COUNTY EXECUTIVE OFFICE
COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING DIVISION

MEMORANDUM
DATE: December 5, 2006
TO: Board of Supervisors
FROM: John Mcinnes, Director, Long Range and Strategiaiithg

SUBJECT: Reuvisions to the Proposed Final EIR for the UmfdRules for Agricultural
Preserves and Farmland Security Zones, Decembér(@0BI1 R-08-RV 1)

A Program Environmental Impact Report (04EIR-08)swaepared for the Uniform Rules

Update Project to assess potential impacts reguitom amendments to the Uniform Rules for
the County’s Agricultural Preserve Program. Thismmerandum documents revisions to the
proposed Final EIR, which have occurred subsegteentélease of the proposed Final EIR on
August 24, 2006, to reflect minor text changes, léroations and clarifications.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 describes the wistances under which a lead agency is
required to recirculate an EIR when new informati®radded to the EIR after public notice is
given of the availability of the draft EIR for publreview, but before EIR certification.
According to the Guidelines Section 15088.5(a) fdlimation” can include changes in the
project or environmental setting as well as adddlodata or other information. New
information added to an EIR is not “significant’less the EIR is changed in a way that deprives
the public of meaningful opportunity to commentrmew substantial adverse project impacts or
feasible mitigation measures or alternatives wlticd project proponent declines to adopt.
Section 15088.5(b) states, “recirculation is nojuieed where the new information added to the
EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insigraint modifications to an adequate EIR”.

EIR Revision Findings:

It is the finding of the Board of Supervisors thia¢ proposed Final EIR as herein amended may
be used to fulfill the environmental review requaents for the Uniform Rules Update Project.
None of the changes approved by the Board of Sigmes/would result in any new significant
environmental impacts nor would they result isubstantial increase in the severity (i.e. change

in impact level classification) of any environmdrntapact originally analyzed in the Proposed
Final EIR. Consequently, pursuant to CEQA GuidsdirSection 15088.5(b), the proposed
revisions described in this document have not lbeeinculated. The proposed Final EIR for the
Uniform Rules Update Project is hereby amendedhis/ revision document (04EIR-08-RV1),
together identified as th€inal Environmental Impact Statement for the Uniform Rules for
Agricultural Preserves and Farmland Security Zones, Santa Barbara County 2006 (04EIR-08).



Revisions to the PFEIR for the Uniform Rules, Deben2006 (04EIR-08-RV1)

December 5, 2006

Page 2 of 2

MINOR TEXT CHANGESAND CLARIFICATIONS

This section identifies the changes in the propd3sed! EIR since it was released to the public
on August 24, 2006.

Copies of replacement EIR pages containing texh@bs are included in Attachment A for the
following revisions:

Page

Sectior]

Revision

Explanation

2-2

2.2

Amend text to explain Figure 1 (th

follows on page 2-3) and revise Tablalso

2-1 to add footnote.

afo clarify that non contracted lan
include lands zoned f
agriculture under Ord 661.

s
Dr

3-29

3.1.5

Identify  changes to
mitigation measures since the DEIR

proposedPresentation of changes

to
mitigation measures using strik
through and underline w3
inadvertently left out of Sec. 3.1
the PFEIR.

the

e-
\S

3-62

3.43.A

Add paragraph about benefici
impacts on traffic associated wi
providing for additional winery

al'his statement is in response
tltomments on the Draft EIR but w
inadvertently left out of Sec. 3.4

processing capacity on contractetthe PFEIR.

land.

3-73

3.5.3

Add paragraph about benefici
impacts on air quality associated w
providing for additional winery

al'his statement is in response
tbomments on the Draft EIR but w
inadvertently left out of Sec. 3.5

processing capacity on contracteithe PFEIR.

land.

5-2

5.1.3

Delete sentence: “The conversion

portions ...”

dthis statement is not furthe
substantiated in the text and has b
deleted.

6-3

6.1.2

Deletion of comments by DOC

Not considered pentirte the EIR
analysis or proposed amendments

CHANGESIN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The proposed changes do not result in any newfgignt impacts that cannot be mitigated
(Class 1) nor have any Class Il or Ill impacts bmeomore severe such that they have become
Class | impacts as a result of the changes idedtdbove.

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PLAN

A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for théniform Rules Update Project has been
adopted pursuant to the requirements of Public iRess Code §821081.6 and is included as
Attachment B.

F\GROUP\COMP\Co-wide Programs\Uniform Rules\CEQA&FEIR\RevisionMemo4FEIR11-14-06-v2.doc
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Uniform Rules Update Proposed Final EIR

land within the Los Padres National Forest. Apprately 555,400 acres of agricultural land is €iebl
in the Agricultural Preserve Program, which repneseoughly 74% of the total private land in the
County zoned for agriculture{Figure 3 identifies contracted land and other land zoneddépiculture
or mountainous or resource management that coglohiie eligible for contracts. The agriculturally-
zone lands also include land zoned for agricultunder Ordinance 661. Those lands, comprising
150,000 acresrequire a zoning amendment to either AG-I or A@tlthe time of application to enroll in
the Agricultural Preserve program.

Table 2-1 provides an overview of agricultural landrently eligible for or enrolled in the Agricultural
Preserve Program, broken down by agricultural regiihin the County and demonstrates that the Santa
Maria and Santa Ynez valleys have the most landlledrin the Program. Roughly two-thirds of the
contracts within the County are preserves of 108saor greater in size.

Table2-1
Summary of Agricultural Lands and Lands Enrolledha Agricultural Preserve Program.
Total Total Total Land
Rural Region Tg;ﬁti\l:&gf Cfgér;;t;< Cfggri?;z No. of Contracted Zoned
Par cels Acreage Agriculture*
South Coast 166 149 17 301 11,035 24,186
Gaviota Coast 195 17 178 279 56,108 68,143
Santa Ynez Valley 238 54 184 459 141,426 173,868
Lompoc Valley 230 66 164 382 89,048 116,814
San Antonio Creek 82 16 66 128 63,723 77,637
Santa Maria Valley 255 83 172 485 134,584 186,094
Cuyama Valley 52 11 41 161 58,671 102,323
Los Padres (private) 4 0 4 5 800 1,453
Total 1,222 396 826 2,200 555,394 750,521

* Includes all privately-owned, agriculture-zonedda As of October 2006, AG-1/11 total 608,000 &rd. 661 totals 150,000 ac.
Source: Agricultural Preserve Program Statistics from @GyuAssessor's Office, as dfanuary—ISeptember200B3; zoning
statistics provided by Santa Barbara County Plan&iibevelopment.

2.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES AND OVERVIEW

The Uniform Rules Update proposes changes to deaspacts of the Uniform Rules in order to meet the
following objectives: 1) bring the Uniform Rulegdnconformance with recent legislative amendmemts t
the Williamson Act; 2) address discrepancies inWndorm Rules that were identified in a 2001 auafit
the County’s Agricultural Preserve Program by thalifGrnia Department of Conservationefer to
Appendix 1@OC); 3) ensure the continued integrity of the Agriatél Preserve Program; and 4)
increase the clarity and flexibility of the UniforRules to ensure continued and expanded partioipati
the County’s Agricultural Preserve Program. Aduhtlly, the Update proposes reformatting the
Uniform Rules to make them more user-friendly. d@elis a general description of some of the major
changes being proposed as part of the projectigésar The complete draft of proposed Uniform &ul
changes is provided as Appendix 2.

Y Source: Santa Barbara County Planning & Devak GIS, September 2006.
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Primary additions to bring the Rules into conforgamwith the Williamson Act include incorporating
principles of compatibility from the Act (Gov. Cod51238.1) that provide criteria to be considered
when evaluating the compatibility ebragricaituraluses such as dwelling units or agricultural support
uses including AIO, preparation and processinglifes and wineries(Rule 2-1.1); updating the
definition of recreational use to require that lamel in its “agricultural or natural state” (Rule52-
incorporating the required findings to allow a lote adjustment on contracted land (Rulel-3); and
adding the appropriate findings and proceduresiredjfor contract cancellations (Rule 6-1.2).
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Cumulative Projects on Agriculturally Zoned Land the County). In consideration of all the
aforementioned uses and potential buildout, theutatine impacts are considered todmgnificant.

3.1.5 Mitigation Measures

Existing Policies and Development Standards that May Reduce | mpacts

Existing policies in the County’s Comprehensive mlPldocal Coastal Plan (LCP), and applicable
Community plans address agricultural resource ptiote and land use compatibility issues. Any fatur
development on contracted land would need to bed@eonsistent with these policies through the permi
process. The most relevant policies include padidiA, 11.D and Ill.A of the Agricultural Elementand
Use Development Policy 4 of the Land Use Elemamd, Bevelopment policies 2-6 and 2-10 of the Local
Coastal Plan. These policies are discussed thomgBection 4, Policy Consistency Analysis. The
policies in the Agricultural Element call for theopection of agricultural soils from premature urba
development or other land conversion. The policigbe Land Use Element and Local Coastal Plap hel
to protect the rural character of the area by mirimg growth inducing effects of development.

In addressing facilities developed under an Agtigal Industry Overlay, the Land Use Element (page
174) requires the following criteria to be met:

¢ The project site should not include prime soils, emvironmentally sensitive areas where
development would result in significant adverseagtp;

¢ The placement of the designation will not represestgnificant cumulative loss of agricultural
land in the planning area.

Development standards applied to wineries permitteder the Winery Permit Processing Ordinance
(Article 111 835-292j) will help to reduce the likbood of introducing land uses associated withesies
that create conflicts by making all new winery dirigs and structures subject to approval by therdBoa
of Architectural Review and by requiring that thesidin, scale, and character of the winery be ctamis
with existing development in the vicinity. Similatandards are applied to other preparation and
processing facilities as well under standard peimgitrequirements.

Development standards would be applied to speehts for which a permit is required in order to
protect the public health, safety and welfare; éh&andards would include measures to minimizdatie
use incompatibility of structures, such as regafatdof the number, height, and size of temporary
structures, equipment and signs. For wineries weghing rooms, which are those most likely to have
special events, a development plan would be redjwifgich would assess the impacts of the project on
population increases to ensure that the projettowicompatible with the existing surrounding larses.
For non-winery special events, a conditional usemgewould be required for ongoing commercial
events, such as weddings and receptions, apprdvakhach would require that any significant
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environmental impacts are mitigated to the maxinexent feasible. Growth inducement and population
increases would be considered in this evaluatioa project-specific basis.

Guest ranches and commercial composting faciltiesld require a conditional use permit, approval of
which requires a planning finding that the projedt be compatible with the surrounding existingnda
uses and subordinate to the rural character carba@. In addition, conditional use permits argesilio
CEQA and require that adverse environmental impamtsmitigated to the maximum extent feasible.
Potential nuisance issues associated with comnheroiaposting facilities (i.e. noise, dust, and gdor
would also be addressed through the conditionapasmit process.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation AG-1: Amend Uniform Rule 2-6 as follows: Uniform Rule62>. Agricultural facilities
developed within an Agricultural Industry Overla&klQ) shallnet-exeed-15-aeres—anshall only be
approved if the Board of Superwsors finds that;Nh@ B—neeessapy—te—address—an—unmet—mqmnal need

within-any
Bamequ&He@nwnl not significantly compromise the Ionq term dmt|V|tvne|Ld+salaee—éeer—§51—2%8 1
of the Williamson-Actlagriculturaluseof adjoining and surrounding agricultural landAddresses
Impacts AG-1, AG-2, and AG-3).

Mitigation AG-2: Amend Uniform Rule 2-7 as follows: Uniform Rule72.6. The footprint of the
commercial composting facility occupies no morenth@% of the premlses or 35 acres, Whlchever is
less; that composting is ; L 5
appropriately sited and scaled; and that it isdental to the primary agricultural use of the prsasi
Commercial composting facilities shall only occur mremises at least 40 acres in size within thellAG-
zone district, in order to ensure compatibility vEurrounding agricultural lands.Addresses Impacts
AG-1; and AG-2ard-AG-3).

Mitigation AG-3: Amend Uniform Rule 2-2.1 as follows: Uniform Ru2e2.1.A.1. Premises greater
than 500 acres are permitted 1 additional acreafq@reparation or processing facility site for each
additional 100 acres above 500 under contracticmekceed 15 acresAddresses Impacts AG-1, AG-2,
and AG-3).
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Mitigation AG-7: Amend Uniform Rule 2-2.1 as follows: Add a new uigment as subsection 2-
2.1.A54 Preparation-and-Processing;-thltieé parcel with the preparation facility has at 1&f%6 of the
parcel or 50 acres in commercial agricultural patitun, whichever is lessunless it can be demonstrated
to the Agricultural Preserve Advisory Committeetthids unreasonable due to terrain, sensitive thabi
and/or resources or other similar constraints. M/lwenstraints are determined to exist, the Agtical
Preserve Advisory Committee will recommend the mimin productive acreage particular to the
premises. Notwithstanding the commercial production eligigilrequirements in Rule 1-2.3, the Board of
Supervisors may establish different minimum prodncacreage requirements particular to the parwha
premises if the Board finds that a substantial fitete the agricultural community and public can be
demonstrateq Addresses Impacts AG-1, AG-2, and AG-3).

3.1.6 Residual Impacts

With the application of the above mitigation measuand consideration of the existing County pdiicie
addressing agricultural resources and land uselu@smpacts of the amended Uniform Rules to these
resources are as follows:

Impact AG-1: Mitigations AG-2, and 3 would limit or reduce thapcfor large-scale agricultural support
facilities and commercial composting facilitieshéBe measures are not expected to reduce theloveral
amount of agricultural land converted; though thegy reduce the percentage of agricultural landdast

a particular premises or in an agricultural region.

Despite these mitigation measures and Uniform Rpitegisions to minimize the impacts of agricultural
support facilities on agricultural soils, impactsaciated with expanding the opportunities andaawe
envelopes for these uses could still result inltiss of up to 237 acres of productive agricultlmald as
discussed in Section 3.1.3 Project Impacts, A. @mien of Soil and Loss/Impairment of Agricultural
Productivity. The possibility also remains thatanwf the new growth of wineries and other smadllsc
boutique type processing facilities may be conegett in certain areas of the County thereby having
potentially a relatively larger impact in a morencentrated area. Residual impacts to agricultural
resources in terms of the conversion of agricultsoéls or loss of agricultural productivity (Impa&G-

1) are consideredgnificant and unavoidable (Class ).

Impact AG-2: Mitigation AG-2 would help to facilitate the develment of appropriately sited and
scaled commercial composting facilities and redie potential nuisance issues by ensuring they are
located away from residential uses. Mitigation A@aces restrictions on the size and frequency of
special events to help ensure they are compatiltfeexisting rural land uses and do not interfeithw
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commercial agricultural operations on the premiés the vicinity. The land use conflicts iddigil in
Impact AG-2 associated with special events and oeroiad composting facilities will become
significant but mitigable (Class 1) upon implementation of the recommended mitigati@asures,
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an agricultural support industry located withinGdcre AlO site, a 20-acre large-scale winery, a3@-
acre commercial composting facility. Almost 75%loé estimated traffic would be generated by an AlO
and large-scale winery development. An AlO fagiibuld possibly contribute 840 ADT and a large-
scale winery could generate 557 ADT. Additionasidential dwellings and small-scale processing
facilities could contribute a combined 410 ADT, tewmer these trips would likely be disbursed
throughout the region. The San Antonio Creek meggoone of two assumed locations for a commercial
composting facility which would generate an esteda80 ADT. As would be the case for other regions
depending on location, the industrial facilitiesan AIO or a large-scale winery have the potertal
impact the capacity of local roads in this rurajioa.

Santa Maria Valley: The Proposed Rules changes could result in amagst increase dt3784,063
ADT within the Santa Maria Valley Rural Region. irRRipal traffic generators include potential
development o&-15- and 30-acre AIO facilitties a 15-acre preparation facility, a 13-acre larcges
winery and a 35-acre commercial composting facilfacilities inarthe twoAlO could contribute840 a
combined 2,525ADT _(840 + 1,685)a large-scale winery could contribute 508 ADT amdadditional
large-scale preparation facility could contribu8)22DT for a total of 1,628 ADT. The traffic geated
by these developments could affect roads in the ddiate vicinity of such facilities. Residential,
boutique processing and guest ranch developmerd docrease traffic by a combined 720 ADT, but
would be disbursed throughout the region.

The individual or cumulative impacts of these pa#drlarge industrial facilities have the potenttal
affect the acceptable capacity of some County roatlee Santa Maria Valley.

Cuyama: The maximum buildout scenario for the Cuyama &abuggests that residential development
would contribute the majority of vehicle trips (380T). The estimated total ADT of 364 for residaht
small-scale guest ranch and small-scale processimipined would not affect road capacity in thisatur
region.

For those regions likely to attract a large-scaileewy there may also be a beneficial traffic impa€he
current 2.85 million case deficit for wine prodactifrom grapes grown on contracted land implies éha
large portion of the grapes grown in the Countylsimg trucked to either urban areas or outsidief
county for processing. Allowances in Rule 2-2 lamger scale wineries relative to vineyard prodartti
will increase processing of wine grapes locallywéhy reducing the truck trips transporting the e
wineries elsewhere. However, since the reasonsh&miing grapes may be the result of business
decisions as well as lack of processing capadigyntagnitude of this benefit is unknown.

Increased ADTs not only affect roadway capacitidhey can also contribute to conflicts where rural
roads are constrained by narrow pavement, shaggsur other design features or where roads ak use
by different types of vehicles such as passengey; taicks and farm equipment. Increased trafdic ¢
also hasten structural degradation of rural roads.
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B. Traffic Operationsand Safety

Acceptable capacities listed in Table 3.4-2 dotake into consideration the special roadway cooliti
factors identified in the Thresholds of Significan@able 3.4-4). When applied at the project |efel
environmental analysis, these special roadway t¢iondi can further reduce a particular roadway’s
acceptable capacity to as little as 53% of desigpacity. The special roadway conditions generally
relate to issues of safety and roadway hazardssewetal of these conditions would apply to ruoalds
throughout the rural areas of the County.

3. Environmental Impact Analysis 3-62
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sehi ey 581 acre 16-5-acres-140.000-sgft—or-325-employees

The Uniform Rules update will increase allowablealepment envelopes for preparation facilities and
wineries on larger parcels of contracted land (&0f&s or greater) such that for every 100 acreseabo
500 acres, the premises may add one additionalta¢he development envelope up to a maximum of a
20 acres. While development envelopes represengrtiee area potentially allowed for development,
acreage devoted tine type offacilities within the envelopanay differ based on the project. Certain
projects will require more space for parking, lasagsng and non-emission generating ussisice-ARPCD

ala A_Aam Nnmane ala Q N a¥a EfaVallla allaYa - atalala gevoied a Q ave

been-estimated-below(Fable-2p—Using the information provided in Table 3.4=Stimated Average
Daily Trips (ADTs) for Specific Proposed Rules by Rural Regions (see Section 3.4 Transportation/
Circulation) vehicular emissions associated poétmniiojects have been calculated on a regionakbasi
using URBEMIS 2002 version 8.7 As the vehicular emissions associated with ptsjeroposed under
the amended Uniform Rules are comparable to thé&wiein emissions associated with General Light
Industry and Manufacturing uses categorized in URBE these project types have been applied in the
analysis. Table 3.5-1, on the following page, s@ampes operational vehicular emissions associatdd w
total potential project build-out resulting frometamended Uniform RulesThe Santa Ynez Valley
region is the only region which will potentially @eed the 25bs/day ROC orNO, threshold.
Countywide, however, potential cumulative impactealy exceed the 2#bs/day ROC orNOy
threshold.

For those regions likely to attract a large-scaileevy there may also be a beneficial impact taaality.
The current 2.85 million case deficit for wine puation from grapes grown on contracted land implies
that a large portion of the grapes grown in ther@pare being trucked to either urban areas oriaeitsf

the county for processing. Allowances in Rule 2P larger scale wineries relative to vineyard
production will increase processing of wine gralmeslly thereby reducing the truck trips transpayti
the grapes to wineries elsewhere resulting in redw@nissions. However, since the reasons forrauli
grapes may be the result of business decisionselisaw lack of processing capacity, the magnituide o
this benefit is unknown.

! Data generated by URBEMIS is attached as Appehdix
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from nearby urban areas to rural areas in ordéetoloser to their place of employment. As setiout
Section 2.4.1, this growth would be dispersed thhowt the agricultural regions of the County, and
would not concentrate in any one rural region. &3@ounty-wide basis this amount of growth would not
be significant.

5.1.3 Economic Growth

The amended Uniform Rules would potentially reguitconomic growth to the rural areas of the County
by providing opportunities for greater use of canted land for preparation and processing fadlitie
small-scale guest ranches, agricultural suppoititias, and commercial composting facilities, argon
others. These economic opportunities would affagticulturists with additional income streams
increasing the economic stability and viabilityexdisting agricultural operations. In addition, lsutses
would result in both short-term and long-term jopportunities associated with construction-related

activities and operatlng the commermal/lndustfmllltles Iheeenvepgenqbemgmfeen#aeted—kand

: , ANy development proposed must be
consistent with existing land use regulations ahene applicable, with the Uniform Rules. Givenstne
factors, the amended Uniform Rules would contriiateconomic growth in the agricultural areas @f th
County.

5.1.4 Precedent Setting Action

While the amended Uniform Rules would allow forajss residential development of contracted land, it
would not be at densities greater than what iseculy allowed in rural agricultural areas of theu@ty.
Other changes to the Rules allowing for small-sgalest ranches, agricultural support facilities and
commercial composting operations are also curresttywed by zoning and the Comprehensive Plan.
Thus the Proposed Uniform Rules would not set aagqalents for growth.

5.1.5 Development of Open Space/Vacant Land

Development of open spdds considered growth-inducing when it occurs aléisirban boundaries or in
isolated locations instead of infill areas. Sinte amended Uniform Rules will increase opportusﬂﬁlar
development of agncultural support faciliti

A Egaceon contracted lands, the%eeevelepment
et—agneeltutal—seppemses are allowed by the Comprehensive Plan andahimg ordinance and are

necessary for supporting and sustaining the Cosimtyajor production industry which has a gross
production value of $902,891,898. Therefore, ngdots with respect to development of open
space/vacant lands are associated with the UniRwlas amendments.

2 Agricultural land is defined by the state as oppace land (Government Code 65560.(b)(2)).
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While the “No Project” Alternative would have fewehysical impacts as compared to the project
description, many of the beneficial impacts (Sect®1.3.D and Section 5.5) associated with the
proposed Rule amendments would not be realized.

6.1.2 Impact Analysis

Agricultural Resourcesand Land Use

Development under the existing Uniform Rules is mowre limited in terms of residential opporturstie
and agricultural support facilities than the projeéescription. Expansion of agricultural support facilities
allowed under the Proposed Uniform Rule amendmémttyding large-scale wineries, preparation and
processing facilities, commercial composting féiedi, and facilities in the Agricultural Industrwérlay
would result in the combined conversion of 237 sakagricultural soils to developed uses (Table 3.
6). The conversion of agricultural soils associatéth these uses would not occur under the “Noditdj
Alternative; therefore, impacts to aqucultural agesces would béess significant as compared to the
proposed projed

However, production requirements especially on qupee land will be less than the proposed project
and could therefore result in fewer acres devategbticultural production in these areas.

Land use is likely to remain more rural in charaeted compatible with surroundiignd uses and the
intensity of existing development under this alégive, since residential developmewti-would likely
remain at very low densities and agricultural swpgdacilities will be restricted to smaller sizes
(maximum of 5 acres) than what is proposed under gloject description. In terms of growth
inducement and population increases, this altemmatiould result in a lower potential for population
increases in the agricultural areas, since resaledevelopment would be more limited and large
numbers of employees would not be needed to supaae-scale agricultural support facilities. In
addition, the scale of facilities under this altgime would be less likely to require the extensain
services that could be growth inducing. While ldek of production requirements will temper the rale
impact differential between the existing and amentaiform Rules, adverse impacts to agricultural
resources and land use are expected tessaignificant under this alternative as compared to the project
description. Under this alternativéiae wine grape processing deficit would continue anaiduld not
meet the objectives of the project in terms of g flexibility to landowners to ensure continued
participation in the Agricultural Preserve ProgramThis would potentially result in an increase in
nonrenewals and the eventual loss of vast amotitasd under the protection of the Williamson Act.

It is possible that by not providing additional g opportunitiesshder-thishe No ProjecAdlternative

it—could encourage contract holders Heeak—uplarge—multiple—parcel-premises-ramdrenew their
contracts oseek replacement contracts in order to meet tegsidential needsFhis-ceuld-be-detrimental
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and-thus-notincorporated-into-this-analysis-ag-tre-too-speculatividhis could result in fragmentation
of larger ranches and farms that historically hésé®n managed as a single agricultural operation.
Overtime, this trend could result in individual pels being sold-off to become smaller agricultural
operations managed independently under separatersinps; leading to a potential reduction in

agricultural viability. HeweverHe Departmentof Conservation{DOGC) ha onglyressed-their

Visual Resources

Impacts to visual resources under the amended tmifeules stem primarily from the introduction of
structures and uses that are visually incompatifitle the rural character of the County’s contradtetls
and by the potential for large-scale preparatiailif@és and wineries and other facilities builtder the
AlO designation to obstruct or degrade public vieads. By limiting the opportunities for additional
residential development, small-scale guest randras$)arger-scale agricultural support facilitigee No
Project alternative would help to maintain the Idensity and small-scale nature of developmenten th
rural agricultural areas of the County. This wordduce the likelihood of development whisttould be
out of character with the existing visual settithgit couldor obstruct or degrade public or private
viewsheds. In addition, visual impacts associateth the introduction of light and glare would be
reduced under this alternative since developmepbmpnities are more limited. Therefore, impacts t
visual resources are expected tddss significant under this alternative relative to the projectodiggion

Noise

Under the existing Uniform Rules, there would bgsleesidential development, fewer opportunities for
agricultural processing facilities, and no largaelscfacilities developed under an AIO. Fewer noise
sensitive receptors (i.e. residential developmemi guest ranches), and fewer and smaller-scale
agricultural support facilities would result in texkd traffic volumes and a smaller rural area patmn

as compared to the project description. For thessons, noise impacts are expected toebe
significant under the No Project alternative relative to thgjget description.

Traffic

Under the project description, the most signifidampacts to traffic are sustained as a resultrgfelascale
wineries and agricultural-industry overlay facédgi As the current Uniform Rules do not include
provisions for large-scale preparation facilitiag® and commercial composting facilities, impacitsiar
the ‘No Project’ scenario would bess significant, relative to the project description.
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Mitigation Monitoring & Reporting Program (04-EIR-08)
Update to the Uniform Rules for Agricultural Preserves and Farmland Security Zones: December 5, 2006

When making findings required for project approvalplic Resources Code 21081.6 requires publicageto "adopt a reporting or monitoring programtfe changes
made to the project [which] mitigate or avoid sfgraint effects on the environment.” The followirgdple comprises the Mitigation Monitoring and RepgtPlan for the
Uniform Rules amendments. Mitigation measures #eel by title as they appear in the EIR; the UmidRule provisions that reflect these mitigation sugas are cited

1%

and explained in the adopted legislative Findings.
o Party Responsibl Monitoring/ .
Mitigation Measure Uniform Rule o Timing for Reporting #El Rgspo_nsubl
Action : for Verification
Implementation Schedule

AG-1: Board of Supervisors shall find that the Uniform Rule N/A Upon adoption off Comprehensive N/A Comprehensive
AIO will not significantly compromise the 2.6.F the Uniform Rules Planning Planning
long-term productivity of adjoining and
surrounding agricultural land.
AG-2: Commercial composting facilities shiall Uniform Rule N/A Upon adoption off Comprehensive N/A Comprehensive
occupy no more than 10% of the premises, or 2.7 B.6. the Uniform Ruleg Planning Planning
35 acres, be appropriately sited and scaled
and incidental to the primary agricultural use
of the premises.
AG-3: Preparation facilities not to exceed B0 Uniform Rule N/A Upon adoption off Comprehensive N/A Comprehensive
acres and wineries not to exceed 20 acres 221A&B the Uniform Ruleg Planning Planning
AG-7: Parcels with a preparation facility shall Uniform Rule N/A Upon adoption off Comprehensive N/A Comprehensive
have at least 50% of the parcel or 50 acresin 2.2 1. A4 the Uniform Ruleq Planning Planning
commercial agricultural production
VIS-1: Agricultural preparation & processirlg Uniform Rule N/A Upon adoption off Comprehensive N/A Comprehensive
facilities visible from a State-designated 2-1.1.A.4 the Uniform Ruleg Planning Planning
scenic highway should be sited, screened,| &
designed to be compatible with the scenic &
rural character of the area
VIS-2: Facilities within an AlO on contractgd Uniform Rule N/A Upon adoption off Comprehensive N/A Comprehensive
land visible from a State-designated scenig Rule 2-6.E the Uniform Ruleg Planning Planning

highway should be sited, screened and
designed to be compatible with the scenic
rural character of the area.
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