FINDINGSAND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

TORO CANYON PLAN
February 2002

l. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project conssts of the adoption of the Toro Canyon Plan (Plan) through amendments to the Santa
Barbara County Loca Coastd Program, Comprehensive Plan, and the respective Zoning Ordinances
(Articles 1l & 111 of Chapter 35 of the Santa Barbara County Code). The Plan isintended to provide
for the orderly development of Toro Canyon and adjacent areas in the western CarpinteriaValley. The
Pan includes text containing discussions of planning issues, Godss, Policies, Action Items and
Development Standards, dong with maps that depict items including the physica digtribution of land
uses and dengties, dl of which are designed to redize the overal goas and objectives of the loca
community in regard to future development and community character. The Plan is intended to direct and
facilitete orderly development within areas that are appropriate for such development; and to prohibit,
discourage or otherwise condition development within physicaly and/or environmentaly constrained
aress. Adoption of the Plan entails map and text changes to the Land Use Element and Coastd Land
Use Plan, related map and text changesto the inland and coastal zoning ordinances, and amendmentsto
the Circulation Element of the Comprehensive Plan.

. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Board of Supervisors finds that the Toro Canyon Plan was prepared pursuant to the following
process:

A. Land use and development in the Plan arealis regulated by the Santa Barbara County
Comprehensive Plan’s Land Use Element and Loca Coastd Program (LCP), which were
adopted respectively in 1980 & 1981 and have been amended periodically since then.
Cdifornia State Planning law requires that General Plans be kept “ current” through periodic
amendments, Santa Barbara County performs such updates in part through Community and
Area Plans such as the Toro Canyon Plan.

B. In the mid-1990s the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors recognized the need to
amend and update the Comprehensive Plan and LCP as they relate to the Toro Canyon
area. The Board firgt approved funding for County Planning and Development (P& D) to
begin work on the Plan in fiscal year 1996-97.

C. Early research on the Plan was conducted in pardld with the preparation of the
environmental impact report for the proposed Toro Canyon School. Intensve work on Plan
preparation began with a noticed public workshop in March 1998, followed by a survey that
was mailed to al property ownersin May-June 1998. A Preliminary Draft Plan subsequently
was formulated and was published in early February 1999.

D. The Preiminary Draft Plan was introduced and explained by staff at anoticed public

workshop on February 18, 1999. On March 2, 1999, the Board of Supervisors held a
noticed public hearing on the Prdiminary Draft Plan and adopted Resolution 99-73 to
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formally initiate its proposed Comprehensive Plan, LCP, and Zoning Ordinance Amendments
as aspecific “project” for environmenta review.

A Notice of Preparation of an Environmenta Impact Report was issued on April 24, 1999
for a30-day agency and public EIR scoping period. During this period, staff conducted a
noticed public scoping meeting on May 3, 1999.

A Draft Environmenta Impact Report (2000-EIR-1, SCH 99051022) was released for
public review on February 4, 2000. A noticed public hearing on the Draft EIR was held on
March 9, 2000. The public review period for the Draft EIR closed on April 4, 2000.

In response to public comments, revisions were made and a Proposed Find EIR was
released in June 2000, including written responses to comments received on the draft
document.

In June 2000, P& D published a Revised Draft Plan that incorporated mitigation measures
from the EIR as well as other proposed changes.

The Santa Barbara County Planning Commission held its first noticed public hearing on the
Revised Draft Plan on June 21, 2000. A day-long public site vigit tour of the Plan areawas
made by the Planning Commission on July 6, 2000, followed by fourteen (14) subsequent
public hearings between July 10, 2000 and February 21, 2001. The Planning Commission
considered the Revised Draft Plan, the Proposed Find EIR, staff recommendations for
revisonsto the Plan, and extensve public testimony, and formulated a Planning Commission
Revised Draft Toro Canyon Plan that was published in early February 2001. On February
21, 2001 the Commission recommended that the Board of Supervisors certify the Final EIR
and adopt this revised Plan.

A public workshop meeting on the Planning Commission Recommended Draft Toro Canyon
Plan was held on April 25, 2001, prior to the commencement of adoption hearings by the
Board of Supervisors. The Board of Supervisors considered the Planning Commission's
recommendations and the Proposed Find EIR, and held deven public hearings between June
5, 2001 and February 25, 2002. The Board made further modifications to the Plan. Another
public workshop meeting on the Board' s proposed Find Draft Toro Canyon Plan was held
on the evening of December 18, 2001, prior to final Board directions and action on the Plan.

On February 25, 2002 the Board of Supervisors adopted the final Toro Canyon Plan along
with various reated amendments to the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan, LCP,
and zoning ordinances, certified the Final EIR dated June 2000 with revisions dated February
14, 2002, approved a Mitigation Monitoring & Reporting Plan, and will forward the adopted
Plan to the Cdifornia Coasta Commission for its review and certification of the coasta
portions of the Plan as amendmentsto the LCP.
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PLANNING FINDINGS: GENERAL

The Board of Supervisors finds that:

A.

The Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan and L CP have been amended regularly
sncether origind adoption, particularly the Land Use Element that was adopted in 1980, the
Coastd Land Use Plan that was adopted in 1980 and was certified by the Coastal
Commission in 1981, and the Coastal Zoning Ordinance that was adopted and certified in
1982. However, growth and development under these Plans over time, as well asthe
changing needs and circumstances of Cdifornia, Santa Barbara County and particularly the
Toro Canyon area, now warrant a comprehensive review and updating of the
Comprehensive Plan and LCP for the Toro Canyon area through the preparation and
adoption of the new Toro Canyon Area Plan.

The location and characterigtics of the Toro Canyon Plan area warrant the preparation and
adoption of anew Area Plan as the best and most complete and effective means of updating
the Comprehensive Plan, Coastal Land Use Plan, and gpplicable zoning within the Plan’s
boundaries. The Toro Canyon Plan areais distinguished from the neighboring Montecito and
Summerland Community Plan areas by characteristics and circumstance that include but are
not limited to: its physica geography, with extensive aress of very steep dopes, potentia
geologic hazards, and high fire hazard aress; its hydrologic characterigtics, including ahigh
dengity of mgor streams, their tributaries, and associated watershed areas; important and
diverse biologica habitats and resources, including awide range of known and potentia
Environmentaly Sengtive Habitats both within and outside the State Coagtd Zone; its
extendve scenic vidas, many of which are visualy prominent both within and well beyond the
Plan ared s boundaries; and the character of existing human use and development, including
extensve agriculturd and low-dengty resdentid useswith two very smdl areas of low-
intensity commercid development on ViaRed and Santa Claus Lane. The Plan arealacks
the extensve urban residential densities and commercid cores that exist within the Montecito
and Summerland Community Plans' boundaries, and ingtead is distinguished by severd
discrete areas of concentrated but low-intengity resdentid and commercial development
within the Coastd Zone. The Plan gives specid recognition and planning trestment to these as
“Rura Neighborhood” areas as defined in the countywide Coastal Land Use Plan, within
which new development should be carefully planned in order to alow appropriate in-fill
development while protecting the character and resources of the surrounding Rurd Area.

The Toro Canyon Plan provides for the hedth, safety, and general welfare of the Plan area
and its resdents through planning for orderly development.

Adoption of the Toro Canyon Plan isin the best interest of the public since the new plan
more clearly distinguishes between those areas where development is appropriate and may
be facilitated, and those areas that are physcaly and/or environmentally constrained and are
not gppropriate for development. This new Area Plan serves to guide development to
gppropriate areas and reduces environmenta impacts of future development, thereby
reducing permitting and environmenta review time and codts.

The Toro Canyon Plan has been prepared pursuant to good land use planning and zoning

practice, and is consstent with state planning and zoning law and the Santa Barbara County
Comprehensive Plan and dl of its Elementsincluding the Coagtd Land Use Plan.
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Planning for orderly development involves numerous and sometimes competing socid, land
use, public service, and environmenta factors. The Toro Canyon Plan has been developed in
consderation of the aredl s circumstances, needs, and the differing desires of various
residents and property owners, including but not limited to competing factors regarding the
accommodation of population growth, providing adequate housing opportunities, encouraging
viable commercid development, ensuring the availability of public services, providing
environmental resource and open space protection, and mitigating environmenta impacts as
identified in 2000-EIR-1. Various land use mixes have been analyzed and considered in
order to assess the rel ative benefits and costs of areasonable range of dternatives. The
resultant Plan revises the development potentia of many parcels throughout the planning area
and generdly provides for the feasible avoidance and mitigation of adverse effects. In doing
30, the Plan respects service, resource, and infrastructure capacities while accommodating
development to adegree and in amanner that furthers community welfare. Therefore, it is
hereby found that the re-designation of land uses and dengties for affected parcels within the
planning areaiis judtified and in the public interest consdering the community’ s resource and
infragtructure condraints, and that the Plan provides for the community's overal benefit and is
congstent with adopted County service and resource policies.

The County requires project-specific mitigation of school impactsto the fullest legd extent as
demonstrated by Board of Supervisors Resolution 92-700. The County considers adequate
public school servicesto be of high community priority. The Plan consders the community's
needs, services and resources, and state law. The Plan recognizes the previoudly expressed
desire of the Carpinteria Unified School Didtrict (CUSD) to congtruct a new school in the
area. However, the choice of reasonably possible sites for a school within the Plan areais
extremely limited; very few vacant or sparsdy-developed non-agricultura lots exist that have
ausable area large enough to support a school. In addition, the CUSD’ s boundaries extend
well beyond the Plan area, and more suitable aternative Sites may exist outsde the Plan area.

Given the rura and semi-rurd character of the Plan areg, the limited choice of suitable Sites,
the substantial resdentia downzoning reflected in the Plan, and the overdl dementary-grade
enrollment decreases projected within the CUSD through at least 2005-06, the Plan does
not presume a need to locate a new eementary school within the Toro Canyon area and
therefore does not designate a future school site on the Land Use Plan map. The Plan
proposes that, if a such time as funding levels and enrollments may support the CUSD’s
renewed pursuit of anew eementary school within the area, that the Didrict re-apply for the
gppropriate county permits (most likely an LCP Amendment and Mg or Conditional Use
Permit) on the Site of its choice. The Plan includes a specific commitment to consder working
together with the CUSD, upon the Didlrict’ s request, to identify suitable future school sites
within the CUSD’ s boundary (Action PS-TC-3.1).

The Plan subgtantidly reduces potentid future resdentia buildout within the Toro Canyon
Areaand thereby reduces potentia future impacts on the facilities of the Carpinteria Unified
Schoal Didtrict. Therefore, the Plan is consstent with Land Use Development Policy #4 of
the Land Use Element and LCP Policy 2-6 as they relate to schools, with Resolution 92-
700, and with the interpretative statement of adopted County policy with regard to schools
approved by the Board of Supervisors on 12/8/92.
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The Toro Canyon Plan is broad and comprehensive in scope, covering and complementing
topics addressed by the previoudy adopted Elements of the Comprehensive Plan, including
but not limited to the Land Use, Conservation, Circulation, Seismic Safety and Safety, Open
Space, Housing, Scenic Highways, Agriculture, and Noise Elements. The EIR identified one
potential inconsstency between the draft Plan and other adopted Comprehensive Plan
policiesin the Housing Element. This potentid inconsstency related to the draft Plan’s limited
accommodeation of affordable housing opportunities due to the draft Plan’s proposed pattern
of low-dengty land use and zoning designations.

The Board of Supervisors finds thet the find Plan is consistent with the Housing Element
because it recognizes and encourages the provision of affordable housing in the Plan area
through the gpproval of Resdentid Second Units and farm employee housing pursuant to
gpplicable exigting regulations. The Board finds that additiona opportunities for moderate,
low, and very low income housing exist through other previoudy adopted programs of the
Housing Element including, but not limited to, Dengity Bonus, Inclusonary Affordable Units,
and the Homebuyer Assistance Program and other county financial assistance programs.

The Plan aso recognizes an 11.4-acre Ste on Via Red as a potentid ste for gpplication of
the Affordable Housing Overlay (AHO). Under the AHO, a higher resdentia density (as
compared to the base dengity) and other incentives are available at the property owner’s
option, in order to encourage the development of greater numbers of affordable and market-
priced units than otherwise possible under the base densty. The designation of this Ste with
the AHO could substantidly incresse overal Plan buildout, thereby substantialy increasing
the potential development of both market-priced and affordable units within the Plan area.
However, gpplication of the AHO would require amendment of the countywide Housing
Element to alow the agpplication of the AHO outside designated Urban Aress, because the
potentid ViaRed AHO siteis not within adesignated Urban Area. In the dterndtive, the
Urban Area Boundary would need to be extended to encompass this Site.

The Board of Supervisors finds that the amendment of the countywide Housing Element is
neither feasible nor gppropriate within the context of the geographically limited Toro Canyon
Plan, and that the dternative of extending the Urban Area Boundary to encompassthis
potentid AHO site cannot be accomplished without creating other inconsistencies with
policies of the Coastd Act and Coastd Land Use Plan, including but not limited to their
mandates to concentrate urban development and to protect agricultural lands from urban
encroachmen.

The environmentd review performed on the Toro Canyon Plan was done a a program level
and is not intended to examine whether there are project-specific Sgnificant effects peculiar
to aparticular project or its Site. It may, however, be used for cumulative impact analysis and
to avoid repetitive environmenta studies, consstent with the tiering and sreamlining
provisons of the Cdifornia Environmental Qudity Act (CEQA).

CEQA FINDINGS: GENERAL
The Environmenta Impact Report (EIR) for this project has been prepared as a Program

EIR pursuant to CEQA Guiddines Section 15168. The degree of specificity inthe EIR
corresponds to the specificity of the generd or program level palicies, actions, and
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development standards of the Plan and to the effects that may be expected to follow from the
adoption of the Plan. The EIR isnot as detailed as an EIR on a specific development project
or implementation program that might follow.

The Cdifornia Environmenta Quadlity Act requires andysis not only of potentid direct
impacts, but dso of potentid indirect or secondary effects which the proposed project may
reasonably foreseeably cause, even though later in time or farther removed in distance. In
light of these principles, the EIR discusses and classfies the potentid indirect, secondary
effects arising from the Plan specificdly and from cumulative and regiona development that
may subsequently occur during the life of the Plan.

The Plan mitigates the environmenta impacts to the maximum extent feasible as discussed in
the findings made below. Where feasible, changes and alterations have been incorporated
into the Plan that are intended to avoid or substantialy lessen the Sgnificant environmenta
effectsidentified in the EIR.

The EIR identified numerous mitigation measures designed to reduce potentialy sgnificant
impacts that might occur from development under the Plan. During the process of
incorporating these mitigation measures into the Plan, severa types of actions or
determinations were taken. These fdl into four basic categories:

1 The mitigation measure has been directly incorporated as agod, policy, action,
program, or development standard within the Plan;

2. The mitigation measure has been subsumed into or is covered by another god,
policy, action, program, or development standard in the Plan;

3. The intent of the mitigation measure was aready covered by existing policies or
practices, including but not limited to those of the County, APCD, and Flood
Control Didtrict;

4, The mitigation measure was not included in the Plan because it was considered to

be infeasible, unworkable, or of little value in achieving the gods of the Plan.

The Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Barbara has examined the Proposed Find
EIR dated June 2000 with revisions dated February 14, 2002, and finds that these
documents have been prepared in compliance with the requirements of CEQA and hereby
certifies that these documents together constitute a complete, accurate, adequate, and good
faith effort at full disclosure under CEQA, and reflect the independent judgment of Board of
Supervisors. Revisions to the proposed project and the Final EIR do not changethe EIR’s
conclusions or require its recirculaion.

The documents and other materias that congtitute the record of proceedings upon which this
decison is based are in the custody of the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at
105 East Anapamu Street, Santa Barbara, California 93101.

A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for the Toro Canyon Plan has been adopted
pursuant to the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, to ensure
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implementation of the adopted mitigation measures to reduce significant effects on the
environment, and isincluded in the revisons to the EIR dated February 14, 2002.

V. FINDINGSTHAT CLASSI| SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTSARE
MITIGATED TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT FEASIBLE

The EIR for this project identifies numerous potentialy significant environmenta impacts that cannot be
fully mitigated and are therefore considered unavoidable. Those impacts are related to: Land Use &
Agriculture; Fire Protection & Hazards, Parks, Recredtion & Tralls, Trangportation & Circulation;
Public Services (Solid Waste, Police Protection, & Schools); Wastewater; Water Resources, Biological
Resources, Geology, Hillsides & Topography; Cultura Resources, and Visud Resources. To the extent
these impacts remain significant and unavoidable, such impacts are acceptable when weighed againgt the
overriding socia, economic, legd, technica, and other congderations set forth in the Statement of
Overriding Congderations, included as Section V111 of these Findings. The “Class1” impacts identified
in the EIR are discussed below, aong with the gppropriate findings as per CEQA Guidelines Section
15091.

A. Land Use & Agriculture

Impacts. The EIR identified sgnificant land use impacts due to continued agricultural expansion and
intengfication that could conflict with the area s semi-rural character and environment (Impact LU-1,
including cumulative impacts); potentia remova of land from agricultural production due to the
reclassfication of some parces from Agriculturd to Residentia and Mountainous Arealand use
designations (Impact LU-2); and continued resdentid expanson emphasizing large residentia estates
that could conflict with the areal s exigting character (Impact LU-3, including cumulative impacts).

Mitigation measures. In addition to numerous goals, policies, actions, and devel opment standards of
existing adopted county plans and the draft Toro Canyon Plan, the EIR identified three measures that
would partialy mitigate the above-described impacts. These mitigation messures have been addressed
asfollows.

Mitigation LU-1 (require landscaping plansfor dl new development): The measure as presented in the
EIR has not been adopted, for the reasons explained in the following Findings. However, the entire
Plan area has been included within the Design Contral (D) Overlay Didtrict, which requires that
development be reviewed and approved by the Board of Architectura Review (BAR). In addition,
DevStd GEO-TC-1.2 requires alandscape plan for development on dopes greater than twenty percent
(20%).

Mitigation LU-2 (minimize hardscaped areas in agricultura and greenhouse devel opment): The measure
as presented in the EIR has not been adopted, for the reasons explained in the following Findings.

Mitigation L U-3 (incorporate the “No Subdivison Alternative’ |and use and zoning designations for the
areanorth of Eagt Valey Road and west of LaderaLane): This measure has been incorporated into the
Plan, except that the La Casa de Maria Retreat property has been given the same zoning (10-E-1) as
the surrounding resdential properties, rather than the RR-20 zoning proposed under the “No
Subdivison Alterndtive.”
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Findings. Regarding Mitigation LU-1 (landscaping plans), the measure as presented in the EIR has not
been adopted because it would impose additional expenses and processing time delays on property
owners, aswdl asincreased plan review burdens on county staff, that would be disproportionate to the
bendfitsredized. Thisislargdy dueto the practicd difficulty of enforcing numerous landscape plans
over the long term &fter they are gpproved, particularly in the case of Sngle-family residentia
development. The entire Plan area has been included within the Design Control (D) Overlay Didtrict,
which requires that development be reviewed and approved by the BAR, and the BAR has broad
purview over both structura and landscaping design. Also, existing zoning regulations require landscape
plan review and gpprova for many projects involving mgor structurd development that would have the
greatest potentia for conflicting with the areal s character, and DevStd GEO-TC-1.2 requires a
landscape plan for development on dopes greater than twenty percent (20%). Landscape plan
requirements for greenhouse development are addressed separately by the Carpinteria Valley
Greenhouse Program.

Regarding Mitigation LU-2 (minimize hardscaped areas in agricultural and greenhouse development),
the measure as presented in the EIR has not been adopted because open-field and orchard cultivation
by their nature minimize hardscaped areas, and because the minimization of hardscaped areas for
greenhouse development is addressed separatdly by the Carpinteria Vdley Greenhouse Program.

Regarding Mitigation LU-3 (incorporate the “No Subdivison Alternative’ land use and zoning
designations for the areanorth of East Valey Road and west of Ladera Lane), the La Casa de Maria
Retreat property has been given the same zoning (10-E-1) as the surrounding residential properties,
rather than the RR-20 zoning proposed under the “No Subdivision Alternative’ because the Retreet,
which has aland use designation of Educationd Facility, is subject to a recently modified Conditiona
Use Permit for continued indtitutiond use, and it is unlikely that the owners would propose a change to
resdentia use within the foreseegble future. At such time as any change may be proposed, the county
would retain full discretion to determine the appropriate designation, dengty and minimum parce sze.

The Board finds that resdud significant impacts are acceptable due to the overriding considerations that

support adoption of the Plan, discussed in Section VIII. Some impacts related to land use dso have
been mitigated to levels of inggnificance, as discussed in Section VI.A of these Findings.

B. Fire Protection & Hazards

Impacts. The EIR identified potentidly significant project-specific and cumulative impacts due to the
Plan’s dlowance of development outside of the fire protection digtricts five-minute response zones
(Impact FIRE-1) and within high fire hazard areas (Impact FIRE-2).

Mitigation Measures. The EIR identified no additiona mitigation measures beyond the palicies,
actions, programs, and development standards contained in existing adopted county plans and the Fire
Protection/Hazards Section of the draft Toro Canyon Plan.

Findings. The Board finds that the policies, actions, and development standards in the Fire
Protection/Hazards Section of the adopted Toro Canyon Plan mitigate significant adverse impactsto the
greatest feasible extent. The Board finds that resdud significant impacts are acceptable due to the
overriding consderations that support adoption of the Plan, discussed in Section VIII.
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C. Parks, Recreation & Trails

Impacts. The EIR identified potentialy sgnificant project-specific and cumulative impacts due to
increased demand for recreationd facilities/neighborhood parks and beach access (Impact REC-1).

Mitigation measures. In addition to policies of the existing adopted Land Use Element and the draft
Toro Canyon Plan, the EIR identified three measures that would partidly mitigate the above-described
impacts (Mitigations REC-1, REC-2, and REC-7). These mitigation measures have been partialy
incorporated into the Plan as follows.

Action PRT-TC-1.2.  The County shal pursue sting a neighborhood park within the centra area of
resdentia development near Toro Canyon Road and Highway 101.

*Action PRT-TC-2.1:  The County shdl adopt the trail development guidelinesin Appendix E which
address land use compatibility; biologicd, agricultura, and archaeological
concerns,; access control; and traill maintenance/ congtruction. The County
shdl follow the guiddinesin devdloping thetrall sysem (Note: Appendix E
Is part of the adopted Plan and therefore this Action does not appear in
the body of the final Plan.)

Findings. The Board finds that Mitigation REC-1 has been subgtantialy incorporated into Action
PRT-TC-1.2, and that Mitigation REC-7 has been incorporated into Action PRT-TC-2.1 and that the
Trail Siting Guideines accordingly have been adopted as Appendix E of the Plan. Mitigation REC-2
(continue to pursue grants and other funding sources for parks and trails) is part of the overdl missons
of both the County Park Department and County P& D, and therefore it is not necessary to include this
as ameasure specific only to the Toro Canyon Plan. The Board finds that resdud significant impacts
are acceptable due to the overriding considerations that support adoption of the Plan, discussed in
Section VIII. Some impacts related to parks, recregtion & trails aso have been mitigated to levels of
indgnificance, as discussed in Section V1.B of these Findings.

D. Transportation & Circulation

Impacts. The EIR identified potentidly significant project-specific and cumulative impacts related to
traffic hazards at the SR. 192/Cravens Lane intersection (Impact TR-1).

Mitigation Measures. The EIR identified one measure that would partidly mitigate the above-
described impact (Mitigation TR-1). This measure has been incorporated into the Plan as follows.

Action CIRC-TC-2.2: Through the TIP or other means, the County Public Works Department and
Planning and Development shdl work with Caltrans to investigate the source
of elevated collision rates experienced at Route 192/Cravens Lane and to
implement gppropriate corrective action, if necessary. The design and scale of
intersection improvements shall be consistent with the rurd character of the
areato the greatest extent feasible.

Findings. The Board finds that Mitigation TR-1 has been incorporated into Action CIRC-TC-2.2. The

Board finds that resdua significant impacts are acceptable due to the overriding consderations that
support adoption of the Plan, discussed in Section VIII.
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E. Public Services (Solid Waste, Palice Protection, and Schools)

Impacts. The EIR identified potentidly significant project-specific and cumulative impacts related to
increased solid waste generation (Impact PS-1), increased demand on police services (Impact PS-2),
and additiona demands on public schoal facilities (Impact PS-3).

Mitigation Measures. The EIR identified two mitigations for solid waste impacts (Mitigetions PS-1 &
-2) and one mitigation for school impacts (Mitigation PS-3). The first two of these mitigation measures
for solid waste impacts have been partialy incorporated into the Plan asfollows.

Action PSTC-1.1: The County shall work with the local waste hauler to continue with education
programs which provide information on conservation, recycling and
composting techniques, and the awards campaign that recognizes sgnificant
loca waste reduction achievements.

DevStd PSTC-1.3: Recycling bins shal be provided by the applicant or contractor &t all
congtruction Stes. All recyclable materids currently being accepted at the
County Trandfer Station, landfill, or recycling centers shal be collected for
recycling a congtruction sites. Adequate and ble enclosures and/or
areas shdl be provided for the storage of recyclable materids in appropriate
containers.

The lagt mitigation concerning schools (Mitigation PS-3) has been substantialy incorporated into the
Pan asfollows.

Action PSTC-3.1: Upon the request of the School Didtrict, the County shal consider
participation in ajoint task force comprised of representatives of the County
and Didtrict for the purpose of identifying suitable future school Stes within the
Didtrict.

The EIR identified no mitigation measures for impacts on police services other than Policy PS-TC-2 and
Action PS-TC-2.1 as contained in the draft Plan.

Findings. The Board findsthat: the intent of Mitigation PS-1 has been incorporated into Action PS-
TC-1.1 to the greetest feasible extent, and curbside recycling will be maximized by the education and
awards programs cited in this Action without a regulatory mandate; and that Mitigation PS-2 has been
incorporated into DevStd PS-TC-1.3.

Regarding schools and Mitigation PS-3, the Board finds that Action PS-TC-3.1 substantidly meets the
intent of Mitigation PS-3 as presented in the EIR. Furthermore, in the late 1990s the Board committed
sgnificant resources to working with the Carpinteria Unified School Digtrict (CUSD) in exploring
options for afeasble new schoal sitein the western Carpinteria Valey, including partnering with the
Didtrict in writing the EIR for its previoudy proposed Toro Canyon School. The county intends to
continue working with the CUSD in this regard, but the limited area covered by the Toro Canyon Plan
does not encompass al of the Didrict' s territory, or where a new school site may be most desirable,
and therefore it is not gppropriate to include Mitigation PS-3 as a measure specific only to the Toro

Canyon Plan.
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The Board d <o finds, asis sated within the Plan, that “The Plan subgtantidly reduces potentid future
resdential buildout compared to previous land use and zoning patterns, athough buildout under the Plan
gtill could increase student population within the area by approximately 140 children at grade levels K-8
and 60 children a grade levels 9-12. There is no planning rule that provides a ‘threshold’ number of
students that should be served by a new school campus, nor is there athreshold for maximum desirable
commute distances to school. The choice of reasonably possible sites for a school within the Plan areais
extremely limited; very few vacant or sparsely-developed non-agriculturd lots exist that have a usable
area large enough to support a school. Given the rural and semi-rura character of the Toro Canyon
Plan areg, the limited choice of suitable Sites, the substantial resdentid downzoning reflected in this Plan,
and the overal eementary-grade enrollment decreases projected within the CUSD through 2005-06,
this Plan does not presume a need to locate a new eementary school within the Toro Canyon areaand
therefore does not designate a future school site on the Land Use Plan map. However, this Plan
recognizes the CUSD’ s previoudy expressed desire to construct a new school in the area. The Plan
proposes that, a such time as funding levels and enrollments may support the CUSD’ s renewed pursuit
of anew dementary school within the area, that the Didtrict re-gpply for the gppropriate county permits
(most likely an LCP Amendment and Mgor Conditiona Use Permit) on the site of its choice.”

The Board' s findings regarding the county’ s genera intent to mitigate development projects school
impactsto the fullest lega extent were previoudy stated in Section [11.G of these Findings. State law
edtablishes limits on the kind and amount of mitigation that local agencies may require for resdentia
projects that adversdy affect school enrollments and overcrowding but are consstent with existing
generd plan designations and zoning. However, the Board may find that a reduction in dendity, phasing
of aproject, or some other action is necessary to adlow school infrastructure to keep pace with the
demand generated by development allowed under the Plan. Should aresidua adverse effect remain
after the maximum dlowable mitigation, the law provides that a project may not be denied on the basis
of its adverse effects on schoalsif the project is consstent with the basic use and density/intensity
standards of the applicable land use eement and zoning.

The county intends to require project-specific mitigation of school impacts to the fullest extent alowed
by state law, as evidenced by Board of Supervisors Resolution 92-700. The county considers
adequate public school servicesto be a matter of high priority. The Plan considers the ared s needs,
services and resources, and state law. In balancing these factors for the Toro Canyon area, the Board
concludes that reducing potentid future development to aleve low enough to completely eiminate any
school impactsis neither desirable nor feasible.

The Board finds that resdua significant public services impacts are acceptable due to the overriding
condderations that support adoption of the Plan, discussed in Section VIII.

F. Wastewater

Impacts. The EIR found that development alowed under the Plan would significantly increase the
wastewater trestment demand on the Carpinteria Sanitary Digtrict (CSD) (Impact WW-1, including
cumulative impacts) and would have additiona potentidly significant impacts regarding the successful
gting and long-term operation of ongte liquid waste disposa systems (* septic systems’) in areas not
served by the CSD (Impact WW-2).
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Mitigation Measures. In addition to policies of the existing adopted Land Use Element & Coadtd
Land Use Plan and the draft Toro Canyon Plan, the EIR identified one measure that would partidly
mitigate the above-described impacts (Mitigation WW-1). The measure as presented in the EIR has not
been adopted, for the reasons explained in the following Findings.

Findings. Theidentified mitigation mesasure involves working with the CSD and Regiond Water
Quadlity Control Board in planning the expansion of wastewater treatment and disposal capacity for the
CSD’ s entire service area, which is much larger than the area covered by the Toro Canyon Plan.
Therefore, it is not feagble to include Mitigation WW-1 as a measure specific only to the Toro Canyon
Plan. The Board finds that wastewater impacts are mitigated to the maximum feasible extent through the
operation of existing adopted planning policies and development review procedures as well asthe Toro
Canyon Plan’s Wastewater & Water goal, policies, actions, and development standards, and that
resdud sgnificant impacts are acceptable due to the overriding considerations that support adoption of
the Plan, discussed in Section VIII.

G. Water Resources

Impacts. The EIR identified potentially sgnificant impacts related to surface water quaity degradation
(Impact WAT-1) and groundwater quality degradation (Impact WAT-2).

Mitigation Measures. In addition to policies of the existing adopted Land Use Element & Coastdl
Land Use Plan and the draft Toro Canyon Plan, the EIR identified four measures that would partidly
mitigate the above-described impacts (Mitigations WAT-1 through -4). The first two of these measures
have been incorporated into the Plan as follows.

DevStd WW-TC-2.3:  Where feasible, measures to decrease the amount of nitrates filtering through
s0il to groundwater shdl be required, including:

1. Shdlow-rooted non-invasive plants (maximum root depth of four feet)
shall be planted above dl leach fields to encourage evapotranspiration of
effluent and uptake of nitrates. Impervious surfaces, such as paved
driveways, shal not be constructed above leach fidlds. If Site congdraints
require a driveway to be located above aleach fied in order to ensure
reasonable use of property, turf block or other suitable pervious surface
shdl be used.

2. Advanced trestment for the remova of nitrates shal be required on septic
sydems utilizing drywells as the disposd field. Exigting septic systems that
utilize drywells that have failed, or that need to be modified or certified,
must dso ingtal advanced trestment.

DevStd WW-TC-2.1:  To reduce the possibility of prolonged effluent daylighting, two disposa fidds
shdl be built to serve each septic system as required by EHS so that when
one field beginsto fail, the other fidd can immediatdy be put into use. An
additional third expansion area shdl be sat aside where no development can
occur, except for driveways on congtrained sites as provided in Devel opment
Standard 2.3.1. Inthe expanson areg, adisposa field should be constructed
when any other disposal fidd isin adate of falure,
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Mitigations WAT-3 & -4 have not been incorporated into the Plan, for the reasons explained in the
following Findings.

Findings. The Board finds that Mitigation WAT-1 has been incorporated into the Plan as Dev&td
WW-TC-2.3 and that Mitigation WAT-2 has been incorporated into the Plan as DevStd WW-TC-2.1.
Mitigations WAT-3 & -4, which relate specificdly to greenhouse devel opment, are addressed
separately by the Carpinteria Valey Greenhouse Program. The Board finds that residua significant
impacts are acceptable due to the overriding considerations that support adoption of the Plan, discussed
in Section VIII.

H. Biologica Resources

Impacts. The EIR identified potentidly significant project-specific and cumulative impacts related to:
elimination of substantia areas of open land and habitat fragmentation (Impact BIO-1); loss of
chaparral, scrub oak chaparral, coastal sage scrub, native grassand, and other habitat areas (Impact
BIO-2); dimination of habitat due to fire safety clearing (Impact BIO-3); biologica degradation related
to water qudity impairment from septic systems and other contaminants (Impact BIO-4); degradation
or loss of monarch butterfly aggregation sites (Impact BIO-5); development-related impacts to
individua sengitive species (Impact BIO-6); and vegetation loss due to trail construction and use
(Impact BIO-7).

Mitigation Measures. In addition to policies of the existing adopted Land Use Element, Environmental
Resources Management Element, and Coastdl Land Use Plan, as well asthe Biologica Resources
policies, actions, and development standards of the draft Toro Canyon Plan, the EIR identified twenty
measures that would partidly mitigate the above-described impacts (Mitigations BIO-1 through -18, -
20 & -21). Some of these measures have been fully or partidly incorporated into the Plan as follows.

DevStd BIO-TC-1.4: Development shdl be required to include the following buffer areas from the
boundaries of Environmentaly Sendtive Habitat (ESH):

Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest corridors - 100 feet in Rura
areas and 50 feet in Urban, Inner-rura areas, and Existing Devel oped
Rura Neighborhoods (EDRN)/Rura Neighborhoods, as measured from
the top of creek bank®. When this habitat extends beyond the top of creek
bank, the buffer shall extend an additional 50 feet in Rura areas and 25
feet in Urban, Inner-rural areas, and EDRN/Rura Neighborhoods from
the outside edge of the Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest canopy;

Coast Live Oak Forests - 25 feet from edge of canopy;

Monarch butterfly habitat- minimum 50 feet from any side of the habitat;
Native grassand, aminimum % acre in size - 25 feet;

Coastal Sage — minimum 20 fest;

Scrub oak chaparral — 25 feet from edge of canopy;

Y “Top of creek bank™ is identified differently by the Flood Control District for flood control
purposes and by Environmental Health Services for the location of septic systems. For the
purposes of the habitat protection policies and development standards of this Plan, the “top of
creek bank’ shall be defined as the recognized geologic top of slope.
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Policy BIO-TC-2:

DevStd BIO-TC-2.1:

DevStd BIO-TC-2.2:

*Action BIO-TC-2.3

Wetlands — minimum 100 feet; and

Buffer areas from other types of ESH shall be determined on a case-by-
case basis.

These buffer areas, except for Monarch butterfly habitat, wetlands and
Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forests, may be adjusted upward or
downward on a case-by-case basis given site specific conditions. Adjustment
of the buffer shall be based upon ste-specific conditions such as dopes,
biological resources, and erosion potential, as evauated and determined by
Panning and Devel opment and other County agencies, such as Environmenta
Hedlth Services and the Flood Control District.

Adjustment of the Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest buffer areas shall
be based upon an investigation of the following factors and after consultation
with the Department of Fish & Game and the Regiond Water Quaity Control
Board in order to protect the biological productivity and water quaity of
streams, creeks and wetlands:

1. Exiding vegetation, soil type and stahility of the riparian corridors,
How surface water filtersinto the ground;

Sope of the land on either side of the riparian waterway;
Location of the 100 year flood plain boundary; and

Consgtency with the adopted Loca Coastal Plan or the Comprehensive
Fan, particularly the Biologica Resources policies.

o ~ 0D

In al caseslisted above, buffer areas may be adjusted in order to avoid
precluding reasonable use of property consstent with gpplicable law.

Landscaping for development shall use appropriate plant species to
ensure compatibility with and preservation of ESH.

Development requiring habitat enhancement in ESH and habitat
protection in ESH buffer areas, shall include preparation and
implementation of a Restoration Plan limited to native plants. Local seed
stock or cuttings propagated from the Toro Canyon region shall be used
if available.

Development otherwise requiring a Landscape Plan outside ESH and
ESH buffer areas, shall be limited to non-invasive plants within 500’
from the ESH resource (see Appendix H, List of Invasive Plants to
Avoid Using in Landscape Plans Near ESH Areas).

Planning and Development shall develop a list (for inclusion in the Final
Toro Canyon Plan) of invasive plant species that should be removed
from such sites and avoided in restoration and landscape plan
requirements for future development projects. (Note: list incorporated
into the adopted Plan as Appendix H, therefore this Action does not
appear in the body of the adopted Plan.)
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DevStd BIO-TC-4.3:  Significant vegetation fuel management” within ESH and ESH buffer
areas may be permitted where, subject to a coastal development permit,
findings are made consistent with Coastal Act Sections 30001.5(b),
30007.5, 30010, 30200(b), 30240, and 30253(1). The coastal
development permit shall include a Fuel Management Plan approved by
Planning and Development and the local fire protection agency (see
Fuel Management Guidelines in Appendix D). P&D may require that
the Fuel Management Plan be prepared by a qualified biologist to
ensure vegetation clearance/trimming minimizes the impacts to ESH.

Policy BIO-TC-6: All residential structuresdeemed nonconforming shall be allowed to
be reconstructed pursuant to the nonconfor ming regulations contained
in the zoning ordinance, Article Il (Section 35-162) and the TCP
Overlay District (Sec. 35-194).

DevStd BIO TC-7.6:  New development on parcels entirely covered with ESH shdl be subject to
the following devel opment standards to alow reasonable use of the property
while protecting the habitat resource to the maximum extent feasible:

a. The area of permitted ground disturbance for development shall be
proportional to the size of the parcel. No more than twenty percent
(20%) of a parcel’s total area should be disturbed by development,
and at least eighty percent (80%) of the ESH on the property
should be preserved (for example, on a five acre parcel entirely
covered with ESH, no more than one acre should be disturbed by
development including vegetation clearance for fire protection, and
no less than four acres of ESH should be preserved), in a manner
consistent with all other policies and development standards of the
Toro Canyon Plan and the County Comprehensive Plan.

b. Main structure and accessory structures & uses, including roadway's,
landscaping and agricultura uses, shall be clustered in one contiguous
areato avoid fragmenting the habitat.

c. Development shal be located adjacent to existing access roads and
infragtructure to avoid fragmenting the habitat, subject to the requirements
of “a and “b” listed above, and abaancing of the policies of the Plan.

DevStd BIO-TC-7.7:  Vegetation fuel management as required by the local fire protection
agency shall be allowed within 100 feet from all structures on the
property. Beyond 100 feet, vegetation fuel management within ESH
and the ESH buffer areas to reduce fire hazards shall require a Fuel
Management Plan approved by Planning and Development and the local
fire protection agency (see Fuel Management Guidelines in
Appendix D). P&D may require that the plan be prepared by a
qualified biologist to ensure that vegetation clearance/trimming
minimizes the impacts to ESH.

? Significant vegetation fuel management shall be defined as removal and/or thinning involving a
cumulative total of one-half acre (21,780 square feet) or more of land area.
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DevStd BIO-TC-11.1:

DevStd BIO-TC-11.2:

Policy BIO-TC-12:

DevStd BIO-TC-12.1:

Action BIO-TC-12.3:

Policy BIO-TC-13:

DevStd BIO-TC-13.1:

DevStd BIO-TC-13.2:

Development shal include the buffer for Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian
Forest set forth in Dev&td TC-BIO-1.4. The buffer shal beindicated on al
grading and building plans. Lighting associated with development adjacent to
riparian habitat shall be directed away from the creek and shal be hooded.
Drainage plans shdl direct polluting drainage away from the creek or include
appropriate filters, and eroson and sedimentation control plans shdl be
implemented during congruction. All ground disturbance and native vegetation
removd shdl be minimized.

New permit gpplications that depend on dluvia well extractions or stream
diverson shdl be required to monitor the long-term effects on surface
streamflow and riparian vegetation. Contingencies for maintaining streamflow
(e.g., minimum bypass flows, aternate water sources, decreased pumping
rates, groundwater discharge, etc.) shall be identified and implemented as
such measures may be needed to mitigate Sgnificant adverse impactsto an
ESH area.

Significant biological communities not designated ESH should not be
fragmented by development into small, non-viable areas.

Deveopment shdl not interrupt mgor wildlife travel corridors. Typicd wildlife
corridors include oak riparian forest and other natura areas that provide
connections between communities.

The County shdl pursue funding for protection and restoration of significant
biologica resourcesin the Toro Canyon Planning Area.

Native protected trees and non-native protected trees shall be
preserved to the maximum extent feasible.

A “native protected treg’ is a least Sx inchesin diameter (largest diameter for
non-round trunks) as measured 4.5 feet above level ground (or as measured
on the uphill side where doped), and a“non-native protected tree” is at least
25 inchesin diameter & this height. Areas to be protected from grading,
paving, and other disturbances shdl generdly include the area six feet outside
of tree driplines.

Development shall be sited and designed at an gppropriate scale (Sze of main
sructure footprint, Sze and number of accessory structures/uses, and total
aress of paving, motorcourts and landscaping) to avoid damage to native
protected trees (e.g., 0aks), non-native roosting and nesting trees, and non-
native protected trees by incorporating buffer areas, clustering, or other
appropriate measures. Mature protected trees that have grown into the
natura stature particular to the species should receive priority for preservation
over other immature, protected trees. Where native protected trees are
removed, they shdl be replaced in amanner consistent with County standard
conditions for tree replacement. Native trees shall be incorporated into site

landscaping plans.
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Policy BIO-TC-14:

Policy BIO-TC-15:

DevStd BIO-TC-15.1:

DevStd BIO-TC-15.2:

Policy LUG-TC-6:

Action FIRE-TC-2.8:

Action FIRE-TC-2.9:

Policy FIRE-TC-3;

DevStd FIRE-TC-3.1:

Non-native trees and forests (e.g., eucalyptus groves and windrows)
that provide known raptor nesting or major and recurrent roosting
sites shall be protected.

Southern California steelhead trout isa federally listed endangered
species which, if identified in the Plan area, shall be protected.

Development activity which requires ground disturbance which is proposed
on parcds containing ephemerd (dry except during and immediately after
rainfal) or intermittent (seasonal) streams and creeks, and associated riparian
corridors, shall be subject to any permit requirements of the Caifornia
Department of Fish and Game and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

Devel opment activity in streams and riparian corridors shal be subject to the
“Guiddines for SAmonid Passage at Stream Crossings’ prepared by the
Nationa Marine Fisheries Service (see Appendix G).

The Policies and Development Standar ds of this Plan shall be
implemented in a manner that does not take private property for
public use without just compensation as required by applicable law.

P& D shdl encourage and work with the CSFPD, MFPD and the resdentsin
the Planning Areato prepare a Toro Canyon Fire Protection Plan. Other
affected departments and agencies, such as the County Public Works and
Fire Department, the U.S. Forest Service, and the Fire Safe Council, a south
coast multi-agency/community organization, should aso be encouraged to
participate. A component of the plan shdl include afire education program for
the residents. The education program shal address roadside fud management,
including mowing of annua grasses within public road rights-of-way and
seective pruning of trees and brush near such roads. The Plan shdl maintain
the aesthetic character of the area, while increasing roadway width and
vighility, and controlling the “bottom rung of the fud ladder.”

P& D, in cooperation with Public Works and the CSFPD shall prepare afee
schedule for the Toro Canyon Fire Protection Plan. The fees assessed from
new development on affected parces shdl help to fund implementation of this
Toro Canyon Fire Protection Plan.

Fue breaksin Toro Canyon shall be sted and designed to be effective
means of reducing wildland fire hazards and protecting life and
property, while also minimizing disruption of biological resources and
aesthetic impacts to the maximum extent feasible.

Fuel breaks shall incorporate perimeter roads and yards to the greatest extent
feasible. Development envel opes containing new structures and the area of
site disturbance shal be sited to reduce the need for fuel breaks (see Fuel
Management Guiddinesin Appendix D).
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DevStd FIRE-TC-3.2: Fud bresks shdl not result in the remova of protected hedthy oaks, to the
maximum extent feasible. Within fuel bresks, trestment of oak trees shdl be
limited to limbing the branches up to a height of eight (8) feet, removing dead
materias, and mowing the understory. Along access roads and driveways,
limbing of branches shdl be subject to the verticd clearance requirements of
the CSFPD and MFPD. Where protected oaks have multiple trunks, all
trunks shall be preserved.

Action PRT-TC-1.3:  The County shal pursue, to the extent feasible, developing a public beach
access on Padaro Lane, provided the County Board of Supervisorsfinds,
based on substantia evidence, that there are insufficient opportunities for
public access to the beach e sawhere in the Plan area. The opening of any
beach access shdl be consdered “ development” subject to the provisions of
this Plan, and shall be undertaken in amanner that protects public safety and
the privacy and security of resdents to the maximum feasible extent. The
County shal include appropriate improvements in any project to open beach
access, possibly including but not necessarily limited to signage, bicycle racks,
parking, trash receptacles, sewer-connected sanitation facilities, and other
appropriate features for the beach access. Planning for the scope, design and
location of improvements shal be done in consultation with loca resdents and
other affected parties. The Sting of the beach access shdl minimize remova of
native trees and eucalyptus trees that are part of a monarch butterfly
aggregdtion Ste,

DevStd WW-TC-2.7: Development shall not be gpproved where individua or cumulative impacts of
septic systems for new devel opment would cause pollution of creeks and
ocean waters, unless this would preclude reasonable use of property.

Findings. The Board finds that:
Mitigation BIO-1 has been incorporated into Action PRT-TC-1.3;

Mitigation BIO-2 has been partialy incorporated into DevStd BIO-TC-1.4. As adopted, this
development standard specifies buffers for Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest, where this
habitat extends beyond the top of creek bank, of either 50' from edge of canopy in Rura Areas and
25 dsawhere. These buffers would be less habitat-protective than Mitigation BIO-2, which would
gpecify 100" from edge of canopy in dl aress. The Board finds that the adopted devel opment
standard provides a sensible and prudent bal ance between habitat protection and human use of
property, given the extensive areas of Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest within the Plan
area, especidly on smaller lots in areas such as the Torito Road Rurad Neighborhood. DevStd
BIO-TC-1.4 4ill dlowsfor the upward or downward adjustment of these habitat buffers to reflect
gte-specific conditions. Also, as noted in the EIR, even the 100 buffer from edge of canopy would
not reduce potentia impacts to inggnificance;

The intent of Mitigation BIO-3 isreflected in DevStds BIO-TC-4.3 & -7.7;

Mitigation BIO-4 has been partialy incorporated into DevStds BIO-TC-1.4 and —11.1, for the
same reasons as explained above for Mitigation BIO-2;

Mitigetion BIO-5 has been incorporated into Dev&td BIO-TC-11.2;
Mitigation BIO-6 has been incorporated into Policy BIO-TC-12 and DevStd BIO-TC-12.1;
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Mitigation BIO-7 has been partidly incorporated into Dev&td BIO-TC-7.6. As adopted, this
development standard pertains only to lots outsde the Coastal Zone that are entirely covered by
ESH, rather than the broader gpplicability of former Dev&td BIO-TC-5.2 and related Mitigation
BIO-7 to dl areas “adjacent to significant oak woodlands or riparian areas.” The Board finds that
the narrower focus of DevStd BIO-TC-7.6 is appropriate in order to deal with the specia
circumstance of inland lots that are entirely covered by sensitive habitat, whereas the more generd
circumstance of any development adjacent to habitat areas, including but not limited to “ sgnificant
oak woodlands or riparian areas,” is covered exhaudtively by the other policies and development
standards of the Plan. As adopted, DevStd BIO-TC-7.6 specifies that no more than 20% of alot
outside the Coasta Zone that is completely covered by sendtive habitat should be disturbed by
development, aong with other protective measures for clustering development in a single contiguous
area adjacent to exigting access roads and infrastructure. (Similarly stuated lots within the Coastal
Zone would continue to be governed by the ESH policies and standards of the existing Coagtd Act
and LCP, aswell as the generd and coasta -specific policies and development standards of the
Plan.) Onlots smdler than five acres, this development standard could be less habitat-protective
than the fixed one-acre disturbance limit set forth in former Dev&td BIO-TC-5.2 and Mitigation
BIO-7. The Board finds that the adopted development standard provides a sensible and prudent
balance between habitat protection and human use of property, given the sandard’ s narrowed
focus on inland-area lots that are entirely covered by ESH, both on larger lots where afixed one-
acre disturbance limit could be unreasonably redtrictive and on smaler lots where a one-acre
disturbance limit could be unreasonably permissive. In any case, as noted in the EIR, even
Mitigation BIO-7 as proposed would not reduce potential impacts to inggnificance;

Theintent of Mitigation BIO-8 has been incorporated into Policy BIO-TC-2, DevStds
BIO-TC-2.1 & -2.2, and Appendix H;

Mitigation BIO-9 has not been incorporated into the Plan because it addresses former DevStd
BIO-TC-54 of the Preliminary Draft Plan, which focused on the pursuit of funding for habitat
protection and restoration projects including but not limited to severa specific geographic areas and
habitat types. Thisformer development standard has been rgected in favor of a more genera and
therefore potentidly less limiting and equdly or more effective measure, Action BIO-TC-12.3. In
any case, as noted in the EIR, Mitigation BIO-9 as proposed would not reduce potential impacts to
inggnificance;

Theintent of Mitigation BIO-10 isreflected in Policies BIO-TC-13 & -14 and DevStds
BIO-TC-13.1 & -13.2;

Mitigation BIO-11 has been incorporated into DevStd WW-TC-2.7;
Mitigation BIO-12 has been incorporated into the Plan’s land use and zoning maps,

Mitigation BIO-14 has been partialy incorporated into DevStds FIRE-TC-3.2 and BIO-TC-4.3 &
-7.7. DevStd FIRE-TC-3.2 specifically addresses the preservation of protected hedlthy oaks. The
protection of “scrub oaks and other sensitive species,” as noted in Mitigation BIO-14, would be
covered in some cases by the project-specific Fue Management Plans required under DevStds
BIO-TC-4.3 (Coagtd) or —7.7 (inland). The Board finds that the transplantation requirement of
Mitigation BIO-14 would be unduly burdensome to property owners and of margind effectiveness
and benefit, dthough such transplantation may be performed in gppropriate instances under project-
specific Fue Management Plans prepared pursuant to DevStds BIO-TC-4.3 or -7.7. In any case,
as noted in the EIR, Mitigation BIO-14 including its trangplantation requirement would not reduce
potentia impacts to inggnificance;

Mitigation BIO-15 has been incorporated into Policy FIRE-TC-3 and DevStd FIRE-TC-3.1,
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Mitigation BIO-16 has not been incorporated into the Plan because it would affect amuch larger
geographic area than that covered by the Plan;

Mitigation BIO-17 has been incorporated into Actions FIRE-TC-2.8 & -2.9;

Mitigation BIO-18 has not been incorporated into the Plan because it would affect amuch larger
geographic area than that covered by the Plan, but the basic intent of this measure is addressed by
Action BIO-TC-12.3;

Mitigation BIO-20 has been incorporated into Policy BIO-TC-15 and DevStd BIO-TC-15.1;

Mitigation BIO-21 has been incorporated into Policy BIO-TC-15 and DevStd BIO-TC-15.2 and
the Guideines for Salmonid Passage have been included in the Plan as Appendix G.

The portions of Mitigations BIO-3, -4, -6, -7, -11, -13, & -15 that suggest the amendment of various
Pan policies and development standards to include language stating “ . . .unless this would preclude
reasonable use of aproperty...” are addressed broadly by Policy LUG-TC-6. Some impacts to
biologicd resources dso have been mitigated to alevd of inggnificance, as discussed in Section VI.C of
these Findings. The Board finds that resdua significant impacts are acceptable due to the overriding
considerations that support adoption of the Plan, discussed in Section VIII.

[ Geoloqgy, Hillsdes & Topography

Impacts. The EIR identified potentidly significant project-specific and cumulative impacts related to:
increased erosion from development alowed under the Plan (Impact GEO-1); geologic hazards from
development on sopes greater than 20% (Impact GEO-2); scarring and erosion from pre-permitting
investigations (Impact GEO-3); potentia demand for new shoreline protection devicesto protect
development alowed under the Plan (Impact GEO-4); and seismic hazards to development allowed
under the Plan (Impact GEO-5).

Mitigation Measures. In addition to policies of the existing adopted county plans, the state Coastdl
Act, and the draft Toro Canyon Plan, the EIR identified four measures (Mitigations GEO-1 through -4)
that would partidly mitigate the first three of the above-described impacts. These measures have been
incorporated into the Plan as follows.

DevStd GEO-TC-1.2: In order to minimize erosion, landscape plans shal be required for
development on dopes greater than twenty percent. Such plans shall include
revegetation of graded areas with appropriate native plantings. Landscape
plans may be subject to review and approva by the County BAR.

DevStd GEO-TC-2.1: Temporary eroson control measures such as berms and appropriate location
and coverage of stockpiled soils shal be used to minimize on- and offsite
erosion related to construction occurring during the rainy season (November
1to April 15).

DevStd GEO-TC-2.3: Revegetation and/or landscaping of project Sites shdl be accomplished as

soon asis feasible following grading/vegetation clearing in order to hold soils
in place.
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DevStd GEO-TC-3.1: The County shal require site-specific geologic and/or geotechnical
investigation(s), prepared as gppropriate by a Registered Geologist, Certified
Engineering Geologist, and/or licensed Geotechnical Engineer, on Stes that
are on or adjacent to faults, landdides, or other geologic hazards or in any
case Where development is proposed in areas where natural grade is 20% or
greater. Sites underlain by the potentidly unstable Sespe Formation are of
particular concern. Where gpplicable, the measures recommended to avoid or
mitigate geologic hazards shal be incorporated into the proposed
development in amanner that avoids or minimizes any potentid adverse
effects of such measures (for example, hillside scarring).

DevStd GEO-TC-3.3: All roads and driveways proposed on areas where natural gradeis 20% or
greater shdl be reviewed for adequacy of engineering and drainage design,
including but not limited to failure avoidance and erosion control.

Action GEO-TC-34: County Grading Ordinance Standard 14-6.(b)(5) does not apply to roadways
constructed to provide access for geologic, geotechnica, and septic system
testing. The County shal congder amending the grading ordinance so that if
congruction of such aroadway involves more than fifty cubic yards of grading
and/or islocated on any areawhere naturd grade is twenty percent or
greater, then a grading permit shall be required.

DevStd FLD-TC-2.2:  Grading and drainage plans shal be submitted with any gpplication for
development that would increase total runoff from the Site or substantialy ater
drainage patterns on the Site or in its vicinity. The purpose of such plan(s) shdl
be to avoid or minimize hazards including but not limited to flooding, eroson,
landdides, and soil creep. Appropriate temporary and permanent measures
such as energy disspaters, it fencing, straw baes, sand bags, and sediment
basins shdl be used in conjunction with other basic design methods to prevent
eroson on dopes and station of creek channds and other ESH areas. Such
plan(s) shal be reviewed and approved by both County FHood Control and
Panning & Deve opment.

Findings. The Board finds that Mitigation GEO-1 has been incorporated into the Plan as DevStd
GEO-TC-2.1; Mitigation GEO-2 has been incorporated into the Plan as DevStd GEO-TC-2.3;
Mitigation GEO-3 has been substantialy incorporated into the Plan as DevStds FLD-TC-2.2 and
GEO-TC-1.2,-3.1, & -3.3; and Mitigation GEO-4 has been substantially incorporated into the Plan as
DevStd GEO-TC-3.4. The Board finds that resdua significant impacts are acceptable due to the
overriding considerations that support adoption of the Plan, discussed in Section VIII.

J. Cultura (Archaeologicd and Historic) Resources

Impacts. The EIR identified potentidly significant project-specific and cumulative impacts related to:
damage to archaeologica resources due to agriculturd expansion and intengfication (Impact CR-1) and
resdentia development (Impact CR-2); increased artifact collection by increased Plan area populations
(Impact CR-3); damage to the heritage values of contemporary Chumash as aresult of the disruption of
prehistoric archaeological stes (Impact CR-4); and demoalition or dterations that would remove
character-defining features on higtoricaly significant buildings on Santa Claus Lane (Impact CR-5).
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Mitigation Measures. In addition to policies of the existing adopted Land Use Element and Coastal
Land Use Plan and the draft Toro Canyon Plan, the EIR identified four measures (Mitigations CR-1
through -4) that would partidly mitigate the above-described impacts. These mitigation measures have
been partidly incorporated into the Plan and the implementing Toro Canyon Plan (TCP) Overlay
Digrict within the Coastd Zoning Ordinance as follows.

DevStd HA-TC-1.1: A Phase 1 archaeologica survey shdl be performed when identified as
necessary by a county archaeologist or contract archaeologist or if a county
archaeologicd sengtivity map identifies the need for astudy. The survey shdl
include areas of projects that would result in ground disturbances, except
where legd ground disturbance has previoudy occurred. If the archaeologist
performing the Phase | report, after conducting a Site visit, determines that the
likelihood of an archaeology Site presence is extremely low, a short-form
Phase | report may be submitted.

DevStd HA-TC-1.2:  All feasble recommendations of an archaeologica report anaysisincluding
completion of additiona archaeologicd andys's (Phase 2, Phase 3) and/or
project redesign shal be incorporated into any permit issued for development.

Action HA-TC-1.3: The Board should congider ether funding crestion of a sendtive
archaeologica resources map for the Toro Canyon Area or dlocating funds
for afull-time County archaeologis.

DevStd HA-TC-2.3:  No permits shdl beissued for any development or activity that would
adversdly affect the historic value of the propertieslisted in Table 1VV.D-1,
unless aprofessona evauation of the proposa has been performed pursuant
to the County’ s most current Regulations Governing Archaeologica and
Higtorical Projects, reviewed and approved by Planning and Devel opment
and d| feasble mitigation measures have been incorporated into the proposal.

County Code, Ch. 35, Art. 11, Sec. 35-194.2.2 (part of the TCP Overlay added to the Coastal
Zoning Ordinance per Action C-TC-3.1 which, since it was implemented upon Plan adoption, does not
appear in the adopted version of the Plan):

“Western Seaside Vernacular Commercid” is defined asfollows.
The chief dyle characterigtic of Western Seaside Vernacular Commercid is smplicity. Examples of

Western Seaside Vernacular have occurred in Avila Beach and Stearns Wharf. The following are
characteristic of Western Seaside Vernacular architecture.
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Orientation and Massing Doors

Low massng Simple wood

Little or no set-back from sdewak edge Simplewood and glass
Simple French doors

Roofs

Flat Sding

Pitched gable roofs, but not gambrel or mansard roofs ~ Board and batten
Beveled tongue and groove

Roof Materids Clapboard

Composition Shingles

Wood shingles, subject to the dlowances and

limitations of the County Building Code Colors

Shingles made to resemble wood or date Weathered wood
Whitewash

Windows Neutrals

"Ficture" Weathered colors

Horizontally oriented multi-paned
Multi-paned with wood sash and frames
Wood framed

Findings. The Board finds that the nearly universal requirement for Phase | archaeologica surveys
embodied in Mitigation CR-1 would be unnecessarily costly and onerous for many smaler projects, but
that the intent of this measure has been partialy incorporated into the Plan as DevStds HA-TC-1.1 &
-1.2. The Board finds that the public costs associated with producing and distributing educational
materias under Mitigation CR-2 would be of margind benefit, but that some of this function would be
accomplished by Action HA-TC-1.3 should it be implemented.

The Board finds that Mitigation CR-3 requiring the preservation of the Santa Claus figure and its
underlying building in place is legdly and technicaly infeasible and, therefore, does not adopt it for the
following reasons. Firg, dthough the Historic Landmarks Advisory Commission determined thet the
Santafigureis a structure of historic merit, it did not recommend the Santa figure for Landmark status.
The Board finds that the Santa figure has lost some of its hitoric integrity because of the remova of
neighboring Christmas-themed figures and businesses and other changes to the village setting on Santa
Claus Lane over the past twenty years. Accordingly, under the County’ s Historic Landmarks Ordinance
(County Code, Ch. 18A), the County has no legal authority to require its preservation and maintenance
in place. Second, on November 1, 2001, the Building Official determined “...that Santa meets the
definition of a dangerous structure due to its lack of connection to the building below and due to on-
going dilgpidation with the Santa sructureitsdf.” It istechnicdly infeasible to require the retention of the
Santa figure without the owner’ s desire to retain and repair it.

The Board finds that Mitigation CR-4 has been partialy incorporated as DevStd HA-TC-2.3, as well
as being reflected in the design guiddines for Santa Claus Lane that are incorporated into the Toro
Canyon Plan (TCP) Overlay Didtrict that is added to the Coastal Zoning Ordinance as part of the
Board' sfind action on the Toro Canyon Plan. The Board dso finds that the maximum feasible
mitigation for the loss of higtoric resources on Santa Claus Lane will be required as a condition of the
permit for remova of the Santa Claus and chimney structure, where photo-documentation of dl of the
buildings in the former “ Santa s Village’ complex will be performed before the removal of the Santa
Claus dructure and chimney, thereby documenting as much as possible of the associative higtoric
sgnificance of this complex prior to any further modifications.
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The Board finds that the historic resource impact that was identified in the EIR asa Class |1 impact
subject to feasible mitigation (Impact CR-5) in fact cannot be feasibly mitigated to alevel of
inggnificance. As stated above, the Board is without authority to prevent the dteration or remova of
character-defining features on higtoricaly significant buildings on Santa Claus Lane. Mitigation CR-4,
while not included in the Plan, will be incorporated into the conditions of the Coastd Devel opment
Permit for removal of the Santa Claus and chimney structure and partialy mitigates the potentia impacts
to historic resources from dterations to buildings on Santa Claus Lane, by requiring photo-
documentation to record as much as possible of the remaining associative higoric significance of this
complex prior to any further sructurd modifications. The Board finds that resdua significant impacts
are acceptable due to the overriding considerations that support adoption of the Plan, discussed in
Section VIII.

K. Visua Resources

Impacts. The EIR identified potentidly significant project-specific and cumulative impacts related to:
loss of open space due to buildout dlowed under the Plan (Impact VIS-1); potential congtruction of

large structures that would be incompatible with surrounding development (Impact VIS-2); and night
lighting glare from new greenhouse, residentid, and commercia development (Impact VIS-3).

Mitigation Measures. In addition to the policies and provisions of existing adopted county plans,
ordinances, and design guidelines, and the policies and development standards of the draft Toro Canyon
Pan, the EIR identified ten measures (Mitigations V1S-1 through -10) and one additiona recommended
measure (V1S-11) that would partidly mitigate the above-described impacts. Some of these measures
have been addressed in the Plan asfollows.

Policy VISTC-1: Development shall be sited and designed to protect public views.

DevStd VIS TC-1.1:  Development shal be sted and designed to minimize the obstruction or
degradation of public views.

DevStd VIS TC-1.2.  Development and grading shall be sted and designed to avoid or minimize
hillsde and mountain scarring and minimize the bulk of sructuresvisble from
public viewing areas. Mitigation measures may be required to achieve this,
including but not limited to increased setbacks, reduced structure size and
height, reductions in grading, extensve landscaping, low intengity lighting, and
the use of narrow or limited length roads/driveways, unless those measures
would preclude reasonable use of property or pose adverse public safety
ISues.

DevStd VIS TC-1.3:  Inurban areas, development shdl not occur on ridgdines if suitable aternative
locations are available on the property. When there is no other suitable
dternaive location, structures shal not intrude into the skyline or be
congpicuoudy visible from public viewing places. Additiona measures such
as an gppropriate landscagpe plan and limiting the height of the building may be
required in these cases.
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DevStd VIS TC-2.1:

DevStd VIS TC-2.2:

Action VISTC-2.4:

*Action VISTC-25:

*Action VIS TC-2.6:

Development, including houses, roads and driveways, shdl be sited and
designed to be compatible with and subordinate to sgnificant natura features
such as mgjor rock outcroppings, mature trees and woodlands, drainage
courses, visudly prominent dopes and hilltops, ridgdines, and coastd bluff
aress.

Grading for development, including primary and accessory Structures, access
roads (public and private) and driveways, shdl be kept to aminimum and
shdl be performed in away that:

minimizes scarring,

maintains to the maximum extent feasible the naturd gppearance of
ridgelines and hillsdes

In carrying out the Visud & Aesthetic Resources policies and development
sandards of this Plan and the TCP Overlay Didtrict, the County shall work
with project applicants and designers, the Carpinteria-Summerland Fire
Protection Didrict, and the Montecito Fire Protection Didtrict to minimize
excessve road/driveway construction and reduce or redesign fire buffers to
minimize the remova of naturd vegetation and related visud effects.

The Toro Canyon Plan Overlay shdl include the following:

Residentia structures shdl not exceed aheight of 25' unless further
restricted by other sections of the Zoning Ordinances (such asthe
Ridgdline and Hillsde Deveopment Guiddlines ).

Notice of aproject'sinitid BAR hearing (e.g. conceptud or preliminary
review) shdl be mailed to the owners of the affected property and the
owners of the property within 500 feet of the exterior boundaries of the
affected property at least 10 caendar days prior the BAR hearing, using
for this purpose the name and address of such owners and occupants as
shown on the assessor tax rolls of the County of Santa Barbara.

The Design Overlay Didrict shdl gpply to the Toro Canyon Plan Area. The
following criteriashdl be part of the Toro Canyon Plan Overlay Didtrict to be
applied for the gpprova of any non-agricultura structure(s) by Planning and
Development (P& D) and the Board of Architectural Review (BAR).

A. Where height exemptions under Ridgeline and Hillside Development Guiddlines are allowed for
rural properties, BAR minutes and the P& D project file shal include a written discussion of how
the project meets the applicable exemption criteria.

B. Large undergtories and exposad retaining wals shdl be minimized.

O

Building rake and ridgeline shdl conform to or reflect the surrounding terrain.

D. Landscaping is used to integrate the structuresinto the Site and its surroundings, and is
compatible with the adjacent terrain.

" See County Zoning Ordinance Article 11 Section 35-144 or Avrticle 111 Section 35-292b.
" See County Zoning Ordinance Article 11 Section 35-144 or Avrticle 111 Section 35-292b.
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E The exterior surfaces of structures, including water tanks, wals and fences, shdl be non-
reflective building materials and colors compatible with surrounding terrain (including soils,
vegetation, rock outcrops). Where paints are used, they aso shall be non-reflective.

F. Retaining walls shal be colored and textured (e.g., with earth tone and split faces) to match
adjacent soils or stone, and visudly softened with appropriate landscaping.

G Outsde lighting shdl be minimized. Outsde lighting shdl be shielded, downward-directed low-
level lighting consistent with Toro Canyon's rurd and semi-rurd character.

H. Thetota height of cut dopes and fill dopes, as measured from the naturd toe of the lowest fill
dope (see Figure IV.E-1 Examples A and D) or the natural toe of the lowest cut dope (see
Figure IV.E-1 Examples B and C) to the top of the cut dope, shall be minimized. The tota
vertical height of any graded dopes for a project, including the visible portion of any retaining
wall above finished grade, shdl not exceed 16 vertica feet above natura grade.

The vidgble portion of aretaining wal above finished grade shal not exceed six feet. (See Figure
IV.E-1.)

Upon recommendation by BAR, P& D may grant exemptionsto criteriaH and | if written findings are
made that the exemptions would alow a project that: 1) furthersthe intent of protecting hillsides and
watersheds, 2) enhances and promotes better structura and/or architectural design and 3) minimizes
visud or aesthetic impacts.

(Note: Actions VIS TC-2.5 & -2.6 do not appear in the adopted version of the Plan, but have
been incorporated into the TCP Overlay District in the applicable zoning ordinances.)

DevStd GEO-TC-1.2: In order to minimize erosion, landscape plans shdl be required for
development on dopes greater than twenty percent. Such plans shal include
revegetation of graded areas with appropriate native plantings. Landscape
plans may be subject to review and approva by the County BAR.

Findings. The Board finds that some of the specific standards contained within Mitigation VIS-1
would be unnecessarily costly and onerous for many smaler projects and would be duplicative of
routine county design review standards (1112, 7, 8, 16, 17, 19). The Board finds that Mitigation VIS-1
otherwise has been partidly incorporated into the Plan as DevStds VIS-TC-1.2 (11, 5, 12), -1.3
(1115) & -2.1 (11113, 4, 18), Actions VIS TC-2.4 (15) & -2.6 (16, 9, 10, 11, 13, 14), and DevStd
GEO-TC-1.2 (111). The Board finds that 19 of Mitigation VIS-1 has been subsumed into Action
VIS-TC-2.6 in abroader and more effective fashion by placing the entire Plan area with the Design
Overlay Didrict, rather than only those limited areas within the Urban Area Boundary. The Board finds
that Mitigations V1S-2 through -10, which relate specificaly to greenhouse development, are addressed
separately by the Carpinteria Vdley Greenhouse Program, but that Mitigation VIS-9 is partidly
addressed in the Plan by DevStd VIS-TC-2.6.G. The Board finds that recommended Mitigation
V1S-11 has not been incorporated into either the Toro Canyon Plan or the Carpinteria Valley
Greenhouse Program because the devel opment standards as well as the setback requirementsin the
Carpinteria Agricultural (CA) Overlay to be adopted under the Greenhouse Program are sufficient to
provide adequate screening opportunities and reduce land use compatibility issues. The lot coverage
requirements for parcels within designated view corridors remain in the CA Overlay. The Board finds
that resdud sgnificant impacts are acceptable due to the overriding consderations that support
adoption of the Plan, discussed in Section VIII.
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VI. FINDINGSTHAT CLASSII SIGNIFICANT MITIGABLE IMPACTSARE
MITIGATED TO A LEVEL OF INSIGNIFICANCE

CEQA Guiddines Section 15091(a) requires that, where feasible, dl significant adverse impacts be
reduced to alevd of indgnificance. The EIR identifies potentidly sgnificant impacts, which are mitigated
to alessthan-ggnificant level through incorporation of identified mitigation measures into the Plan, in the
areas of: Land Use & Agriculture; Parks, Recreation & Trails and Transportation & Circulation;
Biologicad Resources, Flooding & Drainage; Cultural Resources, Air Quality; and Noise. The“Class|1”
impacts identified in the EIR are discussed below, dong with the gppropriate findings as per CEQA
Guidelines Section 15091.

A. Land Use & Agriculture

Impacts. The EIR identified potentidly significant but mitigable impacts due to potentia conflicts
between proposed trail use and surrounding agricultural and residentia land uses (Impact LU-4, related
to Impact REC-5 as discussed below in Section V1.B of these Findings), and potentid conflicts
between proposed trails & staging areas and residentia land uses (Impact LU-5).

Mitigation Measures. In addition to numerous goals, policies, actions, and development standards of
existing adopted county plans and the draft Toro Canyon Plan, the EIR identified eight measures
(Mitigations LU-4 through -8 and REC-5 through -7) that would mitigate the above-described impacts
to levels of inggnificance. These mitigation measures have been addressed as follows.

DevStd PRT-TC-1.6: Consgent with the Agriculturd Element, dl opportunities for public trails
within the generd corridorsidentified on the Parks, Recreation and Trails
(PRT) map shal be protected, preserved and provided for during review and
upon approva of development and/or permits requiring discretionary
gpprova. County Public Works shal consult with the County Park
Department prior to issuing any encroachment permits for on-road
development such as driveways aong road shoulders with current or
proposed trails.

Action PRT-TC-1.8: If a@ther of the proposed aternative connections to the Romero Trail from
Toro Canyon Road (2 or 2aon Figure I11.B-1) and/or the proposed
connection between Toro Canyon Park and Toro Canyon Road (6a on
Figure 111.B-1) are congtructed, the County should consider the feasibility of
sting low-intensity roadside parking on the western portion of parcel 155-
020-004 (Figure 111.B-1.) Also, appropriate “no parking” signs shall be
located dong Toro Canyon Road consistent with gpplicable County Road
Divison standards, and motor vehicle barriers shal be ingtaled at trailheads
per County Park Department standards. The staging areawould feature a
minimal amount of grading and clearing S0 as not to disturb exiging trees.

Action PRT-TC-1.9:  Tralhead parking shdl be sted and designed to minimize disruption to existing
neighborhoods.
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*Action PRT-TC-2.1: The County shdl adopt the trail development guidelinesin Appendix E which
address land use compdtibility; biologicd, agricultura, and archaeologica
concerns, access control; and trail maintenance/ congtruction. The County
shdl follow the guiddinesin developing thetrall sysem (Note: Appendix E
is part of the adopted Plan and therefore this Action does not appear in
the body of the final Plan.)

DevStd PRT-TC-2.2:  On-road trail development design shal maximize road shoulder width to
separate trail users from vehicular treffic.

Action PRT-TC-2.3:  The County should explore the feasbility of routing trail 2 from Toro Canyon
Road to connect with the Romero Trail south of the Edison Catway (see trall
route 2aon Figure 111.B-1). Property owners, the Park Department and
Manning & Deveopment should work together to determine trail Siting
feasbility.

Findings. The Board finds that specific mitigation measures have been adopted as follows, and that the

above-cited impacts therefore are reduced to inggnificant levels.

Mitigations LU-4 & -5 and REC-7 are incorporated into the Trail Siting Guiddines that are
adopted as Appendix E of the Plan pursuant to Action PRT-TC-2.1;

Mitigation LU-6 isincorporated into the Trails Map adopted as part of the Plan,

Mitigation LU-7 isincorporated into the Plan as Action PRT-TC-1.8 and is further addressed by
Action PRT-TC-2.3;

Mitigation LU-8 isincorporated into the Plan as Action PRT-TC-1.9, and is further addressed by
DevStd PRT-TC-2.2 and by the Trail Siting Guiddlines that are adopted as Appendix E of the Plan;

Mitigation REC-5 is incorporated into the Plan as part of DevStd PRT-TC-1.6;

Mitigation REC-6 is adequately addressed through standard procedures followed by the office of
the County Agricultura Commissioner in its issuance and enforcement of pesticide gpplication
permits.

B. Parks, Recreation & Trails and Transportation & Circulation

Impacts. The EIR identified potentidly sgnificant but mitigable impacts dueto: buildout thet could
increase potentia seawall construction and obstruction of beach access (Impact REC-2); buildout that
would redtrict trail development (Impact REC-3); buildout-related traffic increases that would increase
safety concerns for users of on-road trails and trail staging areas (Impacts REC-4 & TR-2); and
potentia conflicts between proposed trail use and surrounding agricultura land uses (Impact REC-5,
related to Impact LU-4 as discussed above in Section VI.A of these Findings).

Mitigation Measures. In addition to policies of the existing adopted Land Use Element and the draft
Toro Canyon Plan, the EIR identified eight measures (Mitigations REC-3 through -7, TR-2, and LU-4
& -5) that would mitigate the above-described impacts to levels of inggnificance. These mitigation
measures have been addressed asfollows.
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Action PRT-TC-1.3:

Action PRT-TC-1.4:

DevStd PRT-TC-1.6:

*Action PRT-TC-2.1:

The County shdl pursue, to the extent feasible, developing a public beach
access on Padaro Lane, provided the County Board of Supervisors finds,
based on substantid evidence, that there are insufficient opportunities for
public access to the beach esawhere in the Plan area. The opening of any
beach access shdl be consdered “ development” subject to the provisions of
this Plan, and shall be undertaken in amanner that protects public safety and
the privacy and security of resdents to the maximum feasible extent. The
County shal include appropriate improvements in any project to open beach
access, possibly including but not necessarily limited to signage, bicycle racks,
parking, trash receptacles, sewer-connected sanitation facilities, and other
appropriate features for the beach access. Planning for the scope, design and
location of improvements shal be done in consultation with loca residents and
other affected parties. The Sting of the beach access shdl minimize remova of
native trees and eucalyptus trees that are part of a monarch butterfly
aggregetion Ste,

Public access to the beach from Santa Claus Lane shdl be formalized as soon
asfeasble by. securing and opening a vertical accessway between Santa
Claus Lane and the beach; clarifying the status of lateral beach access rights
and securing any easements that may be necessary and appropriate;

devel oping one or more parking areas (also see Action CIRC-TC-4.3);
congructing gppropriate safety features; and ingtalling any necessary sgnage,
bicycle racks, parking, trash receptacles, landscape screening, restrooms and
other gppropriate features. A railroad crossing with armatures, lights, and
bells and a stairway and/or access ramp over or around the seawall should
a0 be consdered. The opening of any beach access shall be considered
“development” subject to the provisons of this Plan, and shall be undertaken
in amanner that protects public safety and the privacy and security of
residents to the maximum feasible extent. Accessfor jet ski and other
motorized recregtiond activity shdl be prohibited from any coastd access
established &t the Santa Claus Lane beach area, and sgnage indicating this
prohibition shal be posted at the parking area(s) developed in support of this
recreational access point. Planning for the scope, design and location of
improvements shall be done in consultation with loca resdents and other
affected parties. The County shal aggressvely pursue funding for the design
and implementation of beach access at Santa Claus Lane as the priority beach
access for the Toro Canyon Plan area a the earliest feasible date.

Conggent with the Agricultural Element, dl opportunities for public trails
within the genera corridorsidentified on the Parks, Recreetion and Trails
(PRT) map shall be protected, preserved and provided for during review and
upon approval of development and/or permits requiring discretionary
approva. County Public Works shdl consult with the County Park
Department prior to issuing any encroachment permits for on-road
development such as driveways aong road shoulders with current or
proposed trails.

The County shdl adopt the trail development guiddinesin Appendix E which
address land use compatibility; biologicd, agriculturd, and archaeologica
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DevStd PRT-TC-2.2:

concerns,; access control; and trail maintenance/ congtruction. The County
shdl follow the guiddinesin developing the trail sygem (Note: Appendix E
Is part of the adopted Plan and therefore this Action does not appear in
the body of the final Plan.)

On-road trall development design shal maximize road shoulder width to
separae trail users from vehicular treffic.

Findings. The Board finds that specific mitigation measures have been adopted as follows, and that the
above-cited impacts therefore are reduced to inggnificant levels.

Mitigation REC-3 is substantialy incorporated into the Plan as part of Action PRT-TC-1.3;
Mitigation REC-4 isincorporated into the Plan as Action PRT-TC-1.4;
Mitigation REC-5 is incorporated into the Plan as part of DevStd PRT-TC-1.6;

Mitigation REC-6 is adequately addressed through standard procedures followed by the office of
the County Agriculturd Commissoner in itsissuance and enforcement of pesticide gpplication

permits;

Mitigations REC-7 and LU-4 & -5 are incorporated into the Trail Siting Guiddinesthat are
adopted as Appendix E of the Plan pursuant to Action PRT-TC-2.1;

Mitigation TR-2 isincorporated into the Plan as DevStd PRT-TC-2.2.

C. Biological Resources

Impacts. The EIR identified potentidly significant but mitigable impacts due to the potentid use of
invasive motorized recreationd craft, such as jet skis, at Santa Claus Lane (Impact BIO-8).

Mitigation Measures. The EIR identified one measure (Mitigation BIO-19) that would mitigete this
impact to alevd of inggnificance. This mitigation measure has been incorporated into the Plan as

follows.

Action PRT-TC-1.4:

Public access to the beach from Santa Claus Lane shdl be formalized as soon
asfeasble by: securing and opening a vertica accessway between Santa
Claus Lane and the beach; clarifying the status of lateral beach access rights
and securing any easements that may be necessary and appropriate;

devel oping one or more parking areas (also see Action CIRC-TC-4.3);
congructing gppropriate safety features, and ingaling any necessary sgnage,
bicycle racks, parking, trash receptacles, landscape screening, restrooms and
other appropriate features. A ralroad crossing with armatures, lights, and
bells and a stairway and/or access ramp over or around the seawall should
aso be consdered. The opening of any beach access shdl be considered
“development” subject to the provisons of this Plan, and shall be undertaken
in amanner that protects public safety and the privacy and security of
residents to the maximum feasible extent. Accessfor jet ski and other
motorized recregtiond activity shal be prohibited from any coasta access
established at the Santa Claus Lane beach area, and signage indicating this
prohibition shal be posted at the parking area(s) developed in support of this
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recreational access point. Planning for the scope, design and location of
improvements shall be done in consultation with loca resdents and other
affected parties. The County shal aggressvely pursue funding for the design
and implementation of beach access at Santa Claus Lane as the priority beach
access for the Toro Canyon Plan area a the earliest feasible date.

Findings. The Board finds that Mitigation BIO-19 has been incorporated into the Plan as part of
Action PRT-TC-1.4, and that the above-cited impacts therefore are reduced to insgnificant levels.

D. Hooding & Drainage

Impacts. The EIR identified potentidly significant but mitigable impacts due to: increased
sedimentation from development in the upper Toro Creek & Arroyo Paredon watersheds (Impact
FLOODING-1); increased need for private or public flood control improvements due to plan buildout
(Impact FLOODING-2); and increased drainage problems and flooding hazards due to greenhouse
development (Impact FLOODING-3).

Mitigation Measures. In addition to policies of the existing adopted Land Use Element & Coadtd
Land Use Plan and the draft Toro Canyon Plan, the EIR identified four measures (Mitigations FLD- 1
through -4) that would mitigate the above-cited impacts to levels of inggnificance. Two of these
measures have been incorporated into the Plan asfollows.

DevStd FLD-TC-2.2:  Grading and drainage plans shdl be submitted with any gpplication for
development that would increase total runoff from the Site or substantialy ater
drainage patterns on the gte or inits vicinity. The purpose of such plan(s) shdl
be to avoid or minimize hazards including but not limited to flooding, eroson,
landdides, and soil creep. Appropriate temporary and permanent measures
such as energy disspaters, it fencing, straw baes, sand bags, and sediment
basins shdl be usad in conjunction with other basic design methods to prevent
erosion on dopes and sltation of creek channels and other ESH areas. Such
plan(s) shal be reviewed and approved by both County FHood Control and
Planning & Deve opment.

DevStd FLD-TC-2.5: Excavaion and gradi n% for development shdl be limited to the dry season of
the year (i.e,, April 15" to November 1%) unless an approved erosion control
planisin place and dl measurestherein are in effect.

Findings. The Board finds that Mitigation FLD-1 has been incorporated into the Plan as DevStd FLD-
TC-2.5, and that Mitigation FL.D-2 has been incorporated into the Plan as part of DevStd FLD-TC-
2.2. The Board finds that Mitigations FLD-3 & -4, which relate specificaly to greenhouse development,
are addressed separately by the Carpinteria Vdley Greenhouse Program, but that Mitigation FLD-3
dsoispartidly addressed in the Plan by DevStd FLD-TC-2.2. The Board finds that the above-cited
impacts therefore are reduced to inggnificant levels.
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E Cultural (Higtoric) Resources

Impacts. The EIR identified one potentially sgnificant but mitigable impact related to demoalition or
dterations that would remove character-defining features on the historically significant buildings
associated with the Santa Claus theme (Impact CR-5).

Mitigation Measures. The Board disagrees with the conclusion of the EIR that Mitigations CR-3 and
-4 can mitigate to inggnificance the potential impacts related to demoalitions or dterations that would
remove character-defining features on historicaly significant buildings associated with the Santa Claus
theme. Findings explaining why these mitigations cannot do so are found in Section V.J of these
Findings.

F. Air Qudity

Impacts. The EIR identified potentidly significant but mitigable impacts due to short-term dust and
particulate (PM10) emissions related to new development (Impact AQ-1), and potential exposure of
residents adjacent to agricultura operations to dust, odors, and agriculturd chemicals (Impact AQ-2).

Mitigation Measures. In addition to policies of the existing adopted Air Qudity Supplement to the
Land Use Element, ate Coadta Act, the Clean Air Plan, and the draft Toro Canyon Plan, the EIR
identified one measure (Mitigation AQ-1) that would help mitigate Impact AQ-1 to aleve of
inggnificance. This measure has been incorporated into the Plan as follows.

Policy GEO-TC-5: Grading shall be carried out in amanner that minimizesair pollution.

DevStd GEO-TC-5.1:  For any congtruction project that includes earth moving activities, the
congtruction contractor shal implement Air Pollution Control Didtrict (APCD)
dust control measures.

Also, the following two Devel opment Standards (included here with their accompanying Policy) were
cited by the EIR as congtituting effective mitigation measures for Impact AQ-2:

Policy LUA-TC-3: New development shall be compatible with adjacent agricultural lands.

DevStd LUA-TC-3.1: New non-agricultura development adjacent to agriculturaly zoned property
shdl include appropriate buffers, such as trees, shrubs, wals, and fences, to
protect adjacent agricultural operations from potential conflicts and clams of
nuisance. The Sze and character of the buffers shall be determined through
parcel-specific review on a case-by-case basis.

DevStd LUA-TC-3.2:  Consigtent with the County’ s adopted Right to Farm Ordinance, a Notice to
Property Owner (NTPO) shall be recorded with the final tract and/or parcel
map for properties within 1,000 feet of agriculturaly zoned land. The NTPO
ghdl inform the buyer that:

The adjacent property is zoned for agriculture and islocated in an area

that has been planned for agricultural uses, including permitted oil
development, and that any inconvenience or discomfort from properly
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conducted agricultural operations, including permitted oil development,
shall be allowed consistent with the intent of the Right to Farm
Ordinance. For further information, contact Santa Barbara County
Planning and Devel opment.

Findings. The Board finds that Mitigation AQ-1 has been subgtantidly incorporated into the Plan as
DevStd GEO-TC-5.1 and is further supported by Policy GEO-TC-5 and by standard devel opment
review practices and project conditions, and that thisimpact is mitigated to aleve of indggnificance. The
Board aso finds that Impact AQ-2 would be mitigated to aleve of inggnificance by standard
development review practices and project conditions, as reinforced by Policy LUA-TC-3 and DevStds
LUA-TC-3.1 & -3.2, that “would ensure adequate buffers between residentia and agriculturd usesto
minimize ar quality impacts from agricultural operations on adjacent sensitive receptors’ (EIR, 84.13.6).

G. Noise

Impacts. The EIR identified potentidly significant but mitigable impacts due to congtruction-rel ated
noise near resdentia receptors (Impact NOISE-1), and increased exposure of people to noise from
agricultural operations including greenhouse congtruction (Impact NOISE-2).

Mitigation Measures. In addition to policies of the existing adopted Noise Element, the EIR identified
five measures (Mitigations NOI SE-1 through -5) that would mitigate noise-related impacts to levels of
inggnificance. Two of these mitigation measures have been incorporated into the Plan as follows.

Policy LUG-TC-5: The public shall be protected from noisethat could jeopardize health
and welfare.

DevStd LUG-TC-5.1:  Congruction activities within 1,600 feet of resdentid receptors shal be
limited to the hours between 8:00 A.M. and 5:00 P.M., Monday through
Friday. Congtruction equipment maintenance shdl be limited to the same
hours.

DevStd LUG-TC-5.2.  Stationary construction equipment that could generate noise exceeding 65
dB(A) at project Ste boundaries shdl be shielded to County P&D’s
satisfaction, and shdl be located a minimum of two hundred (200) feet from
sengitive receptors.

Findings. The Board finds that Mitigation NOISE-1 has been incorporated into the Plan as DevStd
LUG-TC-5.1,that Mitigation NOISE-2 has been incorporated as DevStd LUG-TC-5.2, and that
Policy LUG-TC-5 provides additiona support to these measures. The Board finds that these measures
reduce Impact NOISE-1 to indgnificant levels and partidly mitigate Impact NOISE-2. The Board finds
that Mitigations NOISE-3 through-5, which further address Impact NOISE-2 but relate specificaly to
greenhouse development, are addressed separately by the Carpinteria Valey Greenhouse Program. The
Board finds that the above-cited impacts therefore are reduced to inggnificant levels.

VII. FINDINGSREGARDING PLAN ALTERNATIVES
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The EIR evauated the potentia effects of five primary dternativesto the origindly initiated Preliminary
Draft Toro Canyon Plan (February 1999), including the “no project” dternative required by CEQA.
The overal impacts of the Preliminary Draft Plan, which would have supported about 310 additiona
resdentia units, are very comparable to those of the adopted Plan, which supports a maximum of about
304 additiond units.

When deveoping the Plan, the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors consdered various
land use and zoning dternatives for many areas within the Plan’ s boundary. The adopted Plan
incorporates some features of some of the dternatives discussed below: the Torito Road subdivision
has been recognized as a Rura Neighborhood Area with no change to its previous one-acre maximum
residential density and 1-E-1 zoning, representing the “No Project” aternative with regard to the basic
land use and zoning designations for this areg; the zoning examined under the EIR’s No Subdivison
aternative has been adopted for some properties north of East Valey Road and west of LaderaLane,
in recognition of the ared s environmenta sengtivity and its numerous congraints to further development
through land division; and areas re-designated as Mountainous Area have been rezoned to the new
MT-TORO Didrrict rather than to the RES Didtrict, as examined under the EIR's Medium Build
dterndtive.

The Commission and Board generally examined issues and impacts related to service, resource, and
other planning concerns applicable to these areas including, but not limited to, existing patterns of
parcelization and development, Site hazards and devel opment congtraints/opportunities, and
neighborhood comptibility. Some areas, including but not limited to the Torito Road vicinity theat has
been recognized within a Rural Neighborhood Area boundary, were studied in more detail than others.
The Commission and Board aso heard extengive input from property owners, neighbors, and other
interested citizens. The Board's find decisions on land use and zoning designations considered all
pertinent factors (previoudy described in Section I11 of these Findings), including but not limited to
providing for reasonable use of property, protecting and enhancing natural resources, maintaining and
improving public services and amenities, and providing housing that meets the needs of al segments of
the larger south coast community. In many cases the Board needed to balance and reconcile the
concerns and desires of various property owners, neighbors, and other concerned parties.

A. No Project Alternative: The*no project” dternative assumes that buildout within the Toro
Canyon Plan Areawould follow the previoudy applicable land use, zoning, and circulation
designations adopted under the 1980/81 inland and coastal Land Use Plans and the 1980
Circulation Element, as they have been amended from time to time since then. Buildout under
the “no project” dternative would permit about 545 additiona resdentia units, substantialy
more than either the initiated or adopted Plan. Therefore, impacts directly related to the
amount and extent of new development would be generdly greater under this dternative,
while there would be none of the adopted Plan’ s stlandards for future development that serve
to protect resources and avoid hazards. The “no project” aternative would not produce
some significant unavoidable impacts to agriculture that are associated with the Plan (Impact
LU-2), ance dl previous Agriculturd land use designations would be maintained without the
Pan’s changing of some parcelsto Resdentid and Mountainous Area designations.
However, the Plan does alow for agriculturd activity on properties designated Mountainous
Areathrough the new implementing MT-TORO zone digtrict, and some agriculturd uses are
alowed on properties desgnated Residentia through the implementing R-1/E-1 zone digtrict.
Also, the“no project” dternative might be lesslikely to involve sgnificant mitigable impacts
to historic buildings on Santa Claus Lane (Impact CR-5), since the area would not be
rezoned from Highway Commercia to Limited Commercid. Although property owners on
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Santa Claus Lane desire commercid revitdization of the Lane, it could be argued that they
would be less likely to redevel op existing buildings and intengfy commercid uses without the
rezone adopted under the Plan. However, in al other impact categories, the adverse impacts
of the “no project” aternative would be as severe as or greater than those of the adopted
Plan and would not produce the substantial benefits associated with the adopted Plan. The
“no project” dternative has been adopted in part for many parcels thet retain their previous
land use and zoning designations and maximum densties, including but not limited to dl
exising Rurd Neighborhood Areas and the newly designated Rura Neighborhood containing
the Torito Road subdivision, but these areas will benefit from the additiona policies and
deveopment standards contained in the adopted Plan. Therefore, the Board of Supervisors
finds that the project as adopted is preferable to the smple “no project” dternaive.

No Subdivison Alterndive (Environmentaly Superior Alterndtive): The overdl design of the
No Subdivison dternative would be to reduce ste-specific and regiond environmental
impacts by downzoning selected parcelsto aleve that would preclude the creation of new
buildable lots, with buildout occurring only on existing buildable vacant lots. The zoning
examined under the No Subdivision aternative has been adopted for some properties north
of Eagt Valey Road and west of Ladera Lane, in recognition of the area s environmental
sengtivity and its numerous condraints to further development through land divison. Buildout
under the No Subdivision aternative would produce about 203 additional resdentia units,
substantialy less than buildout under the adopted Plan. Therefore, impacts directly related to
the amount of new development generdly would be lower under this dternaive; however,
unlike the “no project” aterndtive, many of the development controls and other benefits
associated with the Plan would be redlized. However, under the No Subdivision aternative
on a Plan-wide level, no potentidly significant impacts would be reduced to aleve of
indgnificance (Class 1) or from alevd of sgnificant and unavoidable (Class 1) to sgnificant
but mitigable (Class I1). Some impacts related to parks, recreation & trailswould increase in
severity from Class |1 to Class | (Impacts LU-5 and REC-2 through -4) because
opportunities to exact recreationa easements from land division projects would be
eliminated. By providing for less overdl private development than the adopted Plan, this
dternative would reduce private incentives to provide for public benefits and amenitiesin
conjunction with new development, making it less likely that the public benefits of the
adopted Plan would be redized. This aternative would make less efficient use of some larger
parcesthat could support areasonable amount of new development with relatively little harm
and overdl public benefits. Therefore, the Board of Supervisors finds that the project as
adopted is preferable to the No Subdivison dternative.

Medium Build Alternative: Full buildout under the Medium Build dternative would permit
approximately 329 additiond residentia units, somewhat more than under ether the initiated
Plan (310 units) or the base residentia densities under the adopted Plan (304 units). This
aternative generdly would not be preferable to the adopted project because adverse impacts
directly related to the amount of new development would be more severe under this
dternative, while off-setting public benefits and devel opment stlandards associated with this
aternative would be no greater than those of the adopted project. For example, the same
hazard/congraint areas would be avoided, most of the same land use designation and zoning
changes would be made, and the same park and trail system would be included in the Plan,
but with higher-dengity potentid resdential development in some arees. As examined under
the Medium Build aternative, areas that have been re-designated as M ountainous Area have
been rezoned to anew MT-TORO Didtrict rather than to the RES Didtrict, in order to
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provide property owners with less stringent permit requirements for arange of resdentid and
agricultura uses. In other respects, the Board of Supervisors finds that the project as
adopted is preferable to the Medium Build dternative.

ViaRed Company Parcds (Alternatives 4a & 4b): These sSite-specific dternatives
consdered two different designations for an 11.4-acre group of five contiguous Assessor's
parcels, located on the north side of Via Real between the Serena Park neighborhood and
the Santa Barbara Polo and Racquet Club. This Site was considered for specia aternative
uses that could provide substantia public benefits, and was sdected becauseit isuniquein
the Plan areafor its combination of large size, relative lack of development condraints, and
relaive abundance of development opportunities. Alternative 4a considered the effects of
designating the site with the Affordable Housing Overlay (AHO), and Alternative 4b
consdered the effects of designating the site Educationa Facility for use as anew public
elementary school. During hearings on the Plan the Carpinteria Unified School Didtrict
opposed the designation of this Ste for a new dementary school campus, for reasons
including but not limited to acquisition costs and concerns over noise and safety due to the
gte's proximity to the Highway 101/Union Pecific Railroad transportation corridor. The
Board finds that there would belittle or no benefit in designating this Ste Educationa Fecility
due to the Didrict’ s disinterest in locating a school on the ste. The Board finds that
substantial benefits could accrue to the broader South Coast community from the
development of affordable housing under the AHO, but that the current countywide Housing
Element precludes the application of the AHO outside designated Urban Aress, and the Via
Red steiswithin adesgnated Rurd Neighborhood. As previoudy explained in Section I11.H
of these Findings, gpplication of the AHO would reguire amendment of the countywide
Housing Element to alow the gpplication of the AHO outside designated Urban Aress,
because the potentid ViaRed AHO dteis not within a designated Urban Areg; or, in the
aternative, the Urban Area Boundary would need to be extended to encompass this Site.

The Board of Supervisors finds that the amendment of the countywide Housing Element is
neither feasible nor appropriate within the context of the geographicaly limited Toro Canyon
Pan, and that the dternative of extending the Urban Area Boundary to encompassthis
potentid AHO ste cannot be accomplished without creating inconsistencies with policies of
the Coastd Act and Coadta Land Use Plan, including but not limited to their mandates to
concentrate urban development and to protect agricultura lands from urban encroachment.
However, the adopted Plan includes the following action as a commitment to congder future
gpplication of the AHO to the Via Red ste, should the countywide Housing Element be
amended to dlow the AHO within Rura Neighborhood areas:

Action LUR-TC-1.3: At such time as the Housing Element may be amended to allow
application of the Affordable Housing Overlay within Rural Neighborhood areas, the
county shall consider applying this Overlay to part or all of the Via Real Company
property between the Serena Park neighborhood and the Polo Club (APNs
005-270-17, -19, -29, -33, &-34). Appropriate base and AHO densities shall be
considered at such time.

The environmentd andysis contained in the Plan EIR isintended to serve as a foundation for

tiering amore detailed project-specific environmenta review at such time as the gpplication
of the AHO to the Via Red site may be considered as anticipated in Action LUR-TC-1.3,
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and possibly at such time as a development proposa under the AHO may be submitted
should the AHO be applied to the property.

E Rancho Monte Alegre: This dternative would expand the Plan area to include the 3150-acre
Rancho Monte Alegre (RMA) immediatdly to the east. The primary objective of this
dternative would be to protect sendtive resources on the RMA by extending the Plan’s
policies and development standards to cover the property. In addition, areas outsde the
Coagta Zone would be rezoned from the obsolete and partialy repealed Zoning Ordinance
661 to the more current Article 1. The EIR found that adding the RMA to the Plan area
would not affect the overdl scope or severity of potentidly sgnificant adverse environmenta
impacts associated with development alowed by the Plan. The Board finds thet this
dternative may merit further consideration, but under a separate process that would include
the Board' sinitiation of an amendment to the Plan to add the RMA including possible
changesin itsland use and zoning designations, updated mapping of environmentaly sengtive
habitats, consderation of policies and development standards specificaly applicable to the
property such as those that are included in the Plan EIR’ s andyss of this dternative, and the
aopropriate level of environmenta and public review and hearings.

VIIl. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

In considering the adoption of the Toro Canyon Plan, the Board of Supervisors has balanced the
benefits of the Plan againgt its unavoidable adverse environmentd effects and finds that the benefits of
the Plan outweigh the plan’s adverse environmentd effects. The Board finds thet the adverse
environmenta effects are “acceptable,” based on the following individua and collective overriding
consderations:

A. The Toro Canyon Plan provides for necessary and orderly development to accommodate
population growth within the 10-20 year planning horizon of the plan.

B. The Plan provides for growth within available resource and service capacities, provides for a
range of housing types affordable to al income levels, protects agriculture, provides for needed
recreation and open space areas including public trails and beach access, protects natural
resources, preserves the area s rural and semi-rura character, and bal ances the needs of the
future resdents with the needs of exigting residents.

C. The Plan provides for affordable housing by its encouragement of Residentid Second Units and
farm employee housing on appropriate Sites pursuant to existing zoning regulations and
gpplicable palicies and development standards, and in committing to the consderation of an
Affordable Housng Overlay on the ViaRed dte contingent upon a possible future enabling
amendment of the countywide Housing Element.

D. The Plan provides for orderly development while protecting natural resources and avoiding
hazards to the maximum extent feesble.

E The Plan provides amore logicd and orderly progresson of minimum parcel szesand
maximum resdentiad dendties generdly from smaler minimum parcels and higher denstiesin the
less-congtrained and predominantly developed southern portions of the Plan areato larger
parce sizes and lower residentia densities in the more congtrained areas to the north and in
agricultura aress.
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The Plan assgts in protecting vauable prime and non-prime agricultura lands by reducing
potential encroachment by incompatible resdentia uses, establishing larger minimum parcd szes
that will prevent fragmentation of commercidly viable operations, and establishing clearer
standards and guiddlines for reducing potentid conflicts between adjacent agriculturd and non-
agriculturd uses.

The Plan affords protection of the important naturd resources of the various environmentaly
sensitive habitats and mountainous upper watershed areas within the Plan’ s boundaries, and
preserves the vaue of these lands for their important biologic, hydrologic, and aesthetic

qualities.

Within the Urban Area and Rural Neighborhood Area Boundaries, areas that are appropriate
for development are clearly distinguished from those that contain Sgnificant natura resources, or
are otherwise congtrained and ingppropriate for development. Thisis accomplished primarily
through the Environmentaly Sensitive Habitat Overlay and devel opment standards that address
various development congtraints. These planning tools are used to provide for appropriate levels
of private development while preserving large contiguous bands of habitat to contain and protect
vauable natura resources, to provide for movement of naturd wildlife along these corridors,
and to avoid hazards and other development congtraints.

The Plan helps to correct the present deficit of readily accessible parksin the area by
anticipating a possible new neighborhood park in addition to the existing Toro Canyon County
Park.

The Plan provides for a contiguous multi-use trail system linking parks, resdentid areas, and
tralls outsde the Plan area including those within the Los Padres National Forest. The existing
and planned trail system provides the opportunity for resdents to enjoy the natura resources of
the areain a manner that respects private property rights and protects agricultural uses.

The Plan identifies generd insufficiencies in development fees for parks and recrestiond
facilities, and contains an action item to conduct a park fee study to determineif current fees are
adequate to provide and maintain parks and other public recreationa facilities to serve new
development consistent with the Land Use Element’ s Land Use Development Policy 4 and
Coadta Plan Policy 2-6.

The Plan contains an adequate circulation system of streets, existing and planned bikeways, and
other dternative trangportation means including public trangt.

The Plan recognizes the Santa Claus Lane commercid strip as an asset to both highway
travelers and loca residents, and has rezoned this area from Highway Commercid to Limited
Commercid in order to provide for awider range of permitted commercid usesthat would
improve economic viahility for property owners and businesses in a manner congstent with the
gate Coastal Act. The Plan’ s gods, policies, actions, and development standards that promote
economic revitdization and visud resource protection in the Coastd Zone outweigh any residud
ggnificant impacts of the remova and/or demoalition of the Santa Claus figure or possible
changes to related historic resources.

The Plan incorporates some features of the environmentaly superior dternative and other
dternaives andyzed in the EIR to the extent feasble. The other dternatives andyzed in the EIR,
including the “No Project” dternative, would ether result in environmental impacts of greater
severity than those of the adopted Plan or have been found to be incapable of meeting the
beneficia objectives of the Plan. The “No Project” dternative would not correct the deficiencies
of the exigting Comprehensive and Coastd Plans, including but not limited to the exiging illogica

Page 38 of 41



pattern of minimum parcd sizes and resdentiad densties and the lack of policies and
development standards adequate to address development constraints and hazards.

O. The Plan provides clarity for future developers and land use regulators. The clearly defined
policies and development standards of the Plan will minimize future environmenta review, time,
uncertainty, and cost in the permit process. This benefit is not present in the existing regulatory
Seiting.

IX.  MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PLAN
A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for the Toro Canyon Plan isincluded in the revisonsto the

EIR (dated February 14, 2002) and has been adopted pursuant to the requirements of Public
Resources Code §21081.6.
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