development and that dteration of viewsheds is minimized.
Revison 5 somewhat lessens Impacts VIS-1 and -2, but these impacts remain Class .

Revision 6: Ddeted Preiminary Draft Plan Policy VIS-TC-2 and associated development standards
regarding prohibition againgt landscaping that blocks or obstructs public views of the ocean.

Effect of Revision 6 on Impact Levels: Preiminary Draft Plan Policy VIS TC-2 lessened Impact
VI1S-1 regarding the character of viewsheds. Without this policy, Impact VIS-1 may be somewhat
more severe, but not substantially so, and in any case Impact VIS-1 remains Class|.

Revision 7. Ddeted Prliminary Draft Plan Policy 5 regarding Greenhouses.

Effect of Revision 7 on Impact Levels: Ingenerd, itemsin the Plan related to greenhouse
development were deleted because such items are covered in the Carpinteria Vadley Greenhouse
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Program. The deletion does not affect Impacts VIS-1, -2 and -3, and greenhouse devel opment
environmental impacts are andyzed separately under the Carpinteria Valey Greenhouse Program EIR.

4.13 Air Quality
Revisions: EIR mitigation measuresfor air quality impacts (fugitive dust) were incorporated as Policy
GEO-TC-5 and DevSids GEO-TC-5.1 & -5.2; see Geology Revision 3 above.

Effect of Revisionson Impact Levels: Impacts AQ-1 and -2 remain Class 1.

414 Noise

Revisions: EIR mitigation measures for construction noise impacts were incorporated as Policy LUG-
TC-5and DevStds LUG-TC-5.1 & -5.2; see Land Use-General Revision 7 above.

Effect of Revisionson Impact Levels: Impacts NOISE-1 and -2 remain Class 1.

5.0 Minor Text Changesand Clarificationsto Original Project Description

Various other text edits and clarifications were made throughout the Plan, none of which have any
effects on the conclusions of 2000-EIR-1 regarding the potentid adverse or beneficid environmental
effects of the Plan.

6.0 ErratatotheFinal EIR Summary Table

Pages 1-17 & -18: Dueto atable formatting error, Mitigations VIS-6, -7 & -8 appear to be
“orphaned.” Mitigations VIS-6 & -7 address Impact VIS-2 on p. 1-17, and Mitigation VIS-8
addresses Impact VIS-3 on p. 1-18.

Page 1-20: Thefirg entry in the third column (incorrectly labeled Mitigation REC-4) is erroneous
and should be disregarded.

Pages 1-26 through -28: The table headings on these pages should read “CLASS 111 -
ADVERSE BUT LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS’ ason p. 1-25.

\WPLNDEV\SY S\GROUP\COMP\Planning Areas\Toro Canyon\Area Plan\Adoption\Enviro Review\Final Draft\EIRRevisionsToroCanyonPlan2-14-02.doc
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Mitigation Monitoring & Reporting Program (2000-EIR-1)
Toro Canyon Plan: February 14, 2002

When making findings required for project approval, Public Resources Code 21081.6 requires public agencies to "adopt a reporting or monitoring
program for the changes made to the project [which] mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment." The following table comprises the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for the Toro Canyon Plan. Mitigation measures are cited by title as they appear in the EIR; the Plan's Policies,
Actions, Development Standards and associated Zoning Ordinance provisions that reflect these mitigation measures are cited and explained in the

adopted legislative Findings.

Mitigation Measure e, (EHel, Cehay Monitoring Action Timing Party Responsiple Nllzoenpl)t:rftliag/ Party Re.s.p oqsible
Development Standard for Implementation for Verification
Schedule
LU-1: Landscaping plans for | GEO-TC-1.2 Review landscaping plan, | Prior to approval of | P&D Verification prior | P&D, Development
new development verify installation of development to occupancy Review & Permit
plantings and maintenance| permit(s) clearance and | Compliance
periodic ongoing
checks to
ensure
compliance
LU-3: Incorporate "No Partially reflected in land N/A Upon Plan adoption| P&D N/A P&D,
Subdivision" alternative for use and zoning Comprehensive
area north of East Valley designations of the adopted Planning
Road and west of Ladera Plan (ten-acre minimum lot
Lane size); only the La Casa de
Maria Retreat Center
property could be further
subdivided
LU-4: Locate trails, where Trail Siting Guidelines, Plan and implement trails | At time of trail Parks; P&D (if N/A Parks; P&D,
feasible, along property Appendix E of the adopted |in conformance with siting | siting and/or permits required) Development
boundaries Plan guidelines construction Review & Permit
Compliance (if
permits required)
LU-5: Install internal access | Trail Siting Guidelines, Plan and implement trails | At time of trail Parks; P&D (if N/A Parks; P&D,
control barriers to prevent Appendix E of the adopted |in conformance with siting | siting and/or permits required) Development

trespass, vandalism, and/or
entry into environmentally
sensitive areas

Plan

guidelines

construction

Review & Permit
Compliance (if
permits required)
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Policy, Action, and/or

Party Responsible

Monitoring/

Party Responsible

Mitigation Measure Development Standard Monitoring Action Timing for Implementation Reporting for Verification
Schedule
LU-6: Realign proposed Reflected on PRT Map N/A Upon Plan adoption| P&D N/A P&D,
Lambert Trail along property |adopted in the adopted Comprehensive
boundaries Plan Planning
LU-7: Consider locating trail | Action PRT-TC-1.8, also N/A Non-specific; likely | Parks, Public N/A Parks
staging area on upper Toro reflected on PRT Map in the at such time as Works
Canyon Road adopted Plan either Trail 2 or 2a
(Romero Trail-Toro
Canyon Road)
connector may be
implemented
LU-8: Site and design Action PRT-TC-1.9 Incorporate into plans for | Non-specific Parks, Public N/A Parks; P&D,
trailhead parking to minimize any trailhead parking Works, P&D (if Development
disruption to existing areas permits required) Review & Permit
neighborhoods Compliance (if
permits required)
REC-1: Develop Action PRT-TC-1.2 N/A Non-specific Parks; P&D (if N/A Parks; P&D,
neighborhood park in lower permits required) Development
Toro Canyon-Serena Park Review & Permit
area Compliance (if
permits required)
REC-3: On Padaro Lane, Action PRT-TC-1.3 N/A At such time as a |Parks, P&D N/A Parks; P&D,
allow only pedestrian & specific vertical Development
bicycle visitation; work with access on Padaro Review & Permit
residents and Public Works Lane may be Compliance
to install "No Parking" signs; planned and
provide bicycle racks & trash opened for public
cans use
REC-4: Formalize public Action PRT-TC-1.4 N/A At such time as a |Parks, P&D N/A Parks; P&D,
beach access on Santa specific vertical Development
Claus Lane access on Santa Review & Permit
Claus Lane may be Compliance

planned and
opened for public
use

Page 2 of 8




Policy, Action, and/or

Party Responsible

Monitoring/

Party Responsible

Mitigation Measure Development Standard Monitoring Action Timing for Implementation Reporting for Verification
Schedule
REC-5: Public Works to Action PRT-TC-1.6 Review and approval of site| Prior to approval of | Public Works, Ongoing, as Parks, Public
consult with Park Dept. and building plans encroachment Parks encroachment | Works
before issuing encroachment permits permits may be
permits affecting on-road requested
trails
REC-7: Adopt Trail Siting Trail Siting Guidelines, Plan and implement trails | At time of tralil Parks; P&D (if N/A Parks; P&D,
Guidelines Appendix E of the adopted |in conformance with siting | siting and/or permits required) Development

Plan

guidelines

construction

Review & Permit
Compliance (if
permits required)

TR-1: Investigate souce of Action CIRC-TC-1.2 Transportation Non-specific - at Public Works, At such time as | Public Works,
elevated collision rates at SR Improvement Plan (TIP) or |such time as TIP or| Caltrans TIP or other Caltrans
192/Cravens Lane and other appropriate means | other appropriate appropriate
implement any appropriate means may be means may be
corrective measures undertaken undertaken
TR-2: Design new on-road DevStd PRT-TC-2.2 and the | Plan and implement trails | At time of trail Parks, Public N/A Parks; P&D,
trails to maximize road Trail Siting Guidelines, in conformance with siting | siting and/or Works, Caltrans; Development
shoulder width to separate Appendix E of the adopted | guidelines construction P&D (if permits Review & Permit
vehicles & trail users Plan required) Compliance (if
permits required)

PS-1: Encourage residential | Action PS-TC-1.1 Ongoing Ongoing Public Works Ongoing Public Works,
participation in existing (periodic reports | Integrated Waste
recycling and green waste required under | Management Board
collection programs Integrated

Waste

Management

Plan)
PS-2: Collect and recycle DevStd PS-TC-1.3 Review and approval of site| At time of P&D Ongoing, P&D, Development
materials from construction and building plans development permit through project | Review & Permit
sites approval conditions Compliance
PS-TC-1.3: Work with Action PS-TC-3.1 N/A — commitment to work [ Non-specific; P&D, N/A P&D, Development
Carpinteria Unified School with District upon request | depends upon Review & Permit
District to identify suitable District Compliance

new school site(s)

Page 3 of 8




Policy, Action, and/or

Party Responsible

Monitoring/

Party Responsible

Mitigation Measure Development Standard Monitoring Action Timing for Implementation Reporting for Verification
Schedule
WAT-1: Require measures |DevStd WW-TC-2.3 Inspect installation of At time of permit EHS Ongoing, EHS
to decrease nitrate loading of advanced treatment for review for new through project
groundwater nitrate removal on drywell | drywell disposal conditions
systems fields

WAT-2: Install second DevStd WW-TC-2.1 Inspect installation upon | At time of permit EHS Ongoing, EHS
backup wastewater disposal approval of new disposal | review for new through project
field, and reserve area for fields disposal fields conditions
third field
BIO-1: Minimize impacts to |Action PRT-TC-1.3 Review access plans for | At such time as a | Parks, P&D N/A P&D, Development
butterfly trees in development potential impacts to specific vertical Review and Permit
of public beach access on butterfly trees access on Padaro Compliance
Padaro Lane Lane may be

planned and

opened for public

use
BIO-2: Buffers for Southern | DevStd BIO-TC-1.4 Implemented through At time of permit P&D Ongoing, P&D, Development
Coast Live Oak Riparian development permit review through project | Review & Permit
Forest to be measured from conditions conditions Compliance
top of bank or edge of
canopy, whichever is further
BIO-3: Preserve significant | DevStds BIO-TC-4.3 & -7.7 | Implemented through At time of permit P&D Ongoing, P&D, Development
resources within and near development permit review through project | Review & Permit
ESH areas by using conditions conditions Compliance
appropriate plantings
BIO-4: Buffers for oak DevStds BIO-TC-1.4 &-11.1 | Implemented through At time of permit P&D Ongoing, P&D, Development
riparian forest to be development permit review through project | Review & Permit
measured from top of bank or conditions conditions Compliance
edge of canopy, whichever is
further
BIO-5: Maintain streamflow | DevStd BIO-TC-11.2 Implemented through At time of permit P&D Ongoing, P&D, Development
for alluvial well and stream development permit review through project | Review & Permit
diversion projects conditions conditions Compliance
BIO-6: Recognize and Policy BIO-TC-12 and Implemented through At time of permit P&D Ongoing, P&D, Development
protect wildlife corridors that | DevStd BIO-TC-12.1 development permit review through project | Review & Permit
provide connections between conditions conditions Compliance

communities
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Policy, Action, and/or

Party Responsible

Monitoring/

Party Responsible

Mitigation Measure Development Standard Monitoring Action Timing for Implementation Reporting for Verification
Schedule
BIO-7: Limit amount of ESH | DevStd BIO-TC-7.6 Implemented through At time of permit P&D Ongoing, P&D, Development
cleared for development on development permit review through project | Review & Permit
inland area parcels entirely conditions conditions Compliance
covered by ESH
BIO-8: Develop list of Policy BIO-TC-2, DevStds | Implemented through At time of permit P&D Ongoing, P&D, Development
invasive species to avoid BIO-TC-2.1 & -2.2, development permit review through project [ Review & Permit
planting in and near ESH Appendix H conditions conditions Compliance
areas
BIO-10: Tree protection for | Policies BIO-TC-13 & -14, | Implemented through At time of permit P&D Ongoing, P&D, Development
raptor roosting sites DevStds BIO-TC-13.1 & development permit review through project [ Review & Permit
-13.2 conditions conditions Compliance
BIO-11: Prevent adverse DevStd WW-TC-2.7 Implemented through At time of permit EHS and P&D Ongoing, P&D, Development
surface water quality impacts development permit review through permit [ Review & Permit
due to septic system waste conditions decisions and | Compliance
loading project
conditions
BIO-12: Designate Reflected in land use and | N/A Upon Plan adoption| P&D N/A P&D,
watershed lands not currently | zoning designations of the Comprehensive
used for agriculture as adopted Plan Planning
“Mountainous Area”
BIO-14: Fuelbreaks to avoid | DevStds FIRE-TC-3.2 and | Implemented through At time of permit P&D and Fire Ongoing, P&D, Development
or minimize impacts to oaks |BIO-TC-4.3 & -7.7 development permit review Protection through project | Review & Permit
and other sensitive species conditions Districts conditions Compliance
BIO-15: Minimize removal of | Policy FIRE-TC-3 & DevStd | Implemented through At time of permit P&D and Fire Ongoing, P&D, Development
vegetation for fuel breaks FIRE-TC-3.1 development review review Protection through project | Review & Permit
conditions Districts conditions Compliance
BIO-17: Prepare Fire Actions FIRE-TC-2.8 & -2.9 [ N/A Non-specific Fire Protection Non-specific P&D,
Protection Plan Districts, USFS, Comprehensive
P&D, Public Planning
Works, County
Fire Dept.
BIO-19: Prohibit jet skis and | Action PRT-TC-1.4 Ongoing enforcement upon| Non-specific Parks N/A Parks

other motorized recreational
craft from using the Santa
Claus beach access

implementation of
accessway(s) at Santa
Claus beach
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Policy, Action, and/or

Party Responsible

Monitoring/

Party Responsible

Mitigation Measure Development Standard Monitoring Action Timing for Implementation Reporting for Verification
Schedule
BIO-20: require appropriate | Policy BIO-TC-15 & DevStd | Implemented through At time of permit P&D, Fish & Ongoing, P&D, Development
biological assessment for BIO-TC-15.1 development permit review Game, USFWS, |through project |Review & Permit
projects that could affect conditions NMFES, Army conditions Compliance
steelhead trout Corps of
Engineers
BIO-21: Follow NMFS Policy BIO-TC-15 & DevStd | Implemented through At time of permit P&D, Fish & Ongoing, P&D, Development
“Guidelines for Salmonid BIO-TC-15.2; Guidelines development permit review Game, USFWS, |through project | Review & Permit
Passage at Stream included in Plan as conditions NMFS, Army conditions Compliance
Crossings” as appropriate Appendix G Corps of
Engineers

GEO-1: Use temporary DevStd GEO-TC-2.1 Implemented through At time of permit P&D Ongoing, P&D, Development
erosion control measures at development permit review through project | Review, Permit
construction sites during the conditions conditions Compliance, and
rainy season Building & Safety
GEO-2: Revegetate project |DevStd GEO-TC-2.3 Implemented through At time of permit P&D Ongoing, P&D, Development
sites to prevent erosion and development permit review through project | Review, Permit
mass wasting conditions conditions Compliance, and

Building & Safety
GEO-3: Require appropriate | DevStds FLD-TC-2.2, Implemented through At time of permit P&D, Flood Ongoing, P&D, Development
geotechnical reports and GEO-TC-1.2, -3.1, & -3.3 | development permit review Control through project | Review, Permit
plans for development on conditions conditions Compliance, and
steep slopes and other Building & Safety;
hazard areas Flood Control

(drainage plans)
GEO-4: Consider amending | Action GEO-TC-3.4 N/A Non-specific P&D N/A P&D,
countywide grading Comprehensive
ordinance to require permits Planning and
for roadways needed for Building & Safety
geotechnical investigations
involving substantial grading
CR-1: Archaeological reports| DevStds HA-TC-1.1 & -1.2 | Implemented through At time of permit P&D Ongoing, P&D, Development
for development in potentially development permit review through project | Review & Permit
sensitive areas conditions conditions Compliance
CR-2: Consider creation of | Action HA-TC-1.3 N/A Non-specific P&D N/A P&D,
archaeological resource Comprehensive
sensitivity map Planning
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Policy, Action, and/or

Party Responsible

Monitoring/

Party Responsible

Mitigation Measure Development Standard Monitoring Action Timing for Implementation Reporting for Verification
Schedule
CR-4: Mitigation of DevStd HA-TC-2.3 Implemented through At time of permit P&D Ongoing, P&D, Development
development-related impacts development permit review through project | Review & Permit
to historically significant conditions conditions Compliance
buildings
VIS-1: Design review DevStds VIS-TC-1.2, -1.3 & [ Implemented through At time of permit P&D, BAR Ongoing, P&D, Development
guidelines for development -2.1, Actions VIS-TC-2.4 & |development permit review through project [ Review & Permit
visible from public locations |-2.6 (latter incorporated into | conditions conditions Compliance
TCP Zoning Overlay), and
DevStd GEO-TC-1.2
VIS-9: Minimize fugitive Action VIS-TC-2.6, Implemented through At time of permit P&D Ongoing, P&D, Development
lighting incorporated into TCP development permit review through project [ Review & Permit
Zoning Overlay conditions conditions Compliance
FLD-1: Limit excavation and | DevStd FLD-TC-2.5 Implemented through At time of permit P&D Ongoing, P&D, Development
grading to the dry season development permit review through project | Review & Permit
unless there is an approved conditions conditions Compliance, Flood
erosion control plan in place Control
FLD-2: Require grading and |DevStd FLD-TC-2.2 Implemented through At time of permit P&D Ongoing, P&D, Development
drainage plans for development permit review through project | Review, Permit
development that increases conditions conditions Compliance and
site runoff or substantially Building & Safety;
alters drainage patterns Flood Control
AQ-1: Implement APCD DevStd GEO-TC-5.1 and Implemented through At time of permit P&D Ongoing, P&D, Development
dust control measures Policy GEO-TC-5 development permit review through project | Review, Permit
conditions conditions Compliance and
Building & Safety;
APCD
NOISE-1: Limit hours of DevStd LUG-TC-5.1 and Implemented through At time of permit P&D Ongoing, P&D, Development
construction near existing Policy LUG-TC-5 development permit review through project | Review, Permit
residential uses conditions conditions Compliance and
Building & Safety
NOISE-2: Shield excessively | DevStd LUG-TC-5.2 and Implemented through At time of permit P&D Ongoing, P&D, Development
noisy stationary construction | Policy LUG-TC-5 development permit review through project | Review, Permit
equipment at site conditions conditions Compliance and

boundaries, and locate away
from sensitive receptors

Building & Safety
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