
 
 

 

 
COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA 

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
 

MEMORANDUM 

 
 
TO: County Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Alice McCurdy  
 Development Review South 
  
DATE: September 16, 2014 
 
RE: Las Varas Ranch Project 
 
 
At the hearing on July 30, 2014, your Commission asked staff to return to the next hearing 
scheduled for September 23, 2014 with a discussion of the following: 
 

 The applicability and utility of Specific Plans; 
 Analysis of and response to several of the requested changes by the applicant to the 

conditions of approval;  
 Examples of other projects where agricultural conservation easements have been 

required, including the particular circumstances of each project and whether any benefits 
were granted to the applicants as a result of the easements; and 

 Modified condition language to clarify the intent of certain conditions based on 
comments by the applicant and feedback by your Commission. 

 
Specific Plans 
 
According to the Article II Coastal Zoning Ordinance (Section 35-175), the purpose of a Specific 
Plan is to allow for a more precise level of planning for an area than is ordinarily possible under 
the local Coastal Plan and to provide for a mixture of uses through comprehensive site planning.  
The Specific Plan regulations are based on the recognition that one parcel or a group of parcels, 
which may be in separate ownership, may be suitable for a specific use or combination of uses, 
and therefore should be planned as a unit to ensure protection of valuable resources and to allow 
maximum flexibility in site planning. Section 35-175.1(4) of Article II states that the regulations 
set forth in the ordinance apply to “those parcels which require preparation of a Specific Plan as 
set forth in the Coastal Plan.” 
 
The Coastal Land Use Plan does not identify Las Varas Ranch as a property requiring 
preparation of a Specific Plan.  This is in contrast to More Mesa, West Devereux Property, and 
Santa Barbara Shores, each of which is thoroughly discussed in the Coastal Land Use Plan and is 
identified as requiring preparation of a Specific Plan.  Since the Coastal Land Use Plan does not 
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require preparation of a Specific Plan on Las Varas Ranch, such a requirement cannot be 
imposed on an applicant, though the applicant could request that one be initiated.  Additionally, 
the Planning Commission may prepare specific plans and the Board may direct the Planning 
Commission to do so, though the County could not delay action on the current proposed project 
as part of any such effort.    
 
Approval of a Specific Plan in the coastal zone requires adoption by the Board of Supervisors, as 
well as certification by the California Coastal Commission (for the portion of the Plan within the 
coastal zone), since a Specific Plan is adopted as part of the Coastal Land Use Plan.  Specific 
Plans must be in conformance with the County’s Comprehensive Plan, including the Coastal 
Land Use Plan.  This includes conformance with the underlying land use designation applied to 
the property, which is currently A-II-100.  Therefore, adoption of a Specific Plan that would 
allow for the creation of parcels less than 100 acres in size to accommodate clustered 
development and to preserve open space would necessitate amendments to the land use 
designation(s) for the site.  Similarly, the existing zoning on the property must be consistent with 
the Specific Plan, otherwise a rezone of the parcel(s) would need to be initiated to bring the 
zoning into conformance with the Specific Plan. 
 
Agricultural Conservation Easements 
 
As currently written, Condition No. 80 requires application of an agricultural conservation 
easement over the property.  Your Commission requested information on other examples in the 
County where such a condition has been imposed.  In researching this question, the Santa 
Barbara Ranch project was identified as the closest example of where an agricultural 
conservation easement was incorporated as a condition of the project.  That instance involved an 
exchange of an existing Williamson Act contract totaling 2,566 acres with an Agricultural 
Conservation Easement totaling 2,653 acres, with some lands being removed from the 
Williamson Act contract and other non-contracted lands being brought into the newly established 
easement area.  This agricultural conservation easement element was proposed as part of a 
project alternative rather than required as a condition of approval, but was nonetheless a critical 
element of the project that was ultimately approved by the County Board of Supervisors.  
Moreover, the easement factored into the analysis of the project’s compliance with applicable 
State and County agricultural protection policies as well as the EIR’s analysis of impacts of the 
project on agricultural resources.   
 
Other projects have incorporated conservation easements to protect biological resources, but no 
other projects have been identified involving the imposition of an agricultural conservation 
easement.  Rancho Monte Alegre is a 3,100-acre ranch in Carpinteria that contains a 
combination of an agricultural conservation easement and resource conservation easement over 
the entire ranch with the exception of individual homesites on each of the parcels.  This 
easement is held by the Land Trust for Santa Barbara County and has been designed to allow for 
modifications to residential development envelopes in the future.  While entered into voluntarily 
by the landowner rather than being imposed as a condition of approval, the easement has been 
taken into consideration in association with various applications involving the ranch in terms of 
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assessing impacts and evaluating the projects’ consistency with applicable State and County 
policies protecting agriculture and biological resources.   
 
Conditions of Approval – Requested Changes 
 
Condition No. 1 – Beach Cabana 
 
Condition No. 83 requires relocation of the residential development envelope on Parcel No. 2 
away from Gato Creek and Edwards Point in order to reduce or avoid impacts on biological 
resources and visual impacts from the beach. The applicant is requesting modification of this 
condition to allow for a remotely sited 800-square foot beach cabana at Edwards Point, in 
addition to the residential development envelope.  The proposed location for the cabana is an 
open area covered by annual grassland approximately 85 feet (at its closest point) west of the 
mouth of Gato Creek and approximately 140 feet from the rocky beach. 
 
Shifting the originally proposed development envelope away from Gato Creek and Edwards 
Point had two primary benefits.  The first benefit was avoidance of significant adverse impacts to 
California red-legged frog and other sensitive species that may inhabit the lower reaches of Gato 
Creek by establishing a larger creek buffer and removing a significant barrier to upland 
migration.  The establishment of a significant buffer would also have the effect of reducing 
disturbance to wildlife utilizing the riparian corridor by minimizing night lighting impacts and 
other effects of permanent human presence.  A small beach cabana in the proposed location 
would likely have less than significant impacts on upland migration of sensitive species due to 
its limited footprint.  However, it would be sited within 100 feet of the riparian corridor and 
could still result in night lighting impacts and other effects of human presence.   
 
The second benefit of shifting the originally proposed development envelope away from 
Edwards Point was a reduction in visual impacts to beach goers, surfers, kayakers, etc.  Shifting 
the residential development envelope to a less visible location and away from Edwards Point 
would help to protect the quality of the recreational experience in this location by minimizing the 
potential for incompatible development to detract from the public’s scenic views and enjoyment 
of the undeveloped rural coastline.  While a small beach cabana would be less visually 
prominent than a large residential estate in this location, it would still have the potential to 
degrade the recreational experience of beach goers and to impact public views from the beach.   
 
For these reasons, staff would recommend that if your Commission does want to consider 
approval of a remotely sited beach cabana, that it be pulled back further from the beach and the 
creek in order to reduce impacts and be consistent with mitigation measures and conditions of 
approval.  For example, Mitigation Measure BIO 5/Condition No. 18 requires that structures be 
set back at least 100 feet from sensitive habitat to reduce biological impacts and Mitigation 
Measure REC 2/Condition No. 51 requires that residential structures be set back at least 200 feet 
from the bluffs or beach edge in order to minimize visual impacts to the public from the beach.  
It is anticipated that siting a small beach cabana in conformance with these conditions would 
reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels.   
 



Las Varas Ranch Project 
Hearing Date:  September 23, 2014 
Page 4 
 
Condition No. 6 – Trail Fencing 
 
Condition No. 6 states:  
 

“To minimize the impacts of the trail fencing to the visual character of the site, a more 
subtle design than standard chain link shall be incorporated that is more visually 
permeable (e.g. thinner gauge wire, larger openings, hog wire, etc.), while still providing 
the necessary security for the adjacent agricultural operation consistent with other 
agricultural fencing within the ranch… In the event that the installed fencing is deemed 
ineffective in excluding the public and their dogs from the orchards and/or grazing land, 
the applicant may install an alternative form of fencing that provides the necessary 
security upon review and approval by P&D and Community Services Department, Parks 
Division.” 

 
The applicant suggests the following changes: 
 

“To balance minimizatione of the impacts of the trail fencing to the visual character of 
the site with preserving agricultural resources by,  preventing trespassing, cattle and 
worker harassment, vandalism and theft within the adjacent agricultural areas, the 
fencing between any public trail and any orchard shall be chain link approximately six 
feet high with three (3) strands of barbed wire on top, and the fencing between any public 
trail and the grazing land shall be hog wire of a height not exceeding 48 inches plus 2 
strands of barbed wire above, with the height and construction of fencing being subject to 
further fortification if trespassers, poachers, thieves, vandals or others gain entry through 
the fencing. Wildlife accessible passageways or culverts will be incorporated into the 
fence design to avoid impeding wildlife corridors.  The trails through the property, and 
the parking lot at the trailhead, shall be closed from dusk to dawn to protect the existing 
agricultural operation and the security and privacy of existing and future residents.a more 
subtle design than standard chain link shall be incorporated that is more visually 
permeable (e.g. thinner gauge wire, larger openings, hog wire, etc.), while still providing 
the necessary security for the adjacent agricultural operation consistent with other 
agricultural fencing within the ranch. 

 
 PLAN REQUIREMENTS AND TIMING:  The final trail fence design shall be submitted 

to P&D for review and approval prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit for 
initial infrastructure development.  The approved fencing shall be installed prior to opening 
of the public trails by the Community Services Department, Parks Division.  In the event that 
the installed fencing is deemed ineffective in excluding the public and their dogs from the 
orchards and/or grazing land, the applicant may install an alternative form of fencing that 
provides the necessary security upon review and approval by P&D and Community Services 
Department, Parks Division. 

 MONITORING:  The County Parks Department shall confirm that the fencing is in place 
prior to opening the trails for public use. 
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The requested modification to the condition is made by the applicant in order to ensure security 
of the agricultural operations from the outset.  The original condition language provides for the 
type of fencing requested by the applicant, but only if the more visually pleasing fencing proves 
ineffective.  The fencing issue was discussed with Claude Garciacelay from County Parks in 
terms of experiences at Baron Ranch, where a public trail on Baron Ranch passes through an 
active orchard operation with only minimal fencing.  He indicated that there have been only a 
few instances of people wandering off the trail with negligible impacts to the agricultural 
operation.   Once open, the trails through Las Varas Ranch could experience greater levels of use 
than currently exists at Baron Ranch given the provision of beach access and the establishment 
of a segment of the California Coastal Trail.  Nonetheless, with this nearby example of negligible 
impacts to the agricultural operation from trail users in the face of minimal fencing, staff 
recommends no change to the language of the condition in this regard, especially since there is 
already a built in mechanism for increased security should the initial fencing prove ineffective. 
 
In terms of allowing for wildlife passage through fencing as discussed at the last hearing, 
generally speaking, fencing that provides for a minimum of 18 inches clearance from the bottom 
and is no more than 42 inches in height is considered wildlife friendly.  In addition, when using 
wire fencing, substituting barbed wire for smooth wire at the top and bottom of the fence and 
providing at least 12 inches of space between the top two rows of wire are considered important 
wildlife-friendly elements.   However, such fencing would not provide the necessary security to 
the ranch as it would be too easy to breach.  While the EIR did not require wildlife openings as a 
mitigation measure, the applicant is suggesting 18-inch culverts under the fencing spaced 
periodically as an alternative, which would provide for wildlife passage of small mammals 
without diminishing the protection for the existing orchards and pasture lands.  There is no set 
standard for the frequency of wildlife openings, but establishing openings approximately every 
200 feet would be adequate for small animals that would be expected to occur on and move 
through the ranch and need relief from the fencing (larger animals could jump over the fencing).  
Openings every 200 feet would ensure that an animal was, at the most, only 100 feet from an 
opening.     
 
Condition No. 25 – BIO 12-1 
 
At the last hearing, your Commission discussed the restriction contained in Condition No. 25 
that prohibits the conversion of native vegetation to agriculture outside of the residential 
development envelopes on Parcels 1 and 2.   The EIR identified this mitigation measure as a 
recommended mitigation measure to minimize conflicts from the ongoing agricultural operation 
on grassland habitat and wildlife on the coastal bluff.  While staff recommends that this 
condition remain as is, since the EIR identified it as a recommended mitigation measure instead 
of a required mitigation measure, modifications to the measure could be made without changing 
the conclusion of the EIR.  
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Condition No. 35 – CULT 2-2 
 
Condition No. 35 states: 
 

“No ground disturbance of any kind, including landscaping and vegetation removal 
involving disturbance of root balls, shall be permitted outside of the reconfigured Parcel 
3 development envelope.  Utility infrastructure shall be sited so as to avoid the significant 
portions of CA-SBA-80, as recommended in the Phase 2 Archaeological Investigation of 
Parcel 3 conducted by Applied Earthworks in 2010.  No additional orchard planting shall 
be permitted within the boundaries of CA-SBA-80.  Grazing shall be exempt from this 
requirement.” 

 
The applicant is requesting that the first sentence of the condition be deleted.  However, this 
language is included as mitigation to ensure that impacts to a recorded archaeological site are 
reduced to less than significant levels.  Deleting the first sentence would not provide the 
necessary level of protection for this resource.  The second sentence can be modified to include 
“driveways” along with utility infrastructure, to make it clear that construction of a driveway 
(which would use the existing paved ranch road) and installation of utility lines would not be 
precluded.  This is consistent with the analysis in the EIR, which assumed use of the existing 
ranch road for a driveway to serve the residential development envelope.  Staff’s suggested edit 
is as follows: 
 

“Except as provided herein, Nno ground disturbance of any kind, including landscaping 
and vegetation removal involving disturbance of root balls, shall be permitted outside of 
the reconfigured Parcel 3 development envelope.  Utility infrastructure and driveways 
shall be sited so as to avoid the significant portions of CA-SBA-80, as recommended in 
the Phase 2 Archaeological Investigation of Parcel 3 conducted by Applied Earthworks in 
2010.  No additional orchard planting shall be permitted within the boundaries of CA-
SBA-80.  Grazing shall be exempt from this requirement.” 

 
If more flexibility is desired by the applicant, then the condition could be further modified to 
indicate that ground disturbance could occur based on additional subsurface 
presence/absence testing to further define the boundaries of the site. 
 
Condition No. 51 – View Plane of Santa Ynez Mountains 
 
Condition No. 51 states: 
 

“The design for any future residences on proposed Parcels 1 and 2, including massing, 
building materials, colors, and landscaping, shall be compatible with the rural character 
of the area.  Residences shall be set back far enough from the beach and sized 
appropriately so as to not intrude into the skyline or break the view plane of the Santa 
Ynez Mountains as viewed by the public.  Excessive grading, interpreted for this project 
to mean a cut or fill slope of five feet or greater, shall not be permitted as a means to 
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avoid skyline intrusion.  The minimum distance for residential structures from the bluff 
top or beach edge shall be 200 feet.” 

 
The applicant has requested that reference to “break[ing] the view plane of the Santa Ynez 
Mountains” be deleted from this condition.  Your Commission requested clarification on the 
meaning and intent of this language.  The intent of this language was to preserve views of the 
Santa Ynez Mountains as viewed from the beach.  Under the originally proposed residential 
development envelope on Parcel 2, there would be the possibility that development of a large 
residence at the southern (seaward) end of the envelope could completely or partially block 
views of the mountains as seen from the beach due to its visual prominence.  Visual simulations, 
shown below, prepared for the project as part of the EIR analysis show examples of this 
potential.  As discussed in the EIR, since the proposed project does not include any residential 
development, but rather establishes development envelopes where future residential development 
would occur, the visual simulations utilize boxes within each envelope that serve to represent the 
potential massing of future development.  Thus, for the purposes of the visual simulations, each 
envelope contains a 240 x 130 foot rectangular box (31,200 square feet, which was based on the 
total development area of a residential estate proposed under the Santa Barbara Ranch project, 
including accessory structures) at a height of 25 feet and 15 feet, respectively, intended to 
represent a reasonable worst-case scenario of the extent and scale of a future residence and 
associated accessory structures (e.g. garages, guest houses, etc.). 
 
 
 

The above simulation demonstrates that a 25-foot tall residence on Parcel 2 located behind 
Edwards Point would have the potential to nearly completely obstruct views of the 
mountains from the beach, thus “breaking the view plane of the Santa Ynez Mountains” as 
viewed from the beach. 
 
 
 
 

Proposed View – 25-foot development 
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A 15-foot tall residence in this same location would also break the view plane of the mountains, 
though to the lesser degree as compared to the 25-foot residence, by partially obstructing views 
of the mountains from the beach.  These simulations resulted in the identification of mitigation 
limiting the height of future development south of the highway to 15 feet and also establishing a 
minimum setback of 200 feet from the bluff top or beach edge. 
 
As shown in the visual simulation below of the relocated development envelope in comparison 
to the originally proposed envelope, relocation of the development envelope away from Edwards 
Point and up on to the bluffs, as required under Condition No. 83, would virtually eliminate the 
potential for a future residence to obstruct views and break the view plane of the mountains as 
seen from the beach. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Therefore, it would be acceptable, upon adoption of conditions relocating the development 
envelope, to remove this language from the condition. Additionally, if your Commission chooses 
to allow for a small cabana near Edwards Point, setting it back at least 200 feet and restricting its 
size and height consistent with identified mitigation measures, would be sufficient to reduce its 
visual and recreational impacts and obviate the need for the “breaking the view plane” language.   
 
Condition Nos. 52, 53, and 54 – Interchange Improvements  
 
These three conditions relate to improving the interchange at Las Varas Ranch Road and U.S. 
Highway 101 to improve traffic safety for vehicles entering and exiting the site.  The applicant 
has requested that the conditions be modified with respect to the timing of these improvements to 
make it clear that the owner/applicant would accept financial responsibility for these 
improvements only at the time of the first proposal for residential development south of the 
highway.  In addition, the applicant is requesting that Condition No. 54 be modified to identify 
the County instead of the applicant as the responsible party for improving the acceleration and 
deceleration lanes along the southbound shoulder of Highway 101. The EIR concludes that the 
largest potential source of traffic at this interchange is associated with public use of the future 

Relocated development 
envelope location 

15-foot height limit 
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trails and public parking lot, though future residential development would add incrementally to 
the volume of traffic at this interchange.  The timing for the conditions currently states: “The 
owner/applicant shall submit grading plans to P&D for review and approval prior to approval of 
the first Coastal Development Permit for future residential development south of the highway or 
the beach parking lot, whichever comes first (emphasis added).”  The applicant proposes to 
construct the 30-space public parking lot concurrent with construction of the first residential 
development south of the highway.  However, if the County were to choose to construct the 
parking lot and open the trail(s) on its own accord, prior to the first residential development 
south of the highway, then it raises the question of who would be responsible for paying for and 
constructing the interchange improvements.  This scenario was not considered at the time that 
the conditions were drafted, as the intent of the conditions was to have these interchange 
improvements occur concurrent with development of the first residence south of the highway.  
Your Commission asked whether any provisions could be made for reimbursement agreements 
between the County and owner/applicant in the event that the County were to construct the 
improvements in advance of a proposed residential development project south of the highway, 
such that the owner/applicant would reimburse the County for any interchange improvements at 
the time that future residential development is approved.  According to Public Works staff, no 
such mechanism has been used previously.   
 
However, since the July 30, 2014 PC hearing, the applicant has clarified their intent with P&D 
staff, and requested a modification to the project description. Specifically, the applicant’s intent 
with the offers of dedication is to structure them such that the offers cannot be accepted until 
such time as the first permit for a residence south of the highway is approved.  This would 
obviate the potential timing problem with respect to Condition Nos. 52, 53, and 54, since there 
could not be a situation in which the County would construct the parking lot and open the trail(s) 
on its own accord, prior to the first residential development south of the highway.   While this 
change to the timing of the offers to dedicate has been incorporated into the project description, 
the change constrains opening of the parking lot and trails such that your Commission may want 
to consider allowing the County the option to build and open the public facilities of its own 
accord before development of any of the lots.  To clarify the timing of the offers to dedicate, 
staff recommends adoption of a separate condition (Condition No. 90), modeled after the 
Paradiso del Mare project.   
 
In regards to Condition No. 54, staff does not support changing the condition to identify the 
County as the responsible party for the necessary improvements.  However, we do recommend a 
minor revision that would potentially relieve the applicant of this requirement if upon further 
review as part of the Coastal Development Permit with Hearing process associated with the 
future parking lot and vertical beach access trail, it is determined that improvements to the 
acceleration and deceleration lanes are not deemed necessary.  
 
Condition No. 88 – Mitigation Monitoring 
 
Condition No. 88 is the County’s standard compliance monitoring condition.  Per the 
applicant’s request, staff has proposed a minor modification to the condition to clarify what 
future projects it would apply to, i.e. all residential development within a residential 
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development envelope, as well as access road improvements to serve future development and 
construction of the shared water system. 
 
Additional Requested Changes to Conditions of Approval 
 
Subsequent to the Planning Commission hearing on July 30, 2014, P&D staff met with the 
applicant team to discuss further modifications to various conditions of approval being 
requested by the applicant in addition to those substantive changes discussed at the last 
hearing.  Many of the suggested modifications involve the insertion of language to clarify the 
intent of the conditions and the fact that they are intended to apply to future residential 
development and associated infrastructure improvements, and not to unrelated agricultural 
development or activities. Specifically, Condition Nos. 5, 7, 12 through 14, 16, 17, 46, 47, 55 
through 59, 63, 64, 66 and 79 have been modified to include such clarifications.  Other 
conditions have been proposed to be modified with minor changes or clarifying language, 
still remaining within the original scope and intent of the condition/mitigation measure.  
While the applicant suggests modified language to Condition No. 2, staff recommends that 
the condition be deleted entirely, as it would no longer be relevant with elimination of 
building area #1 (6a) on Parcel 6 as required under Condition No. 84.  
 
Condition Nos. 8 and 11 have been modified to clarify that certain restrictions, including 
restrictions on construction activities on Parcels 4 and 5, would only apply if calving were 
actually occurring, since there could be instances where the calving season is shortened or 
eliminated altogether in which case the restrictions would not be relevant.  The applicant has 
also requested that Condition No. 11 be modified to remove the restriction on converting 
orchards to grazing land, since both orchards and cattle grazing are viable commercial uses. 
Recognizing that both orchards and cattle grazing support the continued agricultural viability 
of the ranch, staff suggests changing “shall” to “should”, which provides sufficient flexibility 
in managing the ranch for the benefit of agriculture and responding to market fluctuations in 
the commercial value of orchards and cattle ranching. 
 
The applicant proposed minor modifications to Condition No. 9 related to trail signage and 
trail closure, which staff supports since the changes do not alter the scope of the condition.  
Condition No. 15 has been modified to clarify the fact that in some cases, a construction 
buffer of less than 500 feet from may be appropriate from active bat roosts (determined by 
the qualified biologist on a case-by-case basis), as is the case for nesting birds.  Providing the 
ability for a qualified biologist to reduce the buffer for bats, as the condition currently allows 
for nesting birds, would not affect the condition’s adequacy; residual impacts to breeding 
birds and bats would remain less than significant.      
 
The applicant requested modifications to Condition Nos. 18, 19 and 30 related to buffers 
from sensitive habitat and the current residence within the Parcel 5 development envelope.  
Specifically, the applicant wants the existing residence on Parcel 5, and future modifications 
to it, to not be subject to the buffer requirements since the existing residence does not 
currently meet all buffer requirements.  In the case of Condition Nos. 18 and 19, which apply 
to ESH buffers, staff has proposed modifications to these conditions to clarify that remodels 
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or rebuilds of this residence would not be subject to the 100-foot ESH buffer requirements 
and that any future expansion of that residence could not result in any further encroachment 
into the required buffer as compared to the existing building footprint.  In the case of the 
required wetland buffer (Condition No. 30), the condition has been modified to clarify that 
remodels of the existing residence (with no change to the building footprint) would not be 
subject to this condition.  However, any rebuild or expansion of the residence would need to 
meet the 100-foot wetland buffer requirement, as there is a Coastal Land Use Plan policy that 
precludes residential development within 100 feet of delineated wetlands, with no 
exceptions.   
 
The applicant has proposed to modify Condition No. 20 to clarify that “impacts to native 
grasslands and special status plant and animal species shall be minimized to the extent 
feasible.” The added language would recognize the dynamic nature of biological resources 
and the potential for native vegetation to expand in area around a development envelope such 
that impacts from fuel management cannot be avoided.  However, as currently worded, 
“minimiz[ing]” impacts does not equate to avoidance and already provides for discretion in 
terms of requiring what is feasible.  Therefore, staff does not believe that a change to this 
condition is necessary.   
 
The applicant has proposed removing the word “native” from Condition No. 22 such that 
revegetation of exposed surfaces could be done with native or non-native plants typical of the 
adjacent habitat.  However, staff routinely requires that revegetation be done with native 
plants so as not to perpetuate non-native plant communities.  Staff does not support a change 
to this condition. 
 
The applicant has proposed modifications to Condition No. 26 to clarify the timing of 
preparation of the Habitat Avoidance, Protection and Restoration Plan.  This condition has 
also been modified to add “to the extent feasible” language relative to avoiding impacts to 
native grasslands and other native habitat given potential changes to the aerial extent of 
native habitat in relation to the designated residential development envelopes in the future.  
As discussed above, the added language would recognize the dynamic nature of biological 
resources and the potential for native vegetation to expand in area within a development 
envelope such that impacts cannot be completely avoided.  These changes are generally 
supportable (with minor alterations), as the overall scope and intent of the condition, and its 
effectiveness in reducing impacts, is maintained.  Additional language could be added to the 
condition in the event your Commission determines that a remotely sited beach cabana is 
supportable.   
 
The applicant is requesting changes to Condition No. 27 given relocation of the development 
envelope on Parcel 2 to the bluff-top away from Gato Creek.  However, staff believes that 
this condition can be deleted in its entirety, as it is no longer necessary with implementation 
of Condition No. 83. 
 
The applicant has proposed clarifying Condition No. 28 with respect to which monarch 
groves and eucalyptus trees are subject to the condition and to allow the removal of dead 
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eucalyptus trees from the eucalyptus woodlands.  While the EIR identified two mapped 
eucalyptus woodlands serving as historical monarch groves, it does identify the possibility 
that other groves of trees on the property could support monarch roosting.  Therefore, staff 
does not support limiting this condition to only the eucalyptus grove on the border of Parcels 
4 and 5.  Staff is generally supportive of allowing for the removal of dead eucalyptus trees, 
but has proposed alternative language to ensure that dead trees within a monarch grove are 
only removed if their removal does not compromise the microclimate of the grove upon 
which the monarchs depend.   
 
The applicant has proposed changes to Condition No. 29 to clarify that the Monarch 
Protection Plan would only need to be prepared and implemented where structural 
development is proposed within 50 feet of a monarch butterfly roost.  Staff does not believe 
that a change to this condition is necessary and recommends that it remain as is.   
 
The applicant has suggested modifications to Condition No. 31 related to water line locations 
and sensitive habitat impacts.  Specifically, the applicant has requested that “to the extent 
feasible” be added to the requirement for avoidance of oak trees and sensitive plants to 
account for the fact that there may be an instance where avoidance is not feasible.  However, 
a water line can typically be routed with bends and adjustments to avoid disturbing sensitive 
species and oak trees.  As such, staff does not believe that the change proposed by the 
applicant is warranted. 
 
The applicant is requesting that Condition No. 32, which requires archaeological monitoring, 
only apply to construction activities on Parcels 3 and 7.  However, archaeological 
investigations of the property have demonstrated that there are several recorded 
archaeological sites and the ranch as a whole is considered culturally sensitive, with the 
potential for encountering unknown resources.  Therefore, staff does not support any change 
to this condition that would limit its scope.  In addition, the condition does provide for a way 
to avoid monitoring if it can be demonstrated with subsurface testing that no resources are 
present in the area of disturbance. 
 
The applicant suggests that Condition No. 34 needs to be modified to clarify how the 
envelope would be reduced in size.  Staff has proposed language to clarify that the envelope 
would be reduced consistent with its depiction in Alternative 3C of the EIR (see Proposed 
Conditions of Approval). 
 
The applicant is requesting modifications to Condition Nos. 36, 37, and 38 to clarify that 
they apply only to non-agricultural development.  However, Condition No. 35 includes 
ground disturbance from agricultural development in its prohibitions as well and specifically 
prohibits orchard planting within the boundaries of the recorded site.  Therefore, Condition 
Nos. 36, 37, and 38 apply to agriculturally-related ground disturbance as well. The applicant 
suggests similar modifications to Condition Nos. 39 and 40 related to CA-SBA-2409.  Staff 
has proposed minor changes to Condition No. 40 to clarify the intent of the condition, but 
agriculturally-related ground disturbance would be subject to those conditions, as provided 
therein. 
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The applicant has requested that Condition No. 41 be modified to remove future 
development on Parcel 5 from the requirements of that condition.  However, Parcel 5 is 
located within the designated Rural Historic Landscape and the existing residence and 
proposed residential development envelope is proximate to the historic buildings on that 
parcel that contribute to the site’s historic significance.  Therefore, staff does not support the 
applicant’s proposed change to Condition No. 41.   
 
The applicant has suggested modifications to Condition No. 43 to clarify when and under 
what circumstances the condition would be implemented (specifically, that it would apply to 
future development on proposed Parcels 4 and/or 5).  Staff supports the recommended 
clarifying language as it does not change the scope or intent of the condition, which is to 
photo-document the historically significant buildings in Area 1 (Parcel 5) and Area 2 (Parcel 
4) prior to any development affecting these areas.   
 
The applicant has suggested modifications to Condition Nos. 48 and 49 to account for the 
fact that other agencies besides the County Fire Department may have jurisdiction over 
remediation activities and oil well abandonment.  Staff supports modifying these conditions 
to reflect this fact, as such changes do not alter the scope or adequacy of the conditions in 
reducing impacts to less than significant levels. 
 
Given that there could be a significant time lapse between installation of the shared water 
system and actual use of the water system for future development, the applicant has 
requested that Condition No. 77 related to the revocation of the CUP for the shared water 
system be modified such that it would not be revoked if the use is discontinued for more than 
12 months.  Staff has clarified that the periodic testing of the water system would serve to 
keep the CUP valid so that it would not be prematurely revoked.   
 
The applicant team continues to suggest/request other modifications that are more 
substantive and alter the scope of the condition, most of which were presented to your 
Commission at the last PC hearing.  In particular, the applicant has requested that Condition 
Nos. 80, requiring the agricultural conservation easement, and 82, requiring realignment of 
the shoreline trail easement around Edwards Point, be deleted entirely.   Attachment B to this 
staff memorandum includes modified conditions of approval where staff concurs with the 
requested changes.  Where staff does not concur or where the changes are substantive in 
nature such that further direction from your Commission is warranted, no such changes are 
included in Attachment B.  As a result, the conditions contained in Attachment B reflect 
staff’s current recommended conditions of approval.   
 
Recommended Actions 
 
Follow the procedures outlined below and recommend conditional approval of Case Nos. 
05TPM-00000-00002, 05LLA-00000-00006, 05LLA-00000-00005, 07RZN-00000-00007, 
07RZN-00000-00006, 07CUP-00000-00057, 11COC-00000-00001, and 11CDP-00000-00078 
marked "Officially Accepted, County of Santa Barbara September 23, 2014 County Planning 
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Commission Exhibit No. 1", based upon the project's consistency with the Comprehensive Plan, 
including the Coastal Land Use Plan, and based on the ability to make the required findings. 
 
Your Commission's motion should include the following: 
 
 1. Recommend that the Board of Supervisors make the required findings for the 

project specified in Attachment A of this staff memorandum dated September 16, 
2014, including CEQA findings. 

 
 2. Recommend that the Board of Supervisors certify the Environmental Impact Report 

(10EIR-00000-00005) and adopt the mitigation monitoring program contained in 
the conditions of approval. 

 
3. Adopt a Resolution (Attachment D to the Planning Commission staff report dated 

July 10, 2014) and recommend that the Board of Supervisors approve an 
amendment to the zoning map for the subject parcels from Unlimited Agriculture 
under Ordinance 661 to AG-II-100 (draft ordinance amendment included as 
Attachment D to the Planning Commission staff report dated July 10, 2014); 
 

4. Recommend that the Board of Supervisors approve a modified project (Case Nos. 
05TPM-00000-00002, 11COC-00000-00001, 05LLA-00000-00006, 05LLA-00000-
00005, 07RZN-00000-00007, 07RZN-00000-00006, 07CUP-00000-00057, and 
11CDP-00000-00078), subject to the conditions included as Attachment B to the 
staff memorandum dated September 16, 2014. 

 
Refer back to staff if the County Planning Commission takes other than the recommended action 
for appropriate findings and conditions. 
 
 
Attachments: 
 
Attachment A:  Revised Findings 
Attachment B:  Revised Conditions of Approval 
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