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1.0 REQUEST

Hearing on the request of Tom Signorelli, appellant, to consider Case No. 15APL-00000-00019
[application filed on October 12, 2015] in compliance with Chapter 35.102 of the County Land
Use and Development Code, of the Director’s decision to approve Case No.14LUP-00000-
00514, a Land Use Permit for grading of new ranch roads and maintenance of existing ranch
roads, on property located in the AG-II-100 Zone; and to determine the project is exempt from
the provisions of the State Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental
Quality Act pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 and 15304, included as

Attachment C.
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The application involves Assessor Parcel No. 083-280-024, located at 3927 Jalama Road, in the
Lompoc area, Third Supervisorial District.

2.0 RECOMMENDATION AND PROCEDURES

Follow the procedures outlined below and deny the appeal, Case No. 15APL-00000-00019,
"Officially Accepted, County of Santa Barbara, June 29, 2016, County Planning Commission
Attachments A-F", based upon the project's consistency with the Comprehensive Plan, and based
on the ability to make the required County Land Use and Development Code findings.

Your Commission's motion should include the following:

1. Deny the appeal, Case No. 15APL-00000-00019;

2. Make the required findings for approval of the project, Case No. 14LUP-00000-00514,
specified in Attachment A of this staff report, including CEQA findings;

3. Determine that the project, 14LUP-00000-00514, is exempt from the provisions of CEQA
pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 and 15304, as specified in Attachment
C; and

4. Grant de novo approval of the project, Case No. 14LUP-00000-00514, subject to the
conditions included as Attachment B.

Refer back to staff if the County Planning Commission takes other than the recommended action
for appropriate findings and conditions.

3.0 JURISDICTION

This project is being considered by the County Planning Commission based on Section
35.102.040.A.3.D (Appeals Procedures) of the Santa Barbara County Land Use and
Development Code (LUDC) which states that any other action, decision, or determination made
by the Director as authorized by this Development Code where the Director is the review
authority, except when specifically provided that the action, decision, or determination is final
and not subject to appeal, may be appealed to the Planning Commission.

4.0 ISSUE SUMMARY

Land Use Permit 14LUP-00000-00514 was approved on October 1, 2015 to permit the
construction of three new dirt road segments, and to legalize the repair and maintenance of six
existing road segments located on a 678-acre project site that is zoned AG-11-100. The proposed
maintenance of existing and construction of new road segments would support ranch operation
and maintenance activities, including but not limited to: providing access to a future water well
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site, to facilitate property line fence maintenance; and to facilitate future harvesting of native
coast live oak trees that have grown on the project site. The harvested trees are excavated from
the ground, placed in boxes, and subsequently used as landscape trees at off-site locations

The on-going oak tree harvesting operation is not subject to any permit requirements and was not
the subject of 14LUP-00000-00514. However, the appellant identifies removal of oak trees from
the project site as an issue of the appeal. While responses to all of the appeal issues raised by the
Appellant are provided below in Section 6.1, the issue areas subject to this appeal pertain only to
the construction and maintenance of the road segments approved by 14LUP-00000-00514.
Additional information regarding P&D’s determination that the oak tree harvesting operation
that occurs on the project site is an agricultural operation is provided in Sections 5.4 and 6.4 of
this staff report. P&D determined on July 10, 2014 that the removal of oak trees from the project
site is an agricultural operation and not a nursery, and that determination was not appealed.
Section 6.4 also provides the LUDC definition of agricultural uses allowed to be conducted on
the project site.

5.0 PROJECT INFORMATION

5.1 Site Information

Site Information

Comprehensive Plan Designation | Agricultural Commercial (AC)

Ordinance, Zone County Land Use and Development Code, AG-1I-100,
Minimum Parcel Size: 100 acres

Site Size 678.10 acres

Present Use & Development Agriculture, a single-family dwelling and a guest house,

accessory agricultural structures

Surrounding Uses/Zone(s) North: Open Space/Agriculture, AG-II-100
South: Open Space/Agriculture, AG-11-100
East: Open Space/Agriculture, AG-II-100

West: Open Space/Agriculture, AG-11-100

Access Private Driveway off of Jalama Road

Public Services Water Supply: Private well

Sewage: Septic Systems

Fire: Santa Barbara County Fire Protection District
Police Services: County Sheriff

5.2 Setting

The property is located approximately 2,000 feet west of Jalama Road, approximately 1.25 miles
west of Highway 1, and approximately 3.6 miles south of the City of Lompoc. The topography
of the site varies but predominately consists of rolling to steep hillsides. Several unnamed
streams are located on the project site and are tributaries to Salsipuedes Creek, which is generally
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located on the east side of Jalama Road. The largest on-site creek is located along the eastern
boundary of the project site. Two other on-site creeks extend from east to west and are located
on the central and northern portions of the site.

An extensive network of dirt roads has been developed on the project site (see Attachment D),
and many of the existing roads are visible on aerial photos from 2004 and 2010. Numerous areas
that have been cleared of native vegetation are also visible on aerial photos from 2004 and 2010,
and cleared areas on the eastern portion of the project site have been planted with olive, oak,
redwood, palm and other types of trees that will eventually be harvested and sold for off-site
landscaping use. Other vegetation on the project site includes non-native grasslands, coastal
sage scrub, individual oak trees, oak woodland, and riparian habitat along the creeks.

5.3 Description

The project includes the construction of new ranch roads that are identified as segments 50, 70,
and 71; and the maintenance of existing ranch roads that are identified as segments 47, 54, 64,
66, 67 and 69. The proposed new road segments and the proposed road maintenance segments
are depicted on the Comprehensive Ranch Road Grading and Maintenance Plan, dated
September, 2015 (Attachment D). The Road Grading and Maintenance Plan was prepared by the
project applicant to depict all existing roads on the project site as well as the proposed new roads
and road maintenance areas included in Land Use Permit 14LUP-00000-00514.

The proposed new road segments would be approximately 20 feet wide. Proposed road
maintenance activities generally involve minor road scraping to remove vegetation that has
grown on the road surface and the removal of rocks and dirt that have accumulated within the
roadway. Proposed road maintenance and construction would result in approximately 250 cubic
yards of excavation and 250 yards of fill. No soil would be imported or exported, and any rocks
encountered during grading activities that are greater than 6-inches and not suitable for
compaction within the proposed road segments would be stockpiled on the project site for future
use on-site or export. All proposed grading would occur within the footprint of the proposed
new and maintained road segments.

The Comprehensive Ranch Road Grading and Maintenance Plan also identifies project-specific
erosion control measures that would be implemented at proposed road construction and
maintenance sites. Proposed erosion control measures include the use of sand bags, straw bales
and fiber rolls, and compliance with Grading Ordinance requirements. No grading would take
place within the banks of any blue-line creeks.

The proposed new road segments and the proposed road maintenance segments are described on
Table 1 below.
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Table 1
Proposed New and Modified Road Segments
Approximate Road
Road Segment Segment Length Reason Grading Permit is Required Notes
Number (1) (feet)

Proposed New Road Segments

50 1,300

Approximately 250 feet of this road
segment would be within 50 feet of a
creek

Approximately 40 feet of this road
segment would be within 200 feet of a
property line

70 450

This road segment would be located on a
slope with an average gradient of
approximately 12%. However, the
western portion of this road would be
adjacent to slopes with a gradient of
approximately 30%

71 225

Approximately 100 feet of this road
would be located on a slope with a
gradient of approximately 30%

Construction of this
segment would result in
harvesting three oak trees

Subtotal 1,975

Proposed Maintenance of Existing Road S

egments

47 200

Within 200 feet of a property line

Previous grading
conducted on the
southern portion of this
existing road to remove a

Within 50 feet of a creek small amount of
landslide debris resulted
in a zoning and building

violation
54 600 Within 200 feet of a property line
64 450 Within 200 feet of a property line
66 625 Within 50 feet of a creek
This road would
67 225 Within 200 feet of a property line facilitate the potential
Within 50 feet of a creek future development of a
new water well
69 225 Within 200 feet of a property line
Subtotal 2,325 -- -
TOTAL 4,300 - --

(1) Refer to Comprehensive Ranch Road Grading & Maintenance Plan — Attachment D

5.4

Background Information

The project site is currently developed with two single family dwellings, three barns, implement
shed, storage shed, and a guesthouse and recreational room. There are numerous buildings built
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prior to adoption of the zoning ordinance and are considered legal, nonconforming. Provided below
is a detailed list of existing structures on the project site.

e A single family dwelling built in 1918.

e A 60’ x 66’ hay barn built in 1925.

A 12’ x 24’ storage shed built in 1925.

A single family dwelling built in 1935.

A 20’ x 60’ implement shed built in 1935.

Two barns (60’ x 66’ and 25’ x 15”) unable to determine construction date of structures.

On December 17, 2010, a land use permit was issued for grading (culvert repair and installation

of drainage inlets, associated storm drain and detention basin to eliminate surface drainage

across access road).

e On January 10, 2013, a Sign Certificate of Conformance was issued for two directional signs.
and one identification sign

e On January 23, 2013, a land use permit was issued for a 628 square foot as-built guesthouse
with a 394 square foot attached recreational room.

Complaints were received by P&D in 2014 regarding unpermitted grading on the project site,
and those complaints resulted in a zoning violation (14ZEV-00000-0012) and a building
violation (14BDV-00000-00065). The unpermitted grading was conducted to remove a small
amount of landslide debris from an existing road, which is identified as road segment No. 47 on
Table 1 above. The Land Use Permit (14LUP-00000-00514) would abate the existing zoning
and building violations.

A grading permit (14GRD-00000-00187) for the proposed new road segments and proposed road
maintenance that would be authorized by Land Use Permit 14LUP-00000-00514 is pending
based on the outcome of the Land Use Permit appeal. An application for an Erosion Control
Permit (16GRD-00000-00064) has also been submitted to the Building & Safety Division. If
approved, the requested grading permit would renew the project site’s existing Erosion Control
Permit.

In response to a zoning violation complaint received in 2014 related to the on-site native oak tree
harvesting operation, on July 10, 2014 Planning & Development determined that the growing,
harvesting, boxing, and the relocation of oak trees grown on the project site is an agricultural
operation as defined by the Santa Barbara Land Use & Development Code (LUDC), and that
determination was not appealed. Cultivated agriculture, which includes growing trees in the
ground, is an allowed land use in the AG-II-100 zone. As such, the oak tree
harvesting/agricultural operation has no land use permitting requirements. It was also
determined that the tree harvesting conducted on the project site does not meet the definition of a
nursery under the LUDC.

Section 14.8 of Chapter 14 of the Santa Barbara County Code (Grading Ordinance) includes
standards for grading conducted for agricultural purposes. The Grading Ordinance states that
grading for agricultural uses is generally exempt from permitting requirements unless such
grading is proposed to occur under certain specified conditions. Staff determined that the
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proposed grading for the construction of three new ranch road segments, and the proposed
maintenance of six ranch road segments, would require the approval of a Land Use Permit and
Grading Permit. This determination was based on the fact that those segments would be located
in or near areas that have a gradient of over 30 percent, would result in more than fifty cubic
yards of grading within 200 feet of a property line, and/or would result in grading located within
50 feet of the top of a creek bank.

Appendix A of the Grading Ordinance requires property owners that remove coast live oak trees
(Quercus agrifolia) from a particular property for agricultural purposes to prepare and submit an
oak tree management plan before cumulative live oak tree removals within a 30-year period
exceed 15 percent of the oak tree canopy. The oak tree removal requirements of Appendix A of
the Grading Ordinance are regulated by the Agricultural Commissioner, and required oak tree
management plan are submitted to the Agricultural Commissioner’s office for approval. An
evaluation of aerial photographs from 2006 (the year the project site was obtained by Mr.
Jimenez) and 2014 show that over that period, approximately 1.6 percent of the oak tree canopy
on the project site was removed. Therefore, the project is not required to implement an oak tree
management plan at this time. Most of the removed oak tree canopy area has occurred in areas
where access roads exist on the property (Althouse and Meade, Inc., 2015).

6.0 PROJECT ANALYSIS

6.1 Appeal Issues

The application for the appeal of Land Use Permit 14LUP-00000-00514 is provided as
Attachment E. The application includes a letter that presents a variety of appeal issues, which
have been summarized below and are followed by staff’s response.

Land Use Permit 14LUP-00000-00514 was approved for the construction and maintenance of
nine (9) road segments and does not directly pertain to the oak tree harvesting operation that is
conducted on the project site and that is an allowed land use in the AG-II-100 zone. The on-
going oak tree harvesting operation is not subject to any permit requirements and was not the
subject of 14LUP-00000-00514. The appellant identifies both the project-related grading
activities and issues associated with the removal of trees from the project site as the main issue
areas that form the basis of the appeal. While responses to all of the appeal issues raised by the
Appellant are provided below, the issue areas subject to this appeal pertain only to the
construction and maintenance of the road segments approved by 14LUP-00000-00514.

Appeal Issue No. 1: Oak Tree Harvesting is not an Agricultural Operation.

The Appellant contends that roads are a major component of the oak tree harvesting operation
and contends that the tree harvesting operation conducted on the project site does not promote
agriculture. The Appellant also asserts that the trees removed from the project site are not
removed in a manner that is similar to how trees are typically removed from agricultural land and
the tree removal operation is a nursery rather than an agricultural operation.
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Staff Response: As described above in Sections 5.4 and 6.4, Planning & Development has
determined that the growing, harvesting, boxing, and relocation of trees grown on-site is an
agricultural operation as defined by the Santa Barbara Land Use & Development Code (LUDC).
P&D has also determined that the harvesting of trees from the project site does not meet the
definition of a nursery.

The harvesting of oak trees from the project site is facilitated by the use of ranch roads, and the
proposed new roads and the maintenance of existing road segments could facilitate the
harvesting of additional trees from the site. In addition, the new road segments would provide
more efficient circulation on the property (by allowing vehicles to avoid an existing hairpin turn
that is formed by the intersection of road segments 36, 37 and 40) as well as provide access to
facilitate fence maintenance. Therefore the proposed construction and maintenance of ranch road
would promote the existing agricultural operations on the property.

Appeal Issue No. 2: Road construction and oak tree harvesting has resulted in
environmental impacts that have not been studied.

The Appellant states that roads developed on the project site, and the excavation and removal of
oak trees from the site, has resulted in significant environmental impacts that should be studied.
The Appellant specifically indicates that roads and tree removals have resulted in aesthetic and
grading-related impacts. Impacts that have resulted from the construction of existing roads and
the previous removal of trees from the project site are not directly related to the approval of
14LUP-00000-00514, however, responses to those concerns are provided below.

Staff Response:

Environmental Impact Analysis Requirements. The proposed road construction and maintenance
project that would be allowed by 14LUP-00000-00514 has been found to be categorically
exempt from environmental review based upon Sections 15301 and 15304 of the CEQA
Guidelines, which pertain to the maintenance of existing facilities and minor alterations to land,
respectively. Additional information regarding the categorical exemptions are provided in
Attachment C of this staff report which is incorporated herein by reference.

As indicated above in Sections 5.4 and 6.4 of this staff report, the harvesting of oak trees from
the project site is an allowed agricultural land use and does not require the approval of a
discretionary permit from the County. Therefore, the tree harvesting operation is not subject to
the requirements of CEQA [CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(c)(1)]. CEQA Section 21083.4
includes requirements pertaining to the “conversion” of oak woodlands, however, Section
21083.4(d)(3) states that the conversion of oak woodlands on agricultural land that is used to
produce or process plant and animal products for commercial purposes is exempt from those
requirements.
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Appeal Issue No. 3: Previous road construction and tree removals on the project site have
resulted in flooding impacts.

The Appellant states that excessive road grading and tree removals at the project site have
resulted in flooding impacts. These issues are not directly related to the approval of 14LUP-
00000-00514 as the proposed new and maintained ranch roads would not substantially affect
existing stormwater conveyance on or from the project site, however, a response to this issue is
provided below.

Staff Response: In 2009 the Building and Safety Division investigated complaints that grading
conducted on the project site resulted in bank erosion and drainage issues that had the potential
to affect the road that provides access to the Appellant’s property located immediately south of
the project site. These issues were resolved with the construction of a new engineered drainage
system, the installation of rip rap at the mouth of an existing culvert, and the construction of a
sedimentation basin on the applicant’s property. According to Building and Safety Division staff
(personal communication with David Vyenielo, 2016) the access road’s drainage system has
operated adequately since the new drainage system was installed.

The road segments closest to the access road and creek that were subject to the 2009 complaint
are proposed road segments 70 and 71. These two segments are located more than 2,500 feet
west of the access road and creek and would not substantially contribute to the reported erosion
and flooding impacts. Proposed new road segment 50 and road maintenance segment 47 are
located within 50 feet of the creek, but are not located in an area with steep slopes (i.e., over 30
percent gradient). Therefore, the construction of these two road segments would not result in an
increased potential for significant erosion-related impacts. In addition, erosion control measures
included in the Comprehensive Ranch Road Grading & Maintenance Plan and the Grading
Permit would be implemented at all proposed road construction and maintenance sites.
Adherence to these erosion control provisions would ensure that grading-related impacts are
minimized.

Appeal Issue No. 4: Oak tree harvesting is not an appropriate agricultural operation on
an agricultural preserve.

The Appellant states that harvesting of oak trees from the project site is a nursery business rather
than an agricultural operation, and the harvesting of trees does not promote agriculture.

Staff Response: Land Use Permit 14LUP-00000-00514 was approved for the construction and
maintenance of nine (9) road segments on the project site.

On July 10, 2014, the Planning and Development Department determined that the harvesting of

oak trees is an agricultural operation and not a nursery. That determination was not appealed and
is not part of this appeal. The existing oak tree harvesting operation is not the subject of 14LUP-
00000-00514 and is an allowed land use in the AG-II-100 zone. Also, please refer to staff report
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Sections 5.4 and 6.4 for additional information regarding why Planning & Development
determined that harvesting oak trees from the project site is an agricultural operation.

Appeal Issue No. 5: The project already has too many roads and no new roads are
necessary.

The Appellant asserts that the project site “has more roads and grading than any other property
that I have found in Santa Barbara County.”

Staff Response: As depicted on the Comprehensive Ranch Road Grading and Maintenance Plan
an extensive network of dirt roads has been developed on the project site. The condition of the
existing roads varies considerably as some roads appear to be used frequently while others
appear to be used infrequently. The proposed roads would expand the existing road network on
the project site by approximately 1,975 feet, and have been proposed to facilitate agriculture-
related operations. For example, proposed road segment 71 would provide more efficient
circulation on the property by allowing vehicles to avoid an existing hairpin turn that is formed
by the intersection of road segments 36, 37 and 40. Proposed road segment No. 50 would
provide access that would facilitate fence maintenance along the southeast perimeter of the
project site. Therefore, the proposed roads are not considered to be excessive and would
facilitate agricultural operations on the 678-acre project site.

Additional Appeal Issues

On July 18, 2016, the Appellant supplemented the appeal application by submitting a letter to
P&D that describes additional concerns related to past and on-going conditions at the project site
(Attachment E). This letter describes a variety of issues, including: the impacts of removing
trees that have been planted on the project site; flooding and erosion conditions that occurred on
the project site in 2009; and erosion from on-site agricultural fields that has affected a creek
located along the eastern perimeter of the project site. The main appeal issues and staff’s
responses are presented below.

Appeal Issue No. 6: Harvesting trees planted on the project site will result in significant
environmental impacts.

The appellant indicates that the fields located on the eastern portion of the project site near the
project site entrance have been planted with trees that will subsequently be removed for off-site
transplant as landscape trees and that when the trees are removed the elevation of the fields will
be lowered by approximately four feet. The resulting change in topography has the potential to
result in significant drainage and safety impacts.

Staff Response: This issue is not directly related to the approval of 14LUP-00000-00514 for the
proposed new and maintained ranch roads. However, a response to this concern is provided
below.
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The removal of planted landscape trees on the project site is conducted by excavating the tree
from the ground, and using soil adjacent to the excavation to backfill the hole created by the
removal of the tree. The size of the hole created by the removal of a tree, and the amount of soil
required to fill the excavation, will vary based on the size of the tree. However, it is not expected
that the amount of soil required to backfill excavation holes would be substantial, or that
cumulative tree removal/backfilling operations would result in significant alterations to the
topography of the fields being used to grow trees. Therefore, it is unlikely that future landscape
tree removals will result in significant erosion-related impacts to downstream water courses.

Appeal Issue No. 7: Previous road construction and tree removals on the project site have
resulted in flooding impacts.

The Appellant elaborates on past flooding events that have affected the project site. This issue is
not directly related to the approval of 14LUP-00000-00514 as the proposed new and maintained
ranch roads would not substantially affect existing stormwater conveyance on or from the project
site. Please refer to the Staff Response for Appeal Issue No. 3, which pertains to past flooding
impacts and corrective actions that have been implemented at the project site.

Appeal Issue No. 8: Erosion from project site has impacted a creek located along the
eastern perimeter of the project site.

The Appellant states that erosion from agricultural fields located near the project site entrance
has significantly impacted the creek located along the eastern edge of the project site. The
Appellant also states that the failure of a slope created when project site road segment No. 47
was constructed could also impact the creek.

Staff Response: The issue of erosion from agricultural fields is not directly related to the
approval of 14LUP-00000-00514, however, a response to this concern is provided. The
agricultural fields near the project site entrance and the creek located on the eastern portion of
the project site are relatively level. In addition to being planted with trees that are being grown
for future removal as landscape trees, the fields are predominately covered with non-native
grasses that reduce erosion potential during storm events. Furthermore, the existing agricultural
operations conducted in the fields are required to implement the requirements of an Erosion
Control Permit that has been approved by the Building & Safety Division. An application to
renew the project site’s existing Erosion Control Permit (16GRD-00000-00064) has been
submitted to the Building & Safety Division.

Road maintenance activities that would be authorized with the approval of Land Use Permit
14LUP-00000-00514 generally consist of the removal of vegetation (mostly non-native grasses),
dirt, and small- to moderately-sized rocks that have accumulated on the road. These types of
activities would be conducted on the southern portion of road segment No. 47, which is located
within 50 feet of the creek located on the eastern portion of the project site. The removal of the
small amount of vegetation and debris that has accumulated on the roadway would not have the
potential to adversely affect the stability of the adjacent slope.
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6.2 Environmental Review

An exemption to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was prepared pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 (Existing Facilities) and 15304 (Minor Alterations to Land).
Section 15301 exempts the repair, maintenance, or minor alterations of existing facilities or
topographic features that result in negligible or no expansion of existing use. Section 15304
exempts minor alterations in the condition of land, water, and/or vegetation that do not involve
removal of healthy, mature, scenic trees except for forestry or agricultural purposes. There is no
substantial evidence that there are unusual circumstances (including future activities) resulting in
(or which might reasonably result in) significant impacts that could threaten the environment.
For additional information, see the attached Notice of Exemption (Attachment C).

6.3

Comprehensive Plan Consistency

REQUIREMENT

DISCUSSION

Land Use Development Policy 4: Prior to
issuance of a use permit, the County shall
make the finding, based on information
provided by environmental documents, staff
analysis, and the applicant, that adequate
public or private services and resources (i.e.
water, sewer, roads, etc.) are available to
serve the proposed development. The
applicant shall assume full responsibility for
costs incurred in service extensions or
improvements that are required as a result of
the proposed project. Lack of available public
or private services or resources shall be
grounds for denial of the project or reduction
in the density otherwise indicated in the land
use plan.

Consistent: The project would result in the
construction of approximately 1,975 feet of
new roads and the maintenance of
approximately 2,325 feet of existing roads on a
678 acre ranch property. The proposed new
roads and the maintenance of existing roads
would not result in an increased demand for
water, require additional waste water disposal,
increase traffic on off-site roads, or result in an
increased demand for fire protection or law
enforcement services. Therefore, the project is
consistent with this policy.

Land Use Element Hillside and Watershed
Protection Policy 1: Plans for development
shall minimize cut and fill operations. Plans
requiring excessive cutting and filling may be
denied if it is determined that the development
could be carried out with less alteration of the
natural terrain.

Consistent: The proposed new roads and the
proposed road maintenance would result in a
total of approximately 250 cubic yards of cut
and 250 yards of fill. The entire project would
result in a relatively small (a total of 500 cubic
yards of cut and fill) amount of grading and no
single new road segment or proposed road
maintenance operation would require earth
movement that would result in extensive
alterations to the natural terrain. Therefore, the
proposed project would not result in excessive
cutting or filling and is consistent with this
policy.
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Land Use Element Hillside and Watershed
Protection Policy 3 For necessary grading
operations on hillsides, the smallest practical
area of land shall be exposed at any one time
during development, and the length of
exposure shall be kept to the shortest
practicable amount of time. The clearing of
land should be avoided during the winter rainy
season and all measures for removing
sediments and stabilizing slopes should be in
place before the beginning of the rainy season.

Hillside and Watershed Protection Policy #6:
Provisions shall be made to conduct surface
water to storm drains or suitable watercourses
to prevent erosion. Drainage devices shall be
designed to accommodate increased runoff
resulting from modified soil and surface
conditions as a result of development. Water
runoff shall be retained onsite whenever
possible to facilitate groundwater recharge.

Consistent: The proposed new road segments
and the proposed road maintenance would
result in approximately 250 cubic yards of cut
and 250 cubic yards of fill. Proposed erosion
control methods that would be implemented in
graded areas include the installation of erosion
and sedimentation control fiber rolls, straw
bales and sandbag barriers. All of the roads on
the project site are subject to provision of an
approved agricultural erosion control permit,
which is required to identify the types and
locations of runoff and erosion control
measures implemented at the project site. Any
excess surface runoff would be directed to
historic drainage areas on the project parcel.
Therefore, the project is consistent with these
policies.

Land Use Element Hillside and Watershed
Protection Policy 7: Degradation of the water
quality of groundwater basins, nearby streams,
or wetlands shall not result from development
of the site. Pollutants, such as chemicals,
fuels, lubricants, raw sewage, and other
harmful waste, shall not be discharged into or
alongside coastal streams or wetlands either
during or after construction.

Consistent. Due to the limited amount of
project-related grading that is proposed to
occur on the project site, the potential for the
project to result in an accidental discharge of
construction-related pollutants would be very
low. Ranch related traffic volumes on the
proposed new on-site roads, and roads where
maintenance activities would be conducted,
would be very low. Therefore, the proposed
new road segments and proposed road
maintenance would not result in long-term uses
that would have the potential to result in the
discharge of automotive products or other
pollutants that would adversely affect water
quality. Therefore, the proposed project is
consistent with this policy.

Historical and Archaeological Sites Policy 2.
When developments are proposed for parcels
where archaeological or other cultural sites
are located, project design shall be required
which avoids impacts to such cultural sites if
possible.

Consistent. All of the proposed new and
maintained road segments that would be
permitted by Land Use Permit 14LUP-00000-
00514 were surveyed for the presence of
cultural resources (Compass Rose, 2015). The
survey report was peer reviewed by the County
archaeologist, and the report concluded that no
cultural resources have been previously




Signorelli Appeal of the Jimenez Land Use Permit
Case Nos. 15APL-00000-00019/14LUP-00000-00514
Hearing Date: August 31, 2016

Page 14

recorded within the project property and no
cultural resources, either prehistoric or
historical, were identified during the field
investigation. Therefore, the proposed project
is consistent with this policy.

6.4 Zoning: Land Use and Development Code Compliance

Purpose of the AG-II Zone. The AG-II zone is applied to areas appropriate for agricultural
land uses on prime and non-prime agricultural lands located within the Rural Area as shown on
the Comprehensive Plan maps. The intent of the zone district is to preserve these lands for long-
term agricultural use.

Agricultural Uses Allowed in the AG-II Zone. The County Land Use and Development Code
(LUDC) defines “agriculture” as: The production of food and fiber, the growing of plants, the
raising and keeping of animals, aquaculture, and the preparation for sale and marketing of
products in their natural form when grown on the premises, and the sale of products which are
accessory and customarily incidental to the marketing of products in their natural form grown
on the premises, and as allowed by Section 35.42.050 (Agricultural Product Sales), but not
including a slaughter house, fertilizer works, commercial packaging or processing plant, or
plant for the reduction of animal matter or any other similarly objectionable use. (emphasis

added)

The subject Land Use Permit was approved by the Planning and Development Department based
on the project’s adherence to the provisions of the LUDC, and the Comprehensive Plan. The 678
acre project site is zoned Agriculture, AG-11-100. Growing oak trees (plants) and preparing them
for sale off-site (boxing and transporting) is consistent with the LUDC definition of
“agriculture.” As an agricultural operation, harvesting oak trees from the project site is
consistent with the intent of, and uses allowed in, the AG-II zone district. The development and
maintenance of on-site roads proposed by Land Use Permit 14LUP-00000-00514 would be an
accessory use that is also consistent with the intent of, and uses allowed in, the AG-II zone.

7.0 APPEALS PROCEDURE

The action of the Planning Commission may be appealed to the Board of Supervisors within 10
calendar days of said action. The appeal fee to the Board of Supervisors is $659.92.

ATTACHMENTS

Findings for Approval

Conditions of Approval

CEQA Notice of Exemption

Comprehensive Ranch Road Grading & Maintenance Plan

Appeal Application and Supplemental Letter, Case No. 15APL-00000-00019
APN Sheet

mmoaw>
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ATTACHMENT A: FINDINGS

1.0 CEQA FINDINGS

1.1 CEQA Exemption

The Planning Commission finds that the proposed project is exempt from
environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 and 15304. Please see
Attachment C, Notice of Exemption.

2.0 ADMINISTRATIVE FINDINGS/LAND USE PERMIT FINDINGS

2.1 LAND USE PERMIT FINDINGS. I

In compliance with Section 35.30.100.A of the County Land Use and
Development Code, prior to the approval or conditional approval of an
application for a Land Use Permit the review authority shall first find, based
on information provided by environmental documents, staff analysis, and the
applicant, that adequate public or private services and resources (e.g., water,
sewer, roads) are available to serve the proposed development.

The project would result in the construction of approximately 1,975 feet of new
roads and the maintenance of approximately 2,325 feet of existing roads on a
678-acre ranch property. The proposed new roads and the maintenance of
existing roads would not result in an increased demand for water, require
additional waste water disposal, increase traffic on off-site roads, or result in an
increased demand for fire protection or law enforcement services. Therefore,
this finding can be made.

2.2 In compliance with Subsection 35.82.110.E.1 of the County Land Use and
Development Code, prior to the approval or conditional approval of an
application for a Land Use Permit the review authority shall first make all
of the following findings:

2.2.1 The proposed development conforms: a) To the applicable
provisions of the Comprehensive Plan, including any applicable
community or area plan; and b) With the applicable provisions of
this Development Code or falls within the limited exception allowed
in compliance with Chapter 35.101 (Nonconforming Uses,
Structures, and Lots).
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2.2.2

223

The Land Use Permit, Case No. 15LUP-00000-00514, consists of the
approval of the construction of approximately 1,975 feet of new roads
and the maintenance of approximately 2,325 feet of existing roads on a
678-acre property. As described in Section 6.3 and 6.4 of this staff
report, dated July 20, 2016 and herein incorporated by reference, the
project complies with the applicable policies of the Santa Barbara
Comprehensive Plan and the Santa Barbara Land Use and Development
Code. Therefore, this finding can be made.

The proposed development is located on a legally created lot.

Assessor Parcel number 083-280-024 was created by Record Map Book
9, page 38-49, dated February 3, 1919, as shown in Assessor’s Map
Book 083, page 28. Therefore, this finding can be made.

The subject property is in compliance with all laws, regulations, and
rules pertaining to uses, subdivisions, setbacks and any other
applicable provisions of this Development Code, and any applicable
zoning violation enforcement fees and processing fees have been
paid. This Subsection shall not be interpreted to impose new
requirements on legal nonconforming uses and structures in
compliance with Chapter 35.101 (Nonconforming Uses, Structures,
and Lots).

As discussed in Section 6.4 of this staff report, dated July 20, 2016 and
herein incorporated by reference, the proposed project complies with the
applicable standards of the Santa Barbara County Land Use and
Development Code.

There are currently active building and zoning enforcement cases
(14BDV-00000-00065 and 14ZEV-00000-00112) on the project
property related to unpermitted grading on road segment 47. Upon
issuance of Land Use Permit 14LUP-00000-00514 and associated
grading permit 14GRD-00000-00187, the subject property will be in
compliance with all laws, rules, and regulations pertaining to zoning
uses, subdivision, setback and any other applicable divisions of the Land
Use and Development Code. To date, no zoning violation
enforcement/processing fees have been assessed. As discussed in
Section 6.4 of the staff report dated July 20, 2016, incorporated herein
by reference, the project is consistent with all of the requirements of the
Santa Barbara County Land Use and Development Code. Therefore, the
project is consistent with this finding.



COUNTY QF SANTA BARBARA

Planning and Development

LAND USE PERMIT NO.: 14LUP-00000-00514

Project Name: JHMENEZ GRADING FOR NEW AND EXISTING AGRICULTURAL ROADS
Project Address: 3927 JALAMA RD, LOMPOC, CA 934369500

AP 083-280-024

Zune: AG-1-100

The Planning and Development Department hereby approves this Land Use Permit for the project described below based upon
compliance with the required findings for approval and subject to the attached terms and conditions.

APPROVAL DATE: 8312016
LOCAL APPEAL PERIOD BEGINS: 9/1/2016
LOCAL APPEAL PERIOD ENDS: Y12/2046
DATE OF PERMIT ISSUANCE {if no appeul filed): 971372016
APPEALS:

. The approval of this Land Use Permit may be appealed to the County Planning Commission by the applicant, owner, or any
aggrieved persen. An aggrieved person is defined as any pesson who, either in persen or through a representative, appeared
at a public hearing in comnection with this decision or action being appealed, or who by other appropriate means prior 1o a
hearing or decision, informed the decision-maker of the natre of their concerns, or who, for good cause, was unable to do
sither. The appeal must be filed in writing and submitied in person to the Planning and Development Department o either 123
East Anapamu Street, Santa Barbara, or 624 West Fosler Road, Suite C, Santa Maria, prior to 5:00 p.m. on or before the date
that the local appesl period ends as identified above (CLUDC Chapier 35.102 Appeals).

2. Payment of a fee is required to file an appeal of the approval of this Land Use Permit,

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY: Grading of new agriculatural roads for the existing operation.  The roads do mot meet
Chapter 14 requirements for the exemption of agricultural roads. Grading consisting approximately 230 ¢y of cut and 230cy of filt.
To receive additional information regarding this project and/or to view the application and/or plans, please contact Jobn Zorovich
at 624 West Foster Road, Suite C, Sante Maria, by email {(Jzore@co.santa-barbara.ca.us} or by phone ((803) 934-6297}.

PROJECT SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: Sce Altachment *A"
ASSOCIATED CASE NUMBERS: 15APL-00000-00019

PERMIT ISSUANCE: This Land Use Permit will be issued following the close of the appeal period provided an appeal s nol filed,
or il appealed, the date of final action on the appeal which has the effect of uphalding the approval of the permit, Issuance of this
permit is subject to compliance with the following terms and conditions:

I. Nstice. Notice of this project shall be posted on the project site by the applicant utilizing the language and form of the notice
provided by the Planning and Development Depariment. The notice shall remain posted continuously umtil at least 10 catendar
days following action on the permit, including an action on any appeal of this permit (CLUDC Chapter 35,106 Noticing and
Public Hearings). The Proof of Posting of Netice on Project Site shall be signed and returned to the Plmning and
Development Departmient prior the issuance of the permit.

2. Compliance with conditions. All conditions that are required to be satisfied prior to issuance of the permit have been satisfied
and the permit has been signed by the applicant ar owner,

3. Design Review. If required, the praject has been granted final approval by the appropriate Board of Architecural Review
{BAR), and an appeat of that final approval has not been filed.




4. Appeals. An appeal of the approval of this permit, or an appeal of the final approval by the BAR, has not been filed with the
County. If an appeal has been filed then the permit shall not be issued until finai action on the appeal(s) has oceurred which
has the effect of upholding the approval of this permeit, and, if applicable, the final approval by the BAR.

5. Other approvals. Any other necessary approvals required prior to fssuance of this Land Use Permit have been granied.

PERMIT EXPIRATION AND EXTENSION: This permit shall remain valid only as long as compliance with all applicable
requirsments of the CLUDC and the permit cottinues, including the conditions of approval specific to this permit, Additionatly:

. The approval of this permit shall expire either 12 months from the effective date of the permit or other peried ailowed in
compliance with an approved Timc Extension, and shali be considered void and of no further effect unless the permit is either
issued within the applicable period in compliance with the ferms indicated above or a valid application for a Time Extension is
submitted prior to the expiration of this 12 month period and is subsequently approved (CLUDC; Section 35.82.110).

2. This permit shall expire two years from the date of issuance and be considered void and of no further effect unless the use
andfor structure for which the permit was issued has been lawfully established or commenced in compliance with the issued
permit or an application for a Time Extension is submitted prior to the expiration of this two year period ard is subsequenily
approved (CLUDC: Section 535.82.110).

3. The effective date of this permit shall be (a) the day following the close of any applicable appeal period provided an appeal is
not filed, or (b) if eppealed, the date of final action on the appeal which has the effect of upholding the approval, or {¢) some
other date as indicated in this permit (CLUDC: Section 35.82.020),

WORK PROHIBITED PRIOR TO PERMIT ISSUANCE: No work, development, or use intended to be guthorized pursuant to this
permit approval shall commence prior to issuance af this permit and/or any other required permit {e.g., buildirg permit),

OWNER/APPLICANT ACKNOWLEDGMENT: Undersigned permittee acknowledges receipt of his approval and agrees to abide
by zl conditions and terms thereof. Undersigned permittee also acknowledges that isswance of this permit for this project does not
allow construction or use outside of the project description, nor shall it be construed to be an approval of a violsion of any

provision of any County policy, erdinance or other governmenial regulation.

Print name Signature Date

Land Use Approval By:

Director, Planning and Development Date
PERMIT ISSUANCE: The permit shail be issued and deemed effective on the date signed and indicated below.

Planning and Development Department Issuance By:

Pianner Date
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ATTACHMENT A: CONDBITIONS OF APPROVAL

Proiect Description

1.

Proj Des-01 Project Description: This Land Use Permit is based upon and limited to compliance
with the project description, the Comprehensive Ranch Road Grading & Maintenance Plan dated
September 2015 and all conditions of approval set forth below, and specified plans and agreements
included by reference, as well as all applicable County rules and regulations. The project description
is as follows:

The project includes the construction of new ranch roads that are identified as segments 50, 70, and
71; and the maintenance of existing ranch roads that are identified as segments 47, 54, 64, 66, 67 and
69. The proposed new road segments and the proposed road maintenance segments are depicted on the
Comprehensive Ranch Road Grading and Maintenance Plan, dated September, 2015. The Road
Grading and Maintenance Plan was prepared by the project applicant to depict all existing oads on the
project site as well as the proposed new roads and road maintenance areas included in Land Use Permit
14LUP-00000-00514.

The proposed new road segments would be approximately 20 feet wide. Proposed road maintenance
activities generally involve minor road scraping to remove vegetation that has grown on the road
surface and the removal of rocks and dirt that have accumulated within the roadway. Proposed road
maintenance and construction would result in approximately 250 cubic yards of excavation and 230
yards of fill. No soil would be imported or exported, and any rocks encountered duting grading
activitics that are greater than 6-inches and not suitable for compaction within the proposed road
segments would be stockpiled on the project site for future use on-site or export. All proposed
grading would occur within the footprint of the proposed new and maintained road segments.

The Comprehensive Ranch Road Grading and Maintenance Plan  also identifies project-specific
erosion control measures that would be implemented at proposed road construction and maintenance
sites. Proposed erosion control measures include the use of sand bags, straw bales and fiber rolls, and
compliance with Grading Ordinance requirements. No grading would take place within the banks of
any blue-line creeks.

Proj Des-02 Project Conformity:  The grading, development, use, and maintenance of the property,
the size, shape, arrangement, and location of the structures, parking areas and landscape areas, and the
protection and preservation of resources shall conform to the project description above and the
hearing exhibits and conditions of approval below. The property and any portions thereof shall be sold,
leased or financed in compliance with this project description and the approved hearing exhibits and
conditions of approval thereto. All plans (such as Landscape and Tree Protection Plans) must be
submitted for review and approval and shall be implemented as approved by the County.

County Rules and Regulations

3.

Rules-05 Accepiance of Conditions: The Owner/Applicant's acceptance of this permit and/or
commencement of use, construction and/or operations under this permit shall be deemed acceptance
of all conditions of this permit by the Owner/Applicant.

Rules-30 Plans Requirements: The Owner/Applicant shall ensure all applicable final conditions of
approval are printed in their entirety on applicable pages of grading/construction or building plans
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submitted to P&D or Building and Safety Division. These shall be graphically illustrated where
feasible.

5.  Rules-33 Indemnity and Separation: The Owner/Applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold
harmless the County or its agents or officers and employees from any claim, action or proceeding
against the County or its agents, officers or employees, to attack, set aside, void, or annul, in whole or
in part, the County's approval of this project. In the event that the County fails promptly fto notify the
Owner / Applicant of any such claim, action or proceeding, or that the County fails to cooperate fully
in the defense of said claim, this condition shall thereafter be of no further force or effect.

6. Rules-37 Time Extensions-All Projects: The Owner / Applicant may request a time extension
prior to the expiration of the permit or entitlement for development. The review authority with
jurisdiction over the project may, upon good cause shown, grant a time extension in compliance with
County rules and regulations, which include reflecting changed circumstances and  ensuring
compliance with CEQA. If the Owner / Applicant requests a time extension for this permit, the permit
may be revised to include updated language to standard conditions and/or mitigation measures and
additional conditions and/or mitigation measures which reflect changed circumstances or additional

identified project impacts.
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ATTACHMENT C: CEQA NOTICE OF EXEMPTION
TO: Santa Barbara County Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
FROM: Steve Rodriguez, Planning & Development

The project or activity identified below is determined to be exempt from further environmental
review requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970, as defined in
the State and County Guidelines for the implementation of CEQA.

APN: 083-280-024 Case Nos.: 15APL-00000-00019/14LUP-00000-00514
Location: 3927 Jalama Road, Lompoc, CA
Project Title: Signorelli Appeal of the Jimenez Land Use Permit

Project Description:

The project includes the construction of new ranch roads that are identified as segments 50, 70,
and 71; and the maintenance of existing ranch roads that are identified as segments 47, 54, 64,
66, 67 and 69. The proposed new road segments and the proposed road maintenance segments
are depicted on the Comprehensive Ranch Road Grading and Maintenance Plan, dated
September, 2015.

The proposed new road segments would be approximately 20 feet wide. Proposed road
maintenance activities generally involve minor road scraping to remove vegetation that has
grown on the road surface, and the removal of rocks and dirt that have accumulated within the
roadway. Proposed road maintenance and construction would result in approximately 250 cubic
yards of excavation and 250 yards of fill. No soil would be imported or exported, and any rocks
encountered during grading activities that are greater than 6-inches and not suitable for
compaction within the proposed road segments would be stockpiled on the project site for future
use on-site or export. All proposed grading would occur within the footprint of the proposed
new and maintained road segments.

The Comprehensive Ranch Road Grading and Maintenance Plan also identifies project-specific
erosion control measures that would be implemented at proposed road construction and
maintenance sites. Proposed erosion control measures include the use of sand bags, straw bales
and fiber rolls, and compliance with Grading Ordinance requirements. No grading would take
place within the banks of any blue-line creeks.
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The proposed new road segments and the proposed road maintenance segments are described on

Table 1 below.

Table 1
Proposed New and Modified Road Segments
Approximate Road
Road Segment Segment Length Reason Grading Permit is Required Notes
Number (1) (feet)

Proposed New Road Segments

50 1,300

Approximately 250 feet of this road
segment would be within 50 feet of a
creek

Approximately 40 feet of this road
segment would be within 200 feet of a
property line

70 450

This road segment would be located on a
slope with an average gradient of
approximately 12%. However, the
western portion of this road would be
adjacent to slopes with a gradient of
approximately 30%

71 225

Approximately 100 feet of this road
would be located on a slope with a
gradient of approximately 30%

Construction of this
segment would result in
harvesting three oak trees

Subtotal 1,975

Proposed Maintenance of Existing Road S

egments

Within 200 feet of a property line

Previous grading
conducted on the
southern portion of this
existing road to remove a

47 200 Within 50 feet of a creek small amount of
landslide debris resulted
in a zoning and building

violation

54 600 Within 200 feet of a property line

64 450 Within 200 feet of a property line

66 625 Within 50 feet of a creek

This road would
67 295 Within 200 feet of a property line facilitate the potential
Within 50 feet of a creek future development of a
new water well

69 225 Within 200 feet of a property line

Subtotal 2,325 - -
TOTAL 4,300 -- --

(1) Refer to Comprehensive Ranch Road Grading & Maintenance Plan — Attachment D
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Name of Public Agency Approving Project: County of Santa Barbara
Name of Person or Agency Carrying Out Project: Manuel Jimenez

Exempt Status: (Check one)
Ministerial
Statutory Exemption
X Categorical Exemption
Emergency Project
Declared Emergency

Cite specific CEQA and/or CEQA Guideline Section: CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 and
15304 - Minor Alterations to Land.

Reasons to support exemption findings: The project consists of the approval of a Land Use
Permit for the construction of new ranch roads that are identified as segments 50, 70, and 71; and
the maintenance of existing ranch roads that are identified as segments 47, 54, 64, 66, 67 and 69.

Section 15301 exempts the repair, maintenance, or minor alterations of existing facilities or
topographic features that result in negligible or no expansion of existing use. Proposed road
maintenance activities are proposed to occur on approximately 2,325 linear feet of existing roads
(segments 47, 54, 64, 66, 67 and 69) located on the project site. Maintenance activities would
generally consist of scraping the existing roads to remove accumulated dirt and rocks, and to
remove vegetation that has grown on the roadway surface. The maintenance of the existing
roads would not change or increase existing agricultural operations conducted on the project site
such that there would be an increase in traffic traveling on the project site or on public roads
located near the project site. The removal of vegetation (mostly non-native grasses) reduces the
potential for vehicles to cause a vegetation fire.

Section 15304 allows for minor alterations in the condition of land, water, and/or vegetation that
do not involve removal of healthy, mature, scenic trees except for forestry or agricultural
purposes. The project includes maintenance activities on six existing road segments, which
would consist mostly of the removal of vegetation that has grown in the roadway and minor road
grading/clearing. The project also includes the construction of three new road segments.
Segment 50 would have a total length of approximately 1,300 feet and a portion of the road
approximately 250 feet in length would be located within 50 feet of a creek. Proposed segment
70 would be approximately 450 feet long and located on a slope that has an average gradient of
approximately 12 percent. The western portion of proposed road segment 70 would be located
adjacent to slopes that have a gradient of approximately 30 percent. Proposed road segment 71
would be approximately 225 feet in length and a portion of the road approximately 100 feet in
length would be located on a slope with a gradient of approximately 30 percent.

The project would result in approximately 250 cubic yards of excavation and 250 cubic yards of
fill, which would not substantially alter the visual character of the project site. The project site is
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approximately 2,000 feet west of Jalama Road and approximately 1.25 miles west of Highway 1.
Due to distance and intervening topography the proposed new roads and road maintenance
activities would not be visible from Jalama Road, Highway 1, or other public roads in the project
area. The construction of one of the proposed road segments (segment 71) would result in the
removal of three live oak trees. However, these three trees would be harvested for transplant,
similar to the existing agricultural tree harvesting operation that is conducted on the project site.

The project would implement proposed erosion control measures including the installation of
erosion and sedimentation control fiber rolls, straw bales and sandbag barriers. In addition, all of
the roads on the project site are subject to the provisions of an agricultural erosion control permit
as required by Grading Ordinance Section 14.9-1. At minimum, an erosion control permit is
required to provide the location and details of runoff control, drainage devices, sedimentation
basins, revegetation, and other measures of erosion control. The erosion control permit also
requires periodic inspections of work completed under the permit. The project would not result
in a substantial change to the existing topography of the project site and would not have the
potential to result in significant slope stability impacts. Therefore, the project would be exempt.
There is no substantial evidence that there are unusual circumstances, including future activities,
resulting in or that might reasonably result in, significant impacts that threaten the environment.

The exceptions to the categorical exemptions pursuant to Section 15300.2 of the State CEQA
Guidelines are:

(a) Location. Classes 3, 4, 5, 6, and 11 are qualified by consideration of where the
project is to be located -- a project that is ordinarily insignificant in its impact on
the environment may in a particularly sensitive environment be significant.
Therefore, these classes are considered to apply all instances, except where the
project may impact on an environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern
where designated, precisely mapped, and officially adopted pursuant to law by
federal, state, or local agencies.

The project includes the construction of approximately 1,975 linear feet of new ranch
roads and maintenance along approximately 2,325 linear feet of existing ranch roads.
Proposed road construction and maintenance activities would not impact designated
critical habitat of any species, or result in the development of structures or uses that
may be impacted by a mapped or designated hazard.

(b) Cumulative Impact. All exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the
cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in the same place, over
time is significant.

The project would result in the construction of approximately 1,975 feet of new
roadways, which would supplement the existing road network that provides access
through the 678-acre project site. Approximately 250 cubic yards of cut and 250 cubic
yards of fill would be required for the construction of the proposed roadways and the
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(c)

(d)

(e)

maintenance of other roadways on the project site. The proposed grading would not be
cumulatively considerable and all roadways on the project site are required to
implement the requirements of an approved erosion control permit. The applicant has
filed an application (16 GRD-00000-00064) to renew an existing erosion control permit.
The proposed road segments would be developed consistent with applicable grading
regulations and would not result in significant cumulative impacts. Therefore, the
cumulative impact of successive projects of this type in the same place, over time,
would not be significant.

Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where
there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on
the environment due to unusual circumstances.

There are no unusual circumstances associated with the proposed project where there is
a reasonable possibility that the project would have a significant effect on the
environment. The proposed road segments would be constructed to serve an existing
agricultural operation; would not result in a substantial amount of grading; would
implement appropriate erosion control measures; and would be developed pursuant to
Grading Ordinance standards.

Scenic Highways. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which
may result in damage to scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees,
historic buildings, rock outcroppings, or similar resources, within a highway
officially designated as a state scenic highway. This does not apply to
improvements which are required as mitigation by an adopted negative
declaration or certified EIR.

The proposed project would not be visible from a designated scenic highway. The
project would not result in damage to scenic resources, including but not limited to,
trees, historic buildings, or rock outcroppings within a highway officially designated as
a state scenic highway. Therefore, this exception does not apply.

Hazardous Waste Sites. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project
located on a site which is included on any list compiled pursuant to Section
65962.5 of the Government Code.

The project is not located on sites included on any list compiled pursuant to Section
65962.5 of the Government Code. Therefore, this exception does not apply.
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(f) Historical Resources. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project
which may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource.

No historical resources are located on the subject parcel. All of the proposed new and
maintained road segments that would be permitted by Land Use Permit 14LUP-00000-
00514 were surveyed for the presence of cultural resources (Compass Rose, 2015). The
survey report was peer reviewed by the County archaeologist, and the report concluded
that no cultural resources have been previously recorded within the project property and
no cultural resources, either prehistoric or historical, were identified during the field
investigation. The proposed project would not result in any substantial adverse change
in the significance of a historical resource. Therefore, this exception does not apply.

Lead Agency Contact Person: Steve Rodriguez Phone #: (805) 682-3413

Department/Division Representative: Date:

Acceptance Date:

Distribution: Hearing Support Staff
Project file (when P&D permit is required)
Date Filed by County Clerk:
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A8 SR , 1. Documentation of all existing ranch roads, including roads
that have been constructed under 10GRD-00000-00110 and
g 14GRD-00000-00066.
;_2‘ , 2. Construction of new ranch road segments 50, 70, and 71.
g Erosion and sediment control measures will be provided
21 0oW 308 as needed by fiber rolls and straw bales as detailed on
L2 5S02100% Jea0e
L3 Sy Sheet 2.
SN Ls e '?é 3. As-built repairs to portions of ranch road segments 47 & 50
| RN I2 e v as shown on plan to abate 14ZEV-00000-00112 and 14BDV-
L0 Snabwer s 00000-00065. A small slide occurred and the debris was
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LiE Rrerigt 01 4. Stockpiling of rocks greater than 6-inches in diameter that
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(2) VERTICAL DATUM IS NAVD 88 PER NGS GPS POINT DZ1326.
ELEVATION = 342.00 FEET.

(3) R®) = CFFICIAL RECORD 2006-0000393 ROTATED CLOCKWISE (1°40'40").

(4} AERIAL DATA PROVIDED BY CENTRAL COAST AERIAL MAPPING, INC.
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ROAD TYPE LEGEND <

EXISTING PERMANENT RANCH ROAD

A‘%@gﬁgﬁﬂgﬁﬁﬁ%‘* ROAD | R SEPTEMBER 2015
' - | | | | JIMENEZ RANCH
' 3927 JALAMA ROAD

‘ APN: 083-280-024

sl EXSTING RANCH ROAD IN NEED | | 1‘ B IFORNIA
OF MAINTENANCE COUNTY OF SANTA ARBABA, CALIFORN

| PROPOSED NEW RANCH ROAD

- PROPERTY LINE BASE MAP BY FLOWERS & ASSOC. 2010 SHEET 1 OF 2

FLOWERS & ASSOCIATES, INC.
CIVIL ENGINEERS
201 N. Calle Cesar Chavez, Suite 100 Santa Barbara, CA 93103
Telephone (805) 966-2224

ROAD SEGMENT DESIGNATION

® ROAD SEGMENT BEGINNING/END SCALE: 1" = 300'
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TYPICAL FIBER ROLL INSTALLATION
N.T.S.

Fiber roft
8" rmin

" min

elE
~|E 3/4 x 3/47
wood stakes
max 4’
spocing
ENTRENCHMENT DETAIL
N.T.S.
Fespn
ore e ——————
California S ater BMP Handbook . Janwuary 2003
Construction R
www.cabmphandbooks.com -

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY BUILDING & SAFETY DIVISION GRADING NOTES

10.

11
12.
13.
14.

15.
16.

O\

All grading shall conform to Santa Barbara County Code Chapter 14 and standards and requirements pertaining
thereto, these construction drawings and the recommendations of the soils engineer and engineering geologist.
Contractor to notify the county grading inspector and soils laboratory at least 48 hours before start of grading
work or any pre-construction meeting.

Contractor shall employ all labor, equipment and methods required to prevent his operations from producing dust
in amounts damaging to adjacent property, cultivated vegetation and domestic animals or causing a nuisance to
persons occupying buildings in the vicinity of the job site. Contractor shall be responsible for damage caused by
dust from his grading operation.

Before beginning work requiring exporting or importing of materials, the contractor shall obtain approval from
Public Works Road Division for haul routes used and methods provided to minimize the deposit of soils on county
roads. Grading/road inspectors shall monitor this requirement with the contractor.

The geotechnical engineer shall provide observation and testing during grading operations in the field and shall
submit a final report stating that all earth work was properly completed and is in substantial conformance with the
requirements of the grading ordinance.

Areas to be graded shall be cleared of all vegetation including roots and other unsuitable material for a structural
fill, then scarified to a depth of 6" prior to placing of any fill. Call grading inspector for initial inspection. )
A thorough search shall be made for all abandoned man-made facilities such as septic tank systems, fuel or water
storage tanks, and pipelines or conduits. Any such facilities encountered shall be removed and the depression
yroperly filled and compacted under observation of the geotechnical engineer.

existing siopes which are to receive fill material shall be keyed and benched. The design and

ion of the keyway shall be per the geotechnical engineer's recommendation or per County Standard Detail

Fill material shall be spread in lifts not exceeding 6" in compacted thickness, moistened or dried as necessary to
near optimum moisture content and compacted by an approved method. Fill material shall be compacted to a
minimum of 80% maximum density as determined by 1957 ASTM D ~ 1557 — 91 modified proctor (AASHO) test
or similar approved methods. Some fill areas may require compaction to a greater density if called for in the
construction documents. Soil tests shall be conducted at not less than one test for each 18” of fill and/or for each
500 cubic yards of fill placed.

Cut slopes shall not exceed a grade of 1 % horizontal to 1 vertical. Fill and combination fill and cut siopes shall
not exceed 2 horizontal to 1 vertical. Slopes over three feet in vertical height shall be planted with approved
perennial or treated with equally approved erosion control measures prior to final inspection.

Surface drainage shall be provided at a minimum of 5% for 10 feet away from the foundation line or any structure.
All trees that are to remain on site shall be temporarily fenced and protected around the drip line during grading.
An erosion and sediment control plan shall be required as part of the grading plan and permit requirements.
“Best Management Practices for Construction Activities: Eroded sediments and other pollutants must be retained
onsite and may not be transported from the site via sheet flow, swales, area drains, natural drainage courses, or
wind. Stockpiles of earth and other construction related materials must be protected from being transported from
the site by the forces of wind or water. Fuels, oils, solvents, and other toxic materials must be stored in
accordance with their listing and are riot to contaminate the soil and surface waters. All approved storage
containers are to be protected from the weather. Spills may not be washed info the drainage system. Excess or
waste concrete may not be washed into public way or any other drainage system. Provisions must be made to
retain concrete wastes on site until they can be disposed as a solid waste. Trash and construction related solid
waste must be deposited into a covered waste receptacle to prevent contamination of rainwater and dispersal by
wind. Sediments and other material may not be tracked from to the site by vehicle traffic. The construction
entrance roadways must be stabilized so as to inhibit sediments from being deposited into the public way.
Accidental deposition must be swept up immediately and may not be washed down by rain or other means. Any
slopes with disturbed soils or denuded of vegetation must be stabilized so as to minimize erosion by wind and

If grading occurs during Nov 1 through Apr 15, no grading shall occur unless approved erosion and sediment
control measures are in place. Discharges of sediment from the project site may result in a Stop Work Order”

All earthwork on hillsides, sloping or mountainous terrain shall be stabilized to and prevent loss of soils, as
necessary, year-round.

EaltNWOryK estmates.

Excavation: _24@__@%‘3%0 yards; import: cubic yards; Export. __ cubic yards, Fill: @cubﬁc yards

s\dvyenielAppData\LocaliMi AW Temporary Internet Files\Content. Outlook\S8DPTKL N\Grading Division Netes (3).doc
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Land Use Permit No 14LUP-00000-00514 N L I
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The roads that are being applied for will be used to support the nursery operation taking place on this
property. Ihave show that the impacts from this operation are substantial. The excessive grading,
movement of excessive amounts of soil, the loss of pristine. All of these impacts have a effect on the
property and others. Including my parents.

Lets take a trip down my parents driveway and look at some of these impacts that have and will effect
them if this operation continues.

The only access to my parents property is by easement through this property. This road is dirt, about %
mile long. On this property, about half of the road is located between fields. There are three culvert
crossings on this road.

If you travel the road from its entrance the road is surrounded by fields. These field has been planted with
trees that when mature, they will be removed. The field on the upslope side will be, in its entirety, dug
down about 4°. This field drains into a small culvert that crosses the road into the lower field, into the
creek,, If this culvert was to ever clog or if grading slants are not done properly, drainage would build and
go over the road. Damaging property.

In the hills above the area trees have not been removed but I would assume planned for removal in the
future. This would be more grading, more holes in the ground, more movement of dirt..

If you travel farther down the road, you cross the next culvert. This is located just to the left of the iron

These fields will also be dug up in their entirety. Further up the creek, just above the residence, trees have
been being removed for the past few years. These hillsides drain down into this creck. It has not rained,
so any impacts that may occur in this area have not surfaced or occurred. . .yet.

The road travels further into the fields. This is the field that flooded. It has had drainage installed to
control the flooding. The source of the flooding, tree removal and grading, still exists and flooding will
occur. Now it will be controlled.

It has not rained. This drainage has never been tested.

This field, like the rest, will be dug up in its entirety, jeopardizing the slopes néeded to capture the
flooding.

Further down the road is another culvert. This is the culvert that was effected by the flooding.

This culvert was constructed in the 1960°s. At that time, culverts consisted of old tires filled with gravel
and posts. It was not the most attractive culvert and environmental friendly but it functioned. It kept the
road safe for many years.

Two years of this operation and its damaged.

The neighbor was contacted and we were promised that they would repair their damage. After waiting
months for this promised repair, no repairs were being made.

In October of that year, just before the rainy season, I received a phone call from the neighbor. 1was



informed that they would not be repairing the culvert. That is was our property and our problem. Iam
told that if I have any problems with this, to contact their lawyer. T contacted the County.

The County comes in and issues grading violations. 1am told that the law does not require the neighbor
to repair the damage he created. That this is a civil issue. T was also told that because we have such a
nice neighbor that they agreed to make the repairs.

The neighbor promised to make the repairs. When asked many times, the County informs me that this
repair would consist of a rip rap wall on the upstream side, the addition of three foot of width that washed
away and gravel added to the top.

The permit for all the repairs was a two vear permit, Instead of seeing the yrgency of making this repair,
the neighbor waited until the very last month to make them.

This procrastination of these repairs was intentional. Our punishment for contacting the County,

These next few winters were the worst. We still had flooding and we stifl had a damaged culvert. Thada
sick dad and a questionable road. Not a good situation.

When the repairs were finally done, they were nothing as promised. The repairs consisted of nothing
more than Hning the damage with rock. There was no rip rap wall, no addition of the three feet width, no
0p.

When I asked the County on why the repairs were not as promised, 1 am told that I must have
misunderstood. That I am making things up. That the repairs done (lining of the damage) is up to county
code. Any additional repair would be a civil issuc.

The property owner made the repair promise io the County. Who. in turn, made us the promise. When
the neighbor did not deliver on this prornise to the County, the County had to break their promise with us.
Again, this was intentional. Our continuing punishment for contacting the County.

The County claims that the repair up to code and safe. But is it?
Here is the County’s response as for the repair

| was very clear in talkng to your mom on Friday that we would not accept the current riprap
installation at the culvert. They merely armored the eroded slope without making any repairs.
Jimenez reps. said they would contact me early this week on how they intend on making this
right.

These conmnents were made at the time of repair. Since these comments, there has been no additional
repairs made. The culvert stands the same as it was when these comments were made.

If you read this comment it states the County would not accept the currents installation of rock (1ip rap}.
It was not be accept then but now it is.

It also states that there were no repairs made. If no repairs were made, it would still be broken. A broken
cubvert is not safe. Even though the County insists that the repairs are up to code and considered safe, its
not. I have seen water raging down that creek and a few rocks on the side is not safe.

If we travel up stream from this culvert we will see what 1 refer to as the dead creek. This creck has
received substantial damage from the removal of oaks from i1s banks, The whole one side had been
graded and many of the wiltows are now dying from this grading and drought. These limbs will eventually
rot and fall to the floor.  With rain, these branches will then be carried down stream i ght into the poorly



repaired culvert.  This will cause the culvert to clog and we will watch rock by rock be washed away and
eventually the road will wash away.

On the other side of this creck is where the property owner graded a cow irail into a road, This is one of
the roads that were graded without approval.

This road is a severe gouge in onc of the most vnique hillsides on the property. This hillside is shale.
Because of this, if is slipping. I have witnessed large boulders falling from the hillside showing ifg
unstable.

If this hillside was 1o fall, it would fall directly into the creek below. This would clog up the creek and it
will fload.  Since the property hine is close, this flooding would effect our property.

A little further up the road, next to the property line, is where the swim hole was installed. This was
grading done on the hillside and bed of the creek. A hole was dug to retain water to be pumped owt for
errigation. In the past, this hillside has shown to be slipping, H it fails, it falls into the creck, plugging
the creek and flooding on our property will accur.

Everything that I have mentioned is a direct result of the operation that is taking place on this property.
The only section of the road that is not thrcaten is the portion of road Jjust before our enirance, 145 safe
because it sits on a hillside above the field away from the creek., away from the grading. All of the rest of
the road has threats.

Ten years ago none of these threats existed. We had a safe road. Due to our failed laws and the peighbors
operation, it has created a ticking time bomb. With more grading, more trec removal, this ticking is
getting loader. For a explosion, all that is needed is to add water. It will rain and because the cause of the
Tlooding has never been controlled, flooding will oceur. Installation of drainage does not stop flooding, it
controls it. We hope. The more that is added to this ticking, the bigger the explosion.

With all of these threats, add a couple of seniors. Dad is 91, pushing 92 and mom is not far behind him
This road, that at one time was safe, is no longer safe. Tt is no longer safe because of the operation that is
taken place on the property.

The County has told me many times that this tree removal is isolated. Ag tree temoval consists of a chain
saw, not digging and grading. This removal is unique, out of the normal removal. The impacis from this
type of operation have not been identified and addressed. Because the imnpacts have not been identified,
we run the risk of these impacts surfacing. Many of these impacts are know, MANY Arc Not.

This operation is destroying our environment. 1t has produced flooding, damaged our properiy and is a
threat to our safety.

The proposed roads that are being applied for contributes to this operation. They support this operation, 1t
is more grading, more tree removal, more threats to us. We have had vears of threals and it needs to end.
Allowing these threats to compound will only increase these threats that already cxist.

For many years I have kicked, screamed, begged and I have done everything possible to capture the
County’s attention. 1am told “Mr. Signorelli, If you agree or not, these are our aws and we must all live
by them™. Then it’s the slammming door.... Every time.

For many years I have watched the County support this property owners operation. Hidin g behind broken
laws. You need to remember, it was a Ag Commissioner that proiised to my pareais and their neighbors
that there would be no effects from this operation. He lied.



It is very important that this read is accessible at alf time. This includes rainy days when threats are at
their peak, Allowing this operation to continue magnifies these threats substantially.

I am requesting that this permit not be issued. That if this project is to continue, all impacts, past and
future, be identified and addressed. That these reports reflect the maximum impacts of the movement of
over 100k ¢y of dirt and the excessive grading (including roads) associated with this operation on
mountain ranch land. When these impacts are identified and we ali feei comfortable with it, then the
project can continue. Until then, we shonld not have more impacts placed onto us. The impacts that do
exist are bad enough.  We don’t want more.

We have seen destruction of property and we have seen a threat life and if allowed 16 cond nue, we will see
more.

Here is a law that we must all live by;

Sec. 14-15. - Denial of permit; restoration.

(@) A permit shall not be issued where the work proposed is likely 1o endanger human life
OF property

It has and it will again.

The County has gifted us these problem and the County must take them away. [want resolution, 1 want
iy parents 1o live in a world withont thesc threats. The world that they lived in 10 years ago. The world
that the County Ag Commissioner promised.

To sum it up. Keep the flooding, the grading, the treats away from our property and my parents. This s

not a game, it is serious. The road must be kept clear at all tdimes. Allowing the production of these

impacts and allowing them (o fester is not acceptable.

Tom Signorelli
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