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Santa Maria, CA 93455
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Fhone: (805) 568-2240
Fax; (BO5)568-2249
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Santa Barbara County Appeal to the Planning Commission Application Page 2

SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS

X 8 Copies of the attached application.

X 8 Coples of a written explanation of the appeal including:

s If you are not the applicant, an explanation of how you are an “aggtieved party” ("Any
person who in person, or through a representative, appeared at a public hearing in
connection with the decision or action appealed, or who, by the other nature of his
concerns or who for good cause was unable fo do either.”);

a A clear, complete and concise statement of the reasons or grounds for appeal:

o Why the decision or determination is consistent with the provisions and purposes
of the County's Zoning Ordinances or other applicable law; of
There was error or ahuse of discretion,
The decision is not supported by the evidence presented for consideration;
There was a lack of a fair and impartial hearing; or
There is significant new evidence relevant to the decision which couid not have
heen presented at the time the decision was made.

c o000

X 1 Check payable to County of Santa Barbara.

v Note: There are additional requirements for certain appeals inciuding:
v
a. Appeals regarding a previously approved discretionary permit— If the approvai of a

Land use permit required by a previously approved discretionary permit is appealed, the
applicant shall identify: 1) How the Land Use Permit is inconsistent with the previously
approved discretionary permit; 2) How the discretionary permit’s conditions of approval
that are required to be completed prior to the approval of a Land Use Permit have not
been completed; 3) How the approval is inconsistent with Section 35.106 (Noticing).

b. Appeals regarding Residential Second Units (R8Us) — The grounds for an appeai of
the approval of a Land Use Permit for a RSU in compliance with Section 35.42.230
(Residential Second Units) shali be limited to whether the approved project is in
compliance with development standards for RSUs provided in Section 35.42230.F
{Development Standards).
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Santa Barbara County Appeal to the Planning Comimission Application Page 3

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
APPEAL FORM

SITE ADDRESS: Intersection of Alisos Canyon and Foxen Canyon Roads;
ASSESSOR PARCEL NUMBER: 133-080-036, 037, 026

Are there previous permits/applications? Oyes numbers:
(include permit# & lot # if tract)

Are there previous environmental (CEQA) documents? CIno Xyes numbers: _Draft MND

1. Appeliant: Ranchao La Laguna LLC, La Laguna Ranch Compény e
Phone: 805-882-1405 FAX 805-965-4333

Mailing Address c/o Susan F. Petrovich, P.O. Drawer 720, Santa Barbara, CA 93102
£-mail: spetrovich@bhfs.com

6 Hi £102

41 1y

FAX:

2. Owner: Same as Appellant Phone:

¥

Mailing Address: E-mail;
Street City State Zip

3. Agent:;_Susan F. Petrovich Phone: 805-882-1405 FAX: 805-865-4333

Mailing Address cfo Susan F. Petrovich, P.O. Drawer 720, Santa Barbara, CA 93102
E-mail: spetrovich@bhfs.com

4, Attorney: Same as Agent Phone: FAX:
Maiting Address: E-mail
Sireet City State Zip
COUNTY USE ONLY

Case Number: . Companion Case Number:

Supervisorial Districk: Submitial Daie;

Applicable Zoning Ordinance: Receipt Number:

Praject Planner: Acrepted for Processing,

Zoning Designation: Comp. Flen Designolion,

Updated FTC012815



Santa Barbara County Appeal to the Planning Commission Application Page 4

COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA APPEAL TO ThE:

X BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

PLANNING COMMISSION: COUNTY _ MONTECITO

RE: Project Title Rancho La Laguna Tract Map and State Small Water Sysfem
Case No.06TRM-00000-00002; TM 14,708; 16 CUP-00000-00030

Date of Action 5/31/2017
I hereby appeal the approval approval w/conditions denial of the:

Board of Architectural Review - Which Board? __ COUNTY
____ Coastal Development Permit decision
Land Use Pemit decision

X Planning Commission decision — Which Commission? County
Planning & Development Director decision

_ Zoning Administrator decision

Is the appeliant the appiicant or an aggrieved parfy?
X Applicant

Aggrieved party — if you are not the applicant, provide an explanation of how
you are and “aggrieved party” as defined on page two of this appeal form:

Reason of grounds for the appeal — Write the reason for the appeal below or submit 8 copies of your
appeal letter that addresses the appeal requirements listed on page two of this appeal form:

Updated FTC012815



" Santa Barbara County Appeal to the Planning Cornimission Application F‘age 5

¢ A clear, complete and concise statement of the reasons why the decision or determination is
inconsistent with the provisions and purposes of the County’s Zoning Crdinances or ather
applicable law; and

o Grounds shall be specificaily stated if it is claimed that there was error of abuse of discretion,
or lack of a fair and impartial hearing, or that the decision is nat supporied by the evidence
presented for cansideration, or that there is significant new evidence relevant to the decisicn
which could not have been presented at the time the decision was made.

SEE ATTACHED

Specific conditions imposed which | wish to appeal are (if applicable):

Please include any other information you feel is relevant fo this application.

Updated FTGC012815



Santa Barhara County Appeal o fhe Flanning Comrnission Application . .. PageB

Please include any other information you feel is relevant to this application.

CERTIFICATION OF ACCURACY AND COMPLETENESS Signatures must be cormpleted for each fine. [fohe of

more of the parties are the same, please re-sign the applicabie line,

Applicant's signature suthorizes County staff to entar the properly described above for the purposes of inspection.
| hereby declars under penalty of perury that the infarmation confained In this epplicadion and afl atfachad materials are comect, e

and compiefe. | acknowledge and agrea that the Courfy of Santa Barbara s refying on the accuracy of this information &nd my
representations in order ta process this applicaiion and ihal any pemmits issued by the Counly may be reseindad if it Is datermined thaf
the informalion and materials submitted are hot fue and & macl. [further schnowledge that | may he {iable for any sosfs associaled

éfé’/&aﬁ?’

with rescission of such pannils,

Susan F, Petrovich /&M/

Print name and sign — Firm Date
Susan F. Petrovich At & /;gf SO0/ 7 L
Print name and sign - Praparer of this form ’ Date
Rancho.lalaguna LG _— —
Print name and sign - Applicant ' Date
e j i d o

e e A Howlty I
1 Laguna Ranch Compeny LLG - 7 :
Rrint name and sign ZApplicant Date
Susan F. Pefovich. éj@é‘@! 7
Pririt name and sign - Agent
Rancho La Laguna LLC

Date

Print name and P;s'i-gn-ﬁLandowner ‘

S LLC Lo xzfre.‘%;w Y4

i ;“'ﬁj__,.:w__j "'0::?’
g Lagdiia Rarohr e
Print name and sigi < Tandowner

Date

GAGROUP\PED\Digilal Libran\Applications & Forms\Planning Applications and Forms\AppealSubRenAPP.dot
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ATTACHMENT TO APPEAL FRONM PLANNING COMMISSION DENIAL
RANCHO LA LAGUNA TRACT MAP & STATE SMALL WATER SYSTEM

Appellants and Applicants Rancho La Laguna LLC and La Laguna Ranch Co. LLC base
this appeal upon the following information, Appellants contend that the Planning
Commission denial of the Project was arbitrary, capricious, and abuse of discretion,
contrary to County policies and zoning ordinances, and not based upon the evidence in
the administrative record for the Project. Furthermore, the findings for denial are
without substance, lack evidentiary support and are based, in part, upon misstatement
of the Agricultural Element of the Comprehensive Plan.

The original staff report for the Rancho La Laguna Project (Project) recommended
approval of the Project and inciuded suggested findings upon which the approval should
be based. Those findings are sound and reflect the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance
and the Comprehensive Plan that apply to the Project. Below, we compare and
contrast the original staff-recommended findings with the revised findings prepared in a
futile attempt to try to support denial of the project.

A copy of the original staff-proposed findings in support of project approval is attached
to this appeal. These findings match the evidence. The findings adopted for denial do
not. We also atfach the findings for denial.

There Is No Evidence In The Record To Support Speculation And Contentions
Regarding Potential Project impacts On Agricultural Viability.

Without stating any evidentiary, zoning, or Comprehensive Plan basis, the three (3)
Commissioners who voted for denial engaged in a wide range of speculation as to
agricultural viability, the future of agricultural operations on the property following
subdivision, and confiicts between owner residences (that ultimately would be built on
the proposed parcels after subdivision) and agricultural operations. This was despite
extensive, undisputed evidence in the record that all of the proposed parcels would be
agriculturally viable. At least one Commissioner based his decision, in part, upon the
fact that no one could guaranty that the parcels would remain in agricultural production
following the subdivision. No one can guaranty that any parce! will remain in agricultural
production in perpetuity, including the existing parcel. No such guaranty has been
required in the County for other agricultural fand divisions and the test is not included in
any County ordinance or in the Comprehensive Plan.

The record reveals that the Agricultural Preserve Advisory Committee (APAC)
concluded that all proposed parcels would be eligible for Williamson Act contracts. A
copy of the minutes of the APAC meeting of October 3,.2008, when the commitiee
unanimously determined the Tract Map to be consistent with the County’s Ag ricultural
Preserve Uniform Rules, is attached. As stated in the Uniform Rules (P. 4), “[T]he
APAC is responsible for monitoring and enforcement of the Agricuitural Preserve
Program. When an application for a permit (or other County entitlement) involves land in

0130250001\5721320.1



a Williamson Act contract, the APAC has the responsibility to review the application to
determine its consistency with the County’s Uniform Rules.”

Also in the record is the Final Environmentai Impact Report (FEIR) for the Project (16-
EIR-1), which concluded that the Project: (a) had no Class 1 (Significant and
Unavoidable) environmental impacts on any resources, including agricultural, biological,
and cultural; and, (b) that all impacts could be mitigated with incorporation into the
conditions of the mitigation measures listed in the FEIR (which mitigation measures
were incorporated into the project conditions); and, (c) that the impact of the Project on
agricultural resources was Class 3 (Less than Significant). The agricultural impacts
discussed in the FEIR comprised the following categories:

a. Impact AG-1 — direct conversion of prime agriculturai tand to non-
agricultural use by providing building sites for the 13 proposed parcels.
“However, the Project would not significantly impair the long-term
agricultural suitability and productivity of the site, based on application of
the County’s adopted weighted points system and other site-specific
considerations.” (FEIR, p. 4.2-17) After publication of the FEIR, the
Applicants further reduced this impact by commitiing to enrolf lots 9
through 13 (the 5 largest parcels) in Williamson Act contracts following
map recordation. Because the Uniform Rules restrict the owner's
residential site to a maximum of two (2) contiguous acres, this
commitment would resuit in a reduction of jand that could be converted
from agricultural production to residential building site by a fotal of 5.2
acres. For lots 1 through 8, the Applicants offered to agree to no building
site being more than 5 acres in size. This further reduced the total
potential acres of conversion by 24.3 acres.’

b. Impact AG-2 — potential for conversion of unique or locally
important farmland, but none of the proposed RDEs would include this
farmiand so this impact would not occur. (FEIR, p. 4.2-27)

C. Impact AG-3 - potential conflict between onsite agricultural land
uses and proposed residential uses, which may indirectly impair
agricultural operations and productivity. The FEIR concluded that this was
a Class 3 impact because an owner of any of these parcels would be
moving into an active agricultural operation and aware of the agricultural
activities. (FEIR, pp. 4.2-28) The FEIR also notes that the California
“Right to Farm Real Estate Disclosure Notice” requires that land sellers
and agents disclose to the buyer in advance of the sale information as fo a
parcel’s proximity to Important Farmiand, which this is. The notice advises

! The Residential Development Bnvelopes (RDEs) were created to restrict pon-agricultural development to a
specific area on each lof, both to avoid the placement of non-agricultural structures on land that otherwise could be
devoted-to agriculture, which could impact both habitat and agricultural resources, and to provide a fixed envelops
that could be studied for other potential environmental impacts, particularly impacts to biological and cultural

TES0UICEs,
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potential buyers of the potential presence of noise, dust, odors, pesticide
application, etc. arising from farming operations. (FEIR, p. 4.2-28) The
FEIR also states that the “application of agricuitural chemicals is strictly
regulated by the County Agricultural Commissioner’s Office. The
oversight and regulation of their use provided by this agency would
minimize any potential for pesticide drift or inadvertent exposure.” (FEIR,
p.30)

The FEIR also includes Table 4.2-8, attached hereto, that analyzes the Project's
consistency with agricultural policies in the Comprehensive Plan Agricuitural Element
and Land Use Element and concludes that the Project is consistent with all of those
policies.

Also included in the record is the attached report from Sage Associates, including
updates to the original report as Orrin Sage conducted additional site visits due to on-

| ~ going development of farm fields. Orrin Sage is a highly regarded, independent

environmental consultant who specializes in agricultural analyses. He has an academic
background in geology, soils, and natural resource management (and a Ph.D. in
geology), but with his family ranching background and his own ranch management
experience, he soon focused on agriculture, offering professional capabilities for
agricultural suitability and viability studies, grazing plans, restoration plans, interim
ranch management. He is professionally registered by the California Board of Forestry
as Certified Rangeland Manager #64; and by the American Registry of Certified
Professionals in Agronomy, Crops, and Soils as Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Control
Specialist #692; and is also a member of the Society for Range Management.

Suffice it to say that, more than anyone else involved in this project, Orrin Sage has far
more expertise in analyzing Rancho La Laguna’s agricuitural viability and in applying
the County of Santa Barbara’s Environmental Thresholds analysis for agricultural
viability.

Orrin Sage's analysis of the agricultural viability of the proposed parcels?, using the
County’s Environmental Thresholds test, resulted in a finding that all of the proposed
parcels well exceeded the 60 points needed fo determine that an agricultural parcel was

viable:

Lot1-~76.0 Lot 8 —75.2
lLot2 ~76.5 Lot 9 —-67.5
Lot3~74.8 Lot 10 —~ 70.2
Lot4 - 76.7 Lot 11 -~70.5
Lot5—-76.0 lot12 -72.2
Lot ~73.7 Lot 13 —66.6

? The figures that follow do not necessarily match the points in Sage’s jnitial assessment. He returned to the Ranch
more than once to verify the degree of agrienltural production, including checldng on the crops in some relatively
new farm fields to ensure that they were thriving. The result of those follow-up site visits was an increase in points
for proposed lots. The Sage report is included i the Final Environmental Impact Report Appendices.

3
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Lot7 —76.1

The APAC agreed that the proposed parcels individually are agriculturally viable. They
had to reach that conclusion in order to find the project consistent with the Williamson
Act. See the attached minutes of the QOctober 3, 2008 minutes when the APAC made
that determination.

The County staff prepared and published a Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration for the
project, which document included a detailed analysis of the agricultural viability of the
proposed parcels. The staff analysis concluded that the proposed parcels each would
be agricutturally viable. A copy of that analysis is attached.

The AG-1I-100 zoning for the Project site allows for parcels to be divided into parcels
that are as small as 100 acres. Other County requirements for such a land division
require that any agricuttural land division resuft in all resulting parcels being
agriculturally viable as stand-alone units. ~

The Agricuttural Element also addresses, in its background text, the issue of fand
divisions in agricultural land. While the Agricultural Element expresses concem about a
potential threat to agriculture in the County from land divisions, it makes ii very clear
that land divisions that result in parcels that are ali agriculturally viable is not the threat
of which they speak — it is the land divisions that result in small parcels that are not
agriculturally viable - “With many agricuitural land divisions, although the fand is not
being converted to urban uses, it is broken up into pieces that are too small to be
economically viable agriculfural units. Once the economic viability of the iand is lost,
there is inherently increased pressure for further division of the property and ultimate
conversion of the agricultural fand to urban uses.” (Agricultura Element, P. 26)

The key to the Agricuitural Element language is the enormous difference befween, on
the one hand, an agricultural land division that retains agricultural viability in each
resulting parcel and, on the other hand, an agricuitural land division that resuits in one
or more parcels that are too small to be agriculturally viable as stand-alone units. The
jatter type of parcels may be nothing more than large house sites, For example, 5 or
10-acre ranchettes or 25-acre grazing parcels.

For the Rancho L.a Laguna project, the overwhelming evidence in the record
demonstrates that the proposed parcels all have individual agricultural viability, most
particularly the 160+ acre parcels with large, prod ucing farm fields and modest RDEs.

The Planning Commission Spent Little Time Discussing the Findings, Focusing
on their Individual Feelings and Fears

Because the Commissioners didn't discuss the findings for denial, or the evidence
supporting same, we summarize below the findings that actually supported their
~ decision to deny this project, taken from Commissioner statements on the record.

013025\0001315721320.1



None of these findings is supported by substantiat evidence in the administrative record
or by adopted Caounty policies. Our response to these statements is inserted below
each statement in italics.

1. Can't support dividing large agriculturai parcels, especially those that are remote
and surrounded by parcels as large as 2,000-6,000 acres each.

There is no County ordinance or policy that prohibits a land division info parcels
that are smaller than surrounding parcels. But the reality is that Rancho La
Laguna is surrounded by parcels of a wide range sizes. Many of the neighboring
parcels are comparable in size to the proposed parcels at Rancho ia Laguna,
and many are much smaller than the proposed parcels. See the aftached map
showing the project lot layout and the surrounding lands. The applicant also
presented to the Commission aerial photographs showing the reason for the
diversity in parcel sizes — the topography varies from canyons with relatively fevel
cropland, to rolling hills with crops and vineyards, to steep hillsides that are
suitable only for grazing and watershed.

2. The RDEs are larger than the 2 acres allowed under the Williamson Act.

The Williamson Act program is strictly voluntary and County practice and policy
has been that no one will be forced into participating. However, the RDES each
represent an area within which all non-agricultural structures and related
improvements must be confined. The RDEs generally exceed the ultimate
building site size to give the ewner flexibility in siting. The RDFEs were sited and
inspected by experts to avoid, fo the extent feasible, visual, biological, geological,
and cultural impacts, and to avoid prime soils, alf with the intent of minimizing
environmental impacts. The RDEs also allowed the FEIR to accurately analyze,
using a worst-case approach, environmental impacts of the ultimate construction
of an owner’s house on each proposed parcel.

3. There could be incompatibility between land uses on adjacent parcels.

This fear is purely theoretical and not based upon any evidence in the record. As
noted above, the FEIR concluded that the project had no potential for resulting in
a significant environment impact that could not be mitigated fo less than
significant. The smallest proposed parcel exceeds 160 acres and, with the
limitation of the owner's non-agricultural structures to the RDEs, each of which is
located a substantial distance from shared property lines, the potential for one

_ neighbor’s agricultural operation interfering with another’s operation is remote.
There simply is no evidence of this imagined conflict or incompatibilify.

4. Fear that agriculture will not continue on the parcels — we need a guaranty of
continued agriculture.

There is no County policy or fand use regulation that requires, or allows the
County to require, a landowner to stay in agriculfure. That applies equally to the

5
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existing parcel and all proposed parcels. Nor can any applicait be required fo
make such a guaranty. In this case, though, it isn't an issue. The existing parcel
is host to a wide variety of agricultural operations. There is ample room on the
properly for vineyard development, which has not yet been pursued hecause the
present owners prefer cattle grazing. The grazing land generally is top notch and
the current caltle herd's quality and health, per the Sage report, demonstrate the
strength of the cattle operation. With such valuable farm fand and grazing fand,
there is no basis for concluding that future owners will not make use of these
assets, particularly the farmiand. Farm land in Santa Barbara County, including
this property, is highly profitable. It is highly unlikely that the owner of one of the
proposed parcels would tum his/her back on the revenue that can be realized
from farming, or leasing to someone else to farm. As poinfed out repeatedly by
one Commissioner, this is extremely remote properfy. Why would sormeone want
io own and live on remote land such as this and not ejither conduct agriculture
personally or lease the land fo third parfies to farm and graze the land? Living on
this land would have to be a choice, because it is a long trip to the grocery store
or an evening dining out.

5. Creating more lots than exist, with a residence on each lot, is urbanization that is
contrary to the Agricultural Element. Houses, fences, lights on the houses, and
utility infrastructure for the houses create an urban influence in a very rural
location.

The Agricultural Element and other County policies and ordinances do not regard
the owner’s house on agricuitural land as being “urban.” Scattered residences
and fences are entirely consistent with rural land. The limited lighting from these
houses and utility lines on rural parcels do not make an area urban.

Webster's Dictionary defines “urban” as “of, relating fo, characteristic of, or
constituting a city.”

Uniform Rule No. 1 states: “The Board of Supervisors recognizes the importance
of providing housing opporiunities on agricultural land enrolled in the Agricuftural
Preserve Program, in order to accommodate landowners and their agriculfural
employees,”

The AG-1l~100 zone district allows, in addition to agriculture, a single family
dwelling, a guest house, and residential accessory Uses and structures. Under
the Zoning Ordinance, as well as the Uniform Rules, the owner's residence and
associated development site is not an urban use ~ it is an allowed use in the
agricuftural zone and in agricultural preserves.

Therefore, the characterization of the owner’s residence (and the building site for
same) on any of the proposed Rancho La Laguna lots as being “urban” is
inaccurate and contrary to State and County laws, ordinances, and policies that
acknowledge that a residence on an agricultural parcel is both acceptable and
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appropriate. County ordinances and policies acknowledge that the owner’s
residence is a part of the agricultural operation.

B. Close proximity of residences to the farm fields on their parcels will result in
conflict between residents of house and the agricultural production.

The underlying premise that the owner's residence and the agricultural operation
are conflicting uses is just plain contrary to the facts. The residents who would
live on these parcels would not be strangers who get nothing from the proximity
fo agnculture — they would own the agriculture that yields the substantial profits
that allow the owners fo continue to live on the land. There is no factual basis for
contending that the farmer/rancher would live on the land but be bothered by the
agriculture that provides much or all of the family income. We enclose ample
evidence of the true fact that farmers live next fo their fields all over Santa
Barbara County, and probably the world. The finding is without substance and
cannot provide a basis for denial of the project. The atfached photographs of
owners' houses nestled down right next fo farm fields in Santa Barbara Counly
provide the sole evidence in the record regarding the proximity of houses fo -
cultivated fields and it is obvious that there is no conffict. See the discussion
below regarding the alleged proximity of some RDEs to cultivated land on the
same parcel.

7. There is a project here, but this isn't it. The parcels should be larger and fewer.

This is just personal opitiion and has no basis in evidence or County policy,
demonstrating that the decision was arbitrary and capricious under the faw. The
statement also is vague and ambiguous.

8. The land division shouldn’t be approved because one or more of these parcels
could be sold by the family to cover estate taxes or to raise capital for agricuitural
improvements and intensification.

Because all of the proposed parcels are agriculturally viable, it makes no
difference if an owner sells one or all. Agriculfural potential remains the same,
regardless of owner. This statement is iniconsistent with State law, which abhors
restraints on alienation of real property, and is contrary to County ordinances and
policies, all of which treat all similarly situated landowners the same. A
landowner is entitled to sell a parcel, regardiess of the reason for the sale.
Furthermore, expert testimony in the record demonstrates that being able fo
finance estate taxes or fann improvements by having more than one parcel fo
provide collateral is a benefit to the family farm or ranch, not a defriment fo
agriculture, provided that the parcels remain agriculturally viable. See atfached
letter from Larry Lahr of Rincon Corporation, explaining the economic factors that
comprise the viability of an agricultural operation.

9. This land division is contrary to the Comprehensive Plan emphasis on
agricuitural viability. : :
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This is not supported by the evidence in the record. See the discussion below of
the staff report’s significant about-face in analyzing the compatibility of the project
with County policy. The discussion included in the FEIR and in the initial staff
report supports project approval and is based upon evidence in the record and
County policy. It differs markedly from the most current such analysis prepared
fo try to bolster findings for project denial. The inconsistency is not a reflection
on County staff They analyzed the project for over 10 years and recommended
approval. The staff was forced to ignore their recommendation and draft findings
for denial, but there is no evidence in the record to support those findings. They
did the best that they could, but it requires misinterpreting clear language in
County policy to find any basis for the findings for denial.

10. Land designated AC — Agriculture Commercial ~ should not be divided. Thisis a
step toward a more urban environment. )

There is no evidentiary basis for applying this principle fo Rancho La Laguna.
The Rancho La Laguna proposal, to creafe lots ranging in size from over 160
acres fo over 600 acres cannot be considered to be creating a more urban
environment, especially in an area where parcels of no more tharn 100-acres are
not unusual, More fo the point, there is nothing in County ordinances or policies
that supports the confention that AC land may not be divided, if the land division
meets the minimum requirements set by zoning, and results in agriculturally
viable parcels thaf meet the more general criteria for safe access, adequate
services, and the requirements of the Subdivision Map Act,

The Findings Adopted by the Planning Commission Are Not Supporied by
Substantial Evidence in the Record and Are Contrary to the Overwhelming
Evidence in the Record.

The findings adopted by the Planning Commission conclude, with no evidence
whatsoever in the FEIR or elsewhere in the record, that a future residence on any of the
proposed lots “has the potential to create conflicts between the existing agricultural
operations and future residential uses.” As noted above, this “potential” is pure
conjecture and is not based on evidence in the record.

The adopted findings also conclude that the project will not assure and enhance
agriculture because of the alleged proximity of RDE’s to agricultural cultivation on Lots
1-3,4, 7, 12 and 13. The RDE’s originally proposed for these parcels are of the
following sizes, respectively’:

Lot1-7.2 acres

Lot 2 — 9.6 acres

* The applicants have offerad to agree to a condition that, despite the RDE size analyzed in the EIR, none of the
actual development envelopes on the proposed lots would exceed 5 acres and that Lots 9 through 13 would be put
into Williamson Act contracts following map recordation, which would limit the owner’s non-agricultural

development to 2 acres..
8
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Lot 3 —15.2 acres
Lot 4 ~ 2.7 acres
Lot 7 ~ 7.0 acres
Lot 12 ~ 2.6 acres
Lot 13 ~ 2.3 acres

The following list sets forth the distances, in linear feet and in elevation, between the
RDE's and the cuitivated fields:

Lot 1 is set back 400" from the farm field. The farm field elevation is 1070"; the
RDE elevation is 1200' ... 130" above the field.

Lot 2 is set back 200" from the farm field. The farm field elevation is 1150'; the
RDE elevation is 1200' ... 40' above the field.

Lot 3 is set back 50" from the farm field. The farm field elevation is 1229 the
RDE elevation is 1260' ... 41" above the field.

Lot 4 is set back 1000 from the farm field. The farm field elevation is 1317, the
RDE elevation is 1457* ... 140’ above the field.

Lot 7 is set back 50' from the farm field. The farm field elevation is 1152"; the
RDE elevation is 1200' ... 48" above the ﬁeid._

Lot 12 is set back 100" from the farm field. The farm field elevation is 1440’ the
RDE elevation is 1500 ... 60" above the field.

Lot 13 is set back 100" from the farm field. The farm field elevation is 1480° the
RDE elevation is 1580 ... 130’ above the fieid.

These RDE’s are of ample size, and of adequate setback between the closest edge of
the RDE and the fields, for an owner to avoid siting the house close to the cultivation
activity, if the owner so desires. Landowners generally place landscaping around their
houses as well, so landscape screening can provide an additional barrier between
residence and field.

To demonstrate this fact, the appticant presented to the Comimission the aerial
photographs attached hereto, evidencing the reaiity throughout the County of Santa
Barbara's most productive farmiand that owners’ residences are located within very
short distances — well under the minimum of 50 feet proposed for the Rancho La
Laguna Parcels — and at the same elevation as the farm fields.

The findings also conclude that the division of the ranch into 13 lots would not assure
and enhance agricultural operations on the site. No factual basis ties this finding to the
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conclusion and the FEIR states to the contrary. So does the agricultural analysis
prepared by agricultural consultant Orrin Sage and referenced in the FEIR. Both
conclude that every one of the proposed parcels is agriculturally viable as a stand-alone
unit.

The Findings Reference a Revised Policy Consistency Analysis that Dirgctly
Conflicts with the Evidence, Clear Wording of County Policies, and the Policy
Consistency Analysis Originally Presented by Staff to the Planning Commission,
The Original Policy Consistency Comports with the Actual Wording of County
Policies: the Revised Policy Consistency Analysis Does Nof.

The revised staff report, written in an attempt to support denial of the project, includes a
completely altered policy consistency analysis, 180 degrees different from the original
staff report’s policy consistency analysis. To achieve this disparity, the revised analysis
had to rely on speculation as fo what “could” occur, and on misinterpretation of the
actual wording of various County policies.

Attached are the two different policy consistency analyses.

The Original Policy Consistency Analysis Covers a Broad Range of Subjects, buf
the Major Conflict betwesn the Two Policy Consistency Analyses Facuses on the
Aaricultural Element of the Comprefignsive Plan.

The original analysis conciuded that the proposed project was “consistent with the
Agricuitural Commercial (AC) land use designation, which is for commercially farmed,
privately owned land located within either Rural, inner-Rural, Existing Developed Rural
Neighborhoods or Urban Areas which are subject to a Williamson Act Contract or lots
40 acres or larger which are eligible for a Williamson Act contract.” (Original Staff
Report, p. 11)

As to consistency with the Agricultural Element of the Comprehensive Plan, the original
analysis concluded that the project was consistent because “the proposed project wouid
not significantly impair the long term agricultural suitability and productivity of the site.
This conclusion is based on the results of the weighted point system scores which
resulted in each lot scoring above the 60 point threshold included in the County’s
Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, which indicates that all of the newly
created lots would be agriculturally viable.” (Original Staff Report, p. 17) '

As to conformity with the Agricultural Element's policies pertaining to protecting
agricultural lands from adverse urban influence, the original analysis states, “The
proposed project is designed with lots that are generally sized to conform to the lot sizes
of adjacent lots. Specifically, lots 1-4 and 5-8 range in size from 160.01-acres to 258.1-
acres which is similar in size to the lots located to the south which range from 85 to 400-
acres in size. Lots 9-13 are larger lots which range in size from 369.07-acres to 604.73-
acres. These lots are similar in size to lots located to the north, east, and west of the

~ site which range in size from 298-acres to 1,000-acres.” (Qriginal Staff Report, p. 18).
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As to conformity with the Agricultural Element's policies pertaining to discouraging
conversion of highly productive agricultural fands for long-term agriculture on the lots,
the original analysis states: “The existing agricultural uses on the project site would
rernain, and there would be adequate area available for sxpansion and intensification of
onsite agricuttural uses on each of the newly created [ots. No recreational or non-
compatible land uses are proposed. In addition, in order to avoid interference with
existing agricultural uses on the site, the proposed access roads and driveways would
follow existing agricultural roads, and RDE's would not be located in areas which
contain cuitivate agriculture. . . . All of the newly created lots are eligible to be enrolled
under Williamson Act contracts.” (Original Staif Report, pp. 18-19)

As to conformity with the Agricultural Element’s goals and policies pertaining to
protecting agricultural lands from adverse urban uses and influences, the original
analysis states: “The project site is located in a rural area. The proposed subdivision
and future residential development within the RDES would not be considered an urban
use. As defined in the Land Use Element, (residential) urban development is defined as
residential development at a density higher than one unit per five gross acres. . . . [Tihe
project does not include urban developrient (as defined by the Land Use Element)
which would affect the stability of the Urban/Rural boundary fine. Therefore, the
proposed project is consistent with these policies and goals.” (Original Staff Repon, pp.

19-20)

The Revised Comprehensive Plan Consistency Analysis Is Deegply Flawed, As
Described in this Section : :

The conclusions in the Revised Consistency Analysis have no basis in the evidence or
in the actual County policy documents cited, as revealed below (jtalicized language is
the Revised Staff Report wording): -

“The proposed project has the potential fo create conflicts between the existing
agricultural operations and future residential uses which would be developed on the
fiew fots.”

There is no factual basis for this finding. The findings must be based upon facts
in the record, not conjecture. As explained in detait above, the RDE's are
separated by linear distance and topography from the cuitivated tfands. This
finding is pure conjecture and does not provide a basis for a finding supportable
under the law.

“According to the . . . Agricuftural Element, adverse urban influences to agriculture
include conflicts between urban and agricultural uses. These conflicts could occuras a
result of the future development of residential structures and uses within RDE's that are

located adjacent to areas of the site which have been historically utilized for agriculiural
cuftivation.”

The premise upon which this statement is based is incorrect. As described
ahove, under the Agricultural Element, the County Uniform Rules for Agricuftural
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Preserves and the County Zoning Ordinance, the owner's dwelling is part of the
agricultural use -- so are farmworker houses. These are not urban uses or
influences. They are an integral part of the agricultural operation. Also as noted
above, the RDE's are sited and sized to provide ample opportunity for the
owner’s residence to be a reasonable distance from the cultivated fields, but
there is no reason to assume that owners would want to have their homes far
from the fields. The mere presence of home discourages vandals, thieves, and
poachers from entering agricultural land. That is the reason why you see so
many houses located within a few feet of the farm fields — it's practicaj and
convenient.

“Future residential development and uses focated in such close proximity fo cultivated
agriculture would create conflicts between the two uses, as the common nuisances
associated with cultivated agriculture (e.g., pesticides, noise; dust, odors, etc.) would be
experienced by residents living in these areas.”

The underlying premise that the owner's residence and the agricultural operation
are conflicting uses is contrary to the evidence in the record and to common
sense. The “residents fiving in these areas” are not strangers who get nothing
from the proximity to agriculture and who resent the noise, dust, etc. of farming.
These are the landowners who either conduct the farming themselves or lease
their Jand to a farmer. There is no factuatl basis for contending that the
farmer/rancher would live on the land but be bothered by the agricuiture that
provides revenue. Attached is ample evidence of the true facts ~ farmers live
next to their fields all over Santa Barbara County, and probably the world. The
finding is without substance and cannot provide a basis for denial of the project.

*These types of confiicts could lead fo adverse modifications or reductions i the
existing agricuftural operations on the site which would violate the integrity and
discourage the exparsion of the existing agricultural operations on the project site.”

There is no factual basis for contending that someone would choose to buy and
live on agricultural property with cuitivated fields, then decide to shut down or
reduce the agricultural operation that yields sizeable profits. The enclosed aerial
photographs demonstrate why this statement, made with no factual basis, is
contrary to reality. There simply is no basis for this finding. itis based solely
upon very misplaced conjecture.

“The proposed subdjvision would not assure and enhance the existing agnriculfural
operations on the site since these operations would be separated onto smalfer lots
which may be owned and operated by separate property owners. 7

As noted in the FEIR, the cuitivated fields already are operated by different
lessees. The fencing that one would expect between neighboring farm fields
owned by different people already exists — it defines the boundaries between
lots. Locating these fields on different legal parcels will have no impact atall on
their viability. Also as noted in the EIR, all of the different cultivated fields, as
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well as all of the different livestock grazing pastures, enjoy water service from the
existing shared agricultural irrigation system. They alf will continue to be served
in the same manner after the land division, so nothing wilt change in regard to
water delivery. The separation of the agricuitural lands into smaller lots will not
significantly impact agricultural viability of this ranch. That is supported by
analyses conducted by Orrin Sage, County Staff, and the EIR consuitant. Thatis
the sole evidence in the record, There is no evidence in the record to support
this proposed finding. It is baseless. '

“In addition, the acreages proposed for lots 1, 2, 5, 6, 12 and 13 are significantly smaller
and are not consistent with the acreages of the surrounding adjacent parcels . . . ."

As noted above, and as demonstrated by the attached map, this finding is untrue
and unsupported by the record. The proposed parcels are consistent with
immediately surrounding lands that are similarly situated on a combination of
prime farmiand and foothills. Rancho La Laguna is not as mountainous like
much of the abutting tand and it will remain viable after the subdivision.

Dividing agricultural land into smaller parcels doesn't violate the Agricuitural
Element when the resulting parcels all are agriculturally viable .
independently. The Agricultural Element anticipated land division and did not
discourage it, if agriculture remained viable. The Uniform Rules allow for land
division, provided the resulting parcels are eligible for Agricultural Preserve
status. The FEIR and County staff — and the Agricultural Preserve Advisory -
Committee — have conciuded that all of the proposed lots will be eligible for
Williamson Act contracts. The proposed finding is contrary to the evidence in the
record and does not support denial of the project.

“Installing utilities such as the proposed State Small Waler System, as well as access
roads fo serve each of the new lots, may lead to additional development in this rural
area since it would remove the impediments to growth which are currently in place (lack
of utilities and access). The removal of these impediments could also encourage further
subdivision of agriculturally zoned land located adjacent to the project site due fo its
perceived subdivided value.”

This finding also is contrary to the evidence in the record. The only “through
roads” in this project (i.e., roads that could or would extend into neighboring
parcels) already exist and they already serve neighboring parcels. These roads
existed by recorded easement when the Applicants purchased the Ranch. No
new roads are proposed that could conceivably provide access to neighboring
lands. The new roads dead-end within the Ranch. The utility lines {other than
the waterlines) already exist. The project would necessitate some intemal
extensions, but the utility fines exist regardless of the land division. '

The domestic shared water system is sized only for the proposed parcels and
may never be constructed because the project allows the individual fots to be
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served by individual wells, which is more economical than constructing a large
shared water system with long connecting pipelines and storage tanks.,

The agricultural irfigation system already exists but is not designed, nor does it
have capacity, to serve neighboring parcels. In any event, the agricultural
irrigation system is part of the baseline, not a part of this project.

In short, the proposed new infrastructure is localized to this ranch and isn't
designed or located to serve offsite properties. it has no growth inducement
potential. '

The mere land division of the parcel into 13 lots sefs no precedent that would
spark a rash of new subdivisions, as the finding suggests. Any neighbor seeking
to divide a parce! would have to undergo the same lengthy process that this
project has experienced and would have to demonstrate agricultural viability for
each proposed lot as the applicants have done for Rancho La Laguna. Given the
neighboring topography, the likelihood of any landowner being able to meet the
exacting test of agricultural viability is remote. The evidence in the record is that
there has been a great deal of division of the original ranchos into smaller
parcels, but agriculture continues on those parcels, with no recent subdivisions.
This project doesn't set a precedent - it reflects a pattern of land division that has
occurred over the decades at a very slow rate. In short, this finding is
unsupported by the evidence in the record.

"According fo the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan Open Space Element,
subdividing larger ranches into smaller lots raises surrounding {and values and faxes to
levels which make it difficuit to preserve agriculfure in the County. The fncreased land
values resulting from the proposed subdivision may lead fo an increase in the
speculative value of adjacent agricuftural lands based on the perceived subdivision
value making it less economically viable for agricultural uses. ”

This finding heaps conjecture upon conjecture and is based on outdated
statements in the Open Space Element, which was adopted in 1979 and
republished in 2009 (not revised, just republished). The Open Space Element
has antiquated language regarding escalafing taxes (now held in check by
Proposition 13) and high value agricultural land steadily becoming less economic
because of those taxes. We reviewed the Open Space Element several times
and never found the language alleged in the finding. What we did find was a
discussion in the Open Space Element (p. 10) of the “constant threat” of
development pressures on agriculture land on the urban fringe, stating, "Most
vulnerable are farm operations that have low or declining profit margins,
especially when this results from the land being assessed for its development
potential rather than its agricultural yield.*” Those statements are no longer valid

* Prior to adoption of Proposition 13 by California voters, land in the County of Santa Barbara was assessed every
few years based npon curent opinions of value, Asa vesulf, many elderly people had to sell their homes because of
Tising taxes and agricultural land, particularly those close to urban limit Hnes, were taxed at extraordinarily high
rates, putiing cattle ranching and similar low-yield operations in jeopardy.
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because of Proposition 13 and the Williamson Act. Rancho La Laguna is not
close to an urban center in any event. As noted by individual Planning
Commissioners, the ranch is remote from urban areas. The concept of growth
inducement as a result of this project is laughable when one considers that the
project, as carefully pianned and studied as it was, has taken well over 10 years
to reach this point, and the fact that staff was unable to find another comparable
project in recent history. The only two remotely similar projects were Rancho
Saguaro in the mid-1980's (located in the outskirts of Santa Ynez) and Mission
Oaks Ranch in the mid-1990's (located adjacent to Buelfiton). There have been
none since and none in areas like Rancho La Laguna, located far from urban
centers. In short, there is no factuat basis for this finding — it is based upon
speculation and a factual context that no longer exists.

“Aceording fo the Agricultural Element, once the economic viability for agricultural uses
on agricultural fand is lost, there is inherently increased pressure for further divisions of
the property and uftimate conversion of the agricultural land to urban uses. Therefore,
the proposed project would not be consistent with these Agricultural Element goals and
policies.”

The Agricuitural Element says no such thing. The Agricuitural Element’s
references to “urban” all deal with the friction between productive agricultural
land and adjacent lands with encroaching smalf lot residential subdivisions,
shopping centers, and commercial/industriai development - non-agricuttural uses
accompanied by heavy vehicular traffic and dense human populations who kriow
nothing about agriculture and are intolerant of the noise, odors, dust, efc.
generated by agricuiture. This finding grossly distorts what the Agricuitural
Eiement actually says. Recall that the farmers and ranchers who wrote the
Agricultural Element and presented it to the Board of Supervisors, where the
language was refined but not changed from its originat meaning and intent,
looked fo the County to stop impeding their operations through regulations, trail
exactions, and restrictions, to stop allowing urban areas to spill onto agriculiural
tands and confiict with neighboring ag operations, to stop listening to complaining
urbanites who didn't like the dust, noise, smoke, and odors emanating from
neighboring ag lands, and to start adopting programs and policies that actually
would make it easier to condust agricultural operations in the County.

As a consequence, Goal | and its implementing policies call for the County to
assure and enhance continuation of agriculture by encouraging it and supporting
its expansion and intensification (the Board of Supervisors added the qualifying
janguage, “taking into account environmental impacts” reflecting the political
pressure, primarily from groups fike the Environmental Defense Center, fo
increase environmental regulations on agriculture).  The first implementing
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policy under Goal | was intended to rein in the County’s practice of requiring
public trails as a condition on virtually every permit issued for agricultural fand.”

Goal |l requires that agricultural lands be protected from adverse urban influence.
This goal addressed the gradual urbanization extending out from the cities and
townships as land within spheres of influence were being built out. it does not
prohibit or even address land divisions on rural agricultural lands.

Goal Ili takes into account the reality that some agricultural land is located within
a cify’s sphere of influence or actually within an urban area, so some expansion
of urban development into agricultural land was inevitable. But, if development
were to extend out from the existing urban area, it should be done in a way that it
didn't compromise neighboring agriculture.

Goals IV and V address the need to provide accommodation in the County's
regulations for farmers and ranchers to conduct controlled burns and grading to
protect their operations from fire, and would allow supportive uses (e.g., farm
stands, processing facilities and coolers) near the farms, not solely in indusirial
areas around the cities.

Goal VI addresses the County's neglect of the rural roads.

Nothing in the Agricuitural Element uses the language or expresses the meaning
set forth in this proposed finding.

Analvsis of Specific Proposed Findings

2.1.4 — “Tjhe Tentative Tract Map for which the proposed State Small Water
System will serve is inconsistent with the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan
Agricuftural Element. Therefore, the proposed State Small Water System is also nof
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and this finding cannot be made.”

Because this finding is based upon the false premise that the project is
inconsistent with the Agricultural Element, it ikewise is false and without any
factual basis. Full analysis of the project consistency with the Agricultural
Element, and the erroneous conclusion that the project is inconsistent with the
Agricuitural Element, is set forth above.

2 9 A 2 - “As discussed in Section 2.0, Comprehensive Plan Consistency, of the
Planning Commission staff memorandum dated May 11, 2017, . .. the proposed project
is inconsistent with the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan Agricultural
Element.” )

5 Policy LA. solely creates new limits on public trail exactions; Policy 1.B. retlects what later became the Right ta
Farm Ordinance; Policy L.C. requires Cownty encouragement of jand improvement programs; Policy LD. encourages
use of the Williamson Act and other agricultural land protections; Policy LE. acknowledges that agriculture results
in noise, smoke, odor, and dust; Policy LF, requires protection of natural resources, stabilizing urban/rural
boundaries, and promaotion of conservation; and Policy 1.G. eneowrages sustainable agriculture.
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Because this finding is based upon the false premise that the project is
inconsistent with the Agricuitural Element, it likewise is false and without any
factual basis. Full analysis of the project consistency with the Agricultural
Element, and the erroneous conclusion that the project is inconsistent with the
Agricultural Element, is set forth above.

2.2.A.3.a — *As discussed in Section 2.0, Comprehensive Plan Consistency, of
the Planning Commission staff memorandum dated May 11, 2017, .. . the proposed
project is inconsistent with the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Flan Agricuftural
Element.”

Because this finding is based upon the false premise that the project is
inconsistent with the Agricultural Element, it likewise is false and without any
factual basis. Full analysis of the project consistency with the Agricuitural
Element, and the erroneous conclusion that the project is inconsistent with the
Agricultural Element, is set forth above.

2.2.A.3.e - “The future development of residential structures and uses . . . on the
project site are likely to result in direct and indirect impacts fo wildlife habitat. In addition
to the removal of vegetation for the future development of single family dwellings and
accessory structures, the location of additional agricultural development throughout the
project site is likely to fragment habitats and impact wildlife corridors.”

This finding stands in stark contrast to the original findings, which, for this
particular issue, stated that as described in the FEIR and the Planning
Commission Staff Report dated January 5, 2017, “adverse environmental
impacts are mitigated to the maximum extent feasible. As a result, the design of
the subdivision is not likely to cause substantial environmental damage or
substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat.” The original
finding is supported by extensive evidence in the FEIR and by the long flist of
conditions that ensure implementation of the FEIR’s mitigation measures. There
is no evidence whatsoever in the record to support the revised finding.

The revised finding is not supported by any evidence in the record. To the
contrary, it conflicts with the uncontroverted evidence in the FEIR that the RDEs,
utilities, driveways and road widening will not significantly fragment habitats or
impact wildlife corridors.

2 3.A.6 — “As discussed in Section 2.0, Comprehensive Plan Consistency, of the
Planning Commission staff memorandum dated May 11, 2017, . . . the proposed profect
is inconsistent with the Santa Barbara County Comprehiensive Plan Agricuffural

Element.”

This finding for tentative map approval broadly requires conformity with any
adopted County general plan or highway afignment. Because this finding is
based upon the false premise that the project is inconsistent with the Agricultural
Element, itlikewise is false and without any factual basis. Full analysis of the

17
01302510001115721320.1




project consistency with the Agricultural Element, and the erroneous conclusion
that the project is inconsistent with the Agricultural Element, is set forth above.

The original finding under this section references the January 5, 2017 staff report
in stating that “compliance with the project description and required conditions of
approval will ensure that the design and improvements of the subdivision and
future development are consistent with the County’s Comprehensive Plan, and
the Land Use Development Code.” The original finding is supported by the FEIR
and all evidence in the record. - :

Conclusion

The key to the findings upon which the Planning Commission based its denial of the
Rancho La Laguna project is the issue of agricultural viability. The FEIR notes (p. 4.2-
1) that agricultural values in the County have grown steadily since 2002 nearly
doubling in that time. Harvested crop acreage across the County increased by 3,755
acres between 2012 and 2013. Rancho La Laguna played a role in the increase in
cultivated agriculture and in the dollar yield from livestock sales. The applicants
purchased a ranch that was in serious decline. When they acquired the property, the

. only water well was sanded in and not producing so there was no commercial crop
production. The applicants drilled new welis and turned these fields into a highly
productive agricultural enterprise, with over 500 acres of cultivated crops. They
replaced fencing and installed new fencing to maximize the grazing potential, resulting
in a high quality, marketable, and healthy cattle herd. Their objective was fo make this
the best agricultural operation possible. They declined to plant, or aliow lessees to
plant, vineyards because they chose to preserve and enhance the cattle operation

instead.

The FEIR includes an ulira-conservative analysis (exceedingly conservative) of the
factors that the County uses to determine agricultural viability, yet ail of the proposed
parcels passed this exacting test and are agriculturally viable as stand-alone operations.
The FEIR aiso determined that the impact of the proposed RDEs is Class Il — Less
Than Significant.

The proposed lot sizes exceed the minimum allowed under zoning.

The project is consistent with all Comprehensive Plan policies and includes an
innovative and effective mitigation plan — a plan based upon adaptive management
principles. Although CEQA requires that the potential impacts of a project be based
upon conditions that existed at the time of the Notice of Preparation of the
environmental document (“baseline”), this FEIR goes further. The FEIR author
recognized, and took into account, the potential that buildout of the thirteen (13)
potential owners’ residences could extend for many years and even decades. During
that fime period, agricultural and environmental conditions can be expected to change
significantly. The project conditions incorporate the FEIR mitigation measures, which
require that the actual conditions in the field at the time of a project-related earth
disturbance be assessed and mitigated. So, if there is no badger den in or near an
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RDE today, but an enterprising badger digs one in the future, the mitigation measures
require that it be avoided or, if avoidance isn't possible, that steps be taken to avoid
potentially significant environmental impacts on the environment as it stands af the time
of proposed disturbance. | am unaware of any other project conditions that have so
completely incorporated the concept of adaptive management.

This project complies with the County’s Compreheansive Plan and Zoning Ordinance.
The mitigation measures are substantial, in fact superiative.

Although the Planning Comimission and the Board of Supervisors have discretion in
approving or denying subdivision projects, that discretion must be exercised reasonably.
The decision must be based upon facts, not fears or preferences, The findings must
demonstrate a logical path connecting the evidence in the record with the final decision.
There must be a firm factual basis for findings made and findings cannot be based on
unfrue or improper interpretations and characterizations of facts, laws and policies.

There is no hasis in law or evidence for denying this project. The Planning Commission
denial was arbitrary and capricious under the faw. Rancho La Laguna is not public
property. It is private property and, consistent with the law, the owners have a
constitutional right to divide it if they so desire. There must be a sound basis for
denying them that right. The findings upon which the Planning Commission based its
denial are flawed, which is not surprising given the solid record in support of project
approval. It was no easy task for the staff to formulate findings for denial. Neither the
findings nor the evidence in the record provide a basis for project denial — that task is
impossible to achieve because there is no evidence to support the decision.

We urge ask that the Board of Supervisors overturn the Planning Commission decision
and approve this project. 1t is the right thing to do.

Attachments:
Staff-proposed findings for Project approval
Agricultural Preserve Advisory Commitiee minutes 10/3/2008
FEIR Table 4.2-8 ~ Consistency with agricultural policies in the Comprehensive
Plan Agricuttural Element and Land Use Element
Sage Associates agricultural analysis, with updates
Staff analysis of agricultural viability — excerpt from Draft Mitigated Negative
Declaration
Map of project and surrounding parceis
Photographs of owner-homes in midst of farm fields in Santa Barbara County
February 26, 2010 letter from expert Larry Lahr, Rincon Corporation
Original staff report policy consistency analysis
Revised sfaff report policy consistency analysis
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1.0

1.1

1.11

1.1.2

1.1.3

1.1.4

1.1.5

ORIGINAL FINDINGS

ATTACHMENT A: FINDINGS

CEQA FINDINGS
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORTS

Findings pursuant to public resources code Section 21081 and the California
Envirounental Quality Act Guidelines Sections 15090 and 15091:

CONSIDERATION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

The Final Environmental Impact Report (16-EIR-1) was presented to the Planning
Commission and the Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the information
contained in the Final EIR (16-EIR-1) and its appendices [and any supplements or
addenda] prior to approving the project. In addition, the Planning Commission have
reviewed and considered testimony and additional information presented at or prior to
public hearing on January 25, 2017, The Final EIR reflects the independent judgment and
analysis of the Planning Comumission and is adequate for this proposal.

FULL DISCLOSURE

The Planning Commission finds and certifics that the Final EIR (16-EIR-1) constitutes 4
complete, accurate, adequate and good faith effort at full disclosure under CEGQA. The
Planning Commission further finds and certifies that the Finai EIR has been completed in
compliance with CEQA.

LOCATION OF RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

The documents and other materials which constitute the record of procéedings npon
which this decision is based are in the custody of the Secretary of the Planning
Commission located at 123 East Anapamu Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93101.

FINDINGS THAT CERTAIN UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS ARE MITIGATED TO
THE MAXIMUM EXTENT FEASIBLE

This finding is not applicable because the Final EIR (16-EIR-01) concluded that the
project will not result in significant and unavoidable (Class I) impacts.

FINDINGS THAT IDENTIFIED PROJECT ALTERNATIVES ARE NOT
FEASIBLE :

The EIR analyzed three alternatives to the proposed project, which include: 1) ano
project/no development alternative; 2) agricultural cluster alternative; and 3) reduced lots
alternative. The EIR identified Alternative 3 as the environmentally superior alternative.
This finding is not applicable to this project because findings rejecting altematives are
required only if one or more significant environmental effects will not be avoided or
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substantially lessened by mitigation measures. The EIR concluded that no impacts of the
project were significant and unavoidable; therefore, the Planning Commission need not
make findings rejecting the alternatives described in the BIR. (Pub. Resources Code
Section 21081; 14 CCR. 130%1.).

FINDINGS THAT CERTAIN IMPACTS ARE MITIGATED TO
INSIGNIFICANCE BY CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

The Final EIR (16-EIR-01}) identifies several subject areas for which the project is
considered to cause or contribute to significant, but mitigable environmental impacts
(Class IT). For each of these Class If impacts identified by the Final EIR (16-EIR-01},
feasibie changes or alterations have been required in, or incerporated into, the project
which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effects, as discussed
below:

Aesthetics

Significant but mitigable impacts identified in the Aesthetic Resource analysis of the EIR
include impacts resulting from the removal of mature oak trees which would result in the
loss of scenic resources, Mitigation identified in the EIR requires the implementation of
a tree replacement plan requiring that oak trees which are visible from public roadways
and would need to be removed due to project construction shail be replaced with oak
trees in locations that are visible fiom such roadways (AES-2). This measurs would
reduce Aesthetic impacts to less than significant.

Biological Resources

Significant but mitigable impacts identified in the Biological Resources analysis of the
EIR include impacts to special status plant and animal species, sensitive habitats
including riparian areas, wetlands, oak trees, wildlife movement, as a result of future
development of access roads, infrastructure, and the RDEs.

According to Section 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Environmental Impact Report (16-
EIR-01) prepared for the project, approval of the tentative tract map and subsequent
development of the Residential Development Envelopes (RDE’s), access roads and
infrastructure may result in impacts to special status plant and animal species, sensitive
habitats including riparian areas, wetlands, oalk trees and wildlife movement.
Specifically, there are twenty-two special status plaat species which have the potential to
be impacted. Mitigation measures from the EIR requiring pre-construction surveys for
special status plant species (B-1(a)), avoidance, minimization and mitigation if special
status plant specics are found during pre-construction surveys (B-1(b)} will reduce
impacts to special status plant species to less than significant.

In addition, there are twenty-one special status animal species which have the potential to
be impacted by future development. These include the California tiger salamander
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(CTS), California red-legged from (CRLF}, and the Least bell*s vireo. Mitigation
measures include consultation with USFWS and CDFW (B-1(c)), protocol surveys prior
to the approval of pevmits for development (B-1(d}), habitat av oidance and compensatory
mitigation (B-1(g), B-1{e)), a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Program B-1(5)}, pre-
construction surveys (B-1(i-a)), and the impiementation of a worker enviromumental
awareness program (B-1(p)). Additional mitigation measures address potential impacts
to riparian habitat and drainages (B-3(a-e), B-5), weed control, oak trees and five hazards
(B-2(a-c), B-4(a,b), B-6(a,b). Therefore, mitigations applied fo the project would reduce
impacts to Biological Resources to less than significant.

Cultural Resources

The EIR finds potentially significant but mitigable impacis associated with Cultural
Resources as previously unidentified subsurface archaeological resources may be
uncarthed during development of the project. Mitigation measure CR-2 requires the
applicant and/or their agents, representatives or contractors to stop or redirect work
immediately in the event archaeological remains are encountered during grading,
construction, Jandscaping or other construction-related activity, The applicant would
retain a P&D approved archaeologist and Native American representative to evaluate the
significance of the find in compliance with County Cultural Resource Guidelines
Provisions for Phase 2 and Phase 3 investigations. Therefore, mitigation applied to the
project would reduce impacts to Cultural Resources fo less than significant.

Greology

Significant but mitigable impacts identified in the Geology analysis of the EIR inciude
moderate liquefaction hazards, and structural instability resulting from soil types with at
Jeast moderate potential for expansiveness. Mitigation measures requiring site specific
studies far liquefaction and expansive soils (G-3, G-6) would reduce geological impacts
to less than significant.

ENVIRONMENTAL REPORTING AND MONITORING PROGRAM

Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(d} require
the County to adopt a reporiing or monitoring program for the changes to the project that
it has adopted or made a condition of approval in order to avoid or substantially lessen
significant effects on the environment. The approved project description and conditions
of approval, with their corresponding permit menitoring requirements, are hereby
adopicd as the reporting and monitoring program for this project. The monitoring
program is designed to enswre compliance during project implementation.
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2.1.1

21.2

2.13

ADMINISTRATIVE FINDINGS |
CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS

Findings required for all Conditional Use Permits. In compliance with Subsection
35.82.060.E.1 of the County Land Use and Development Code, prior to the approval or
conditional approva) of an application for a Conditional Use Permit or Minor Conditional
Use Permit the review authority shall first make all of the Tollowing findings, as
applicable: '

'The site for the proposed project is adequate in ferms of location, physical
characteristics, shape, and size to acecommodate the type of nse and level of
development proposed.

The 3,951 acre project site is adequate in terms of location. physical characteristics, shape
and size to accommodate the proposed state small water system. The project site is
focated in a rural area of the County which is characterized by agricultural uses, and low
intensity residential development, As discussed in Section 6.2 of the staff report dated
January 5, 2017, incorporated herein by reference, the project will allow for the
installation of a state small water system to provide water to 13 new lots assoeiated with
TM 14,709, Water lines and associated infrastructure will be installed from an existing
water wel} out to the proposed lots. All new water pipelines will be plased within
existing ranch roads, inciuding those that are proposed (o provide access to RDEs. These
areas of the site do not contain steep slopes, and require minimal grading activities for
installation of the water pipe lines. Any excess cut generated from grading activities will
be used as additional fill to offset shrinkage and compaction of cut material, or to
supplement grades elsewhere on the site. No offsite hauling of excess material is
proposed. Therefore, this finding can be made. '

Within the Inland area significant environmental impacts will e mitigated to the
maximum extent feasibie.

As discussed in the EIR prepared for the project (16-EIR-01), and Section 6.}
(Environmental Review) of the Planning Conunission staff report dated January 3, 2017,
and incorporated herein by refevence, adverse environmental impacts are mitigated to the
maximum extent feasible. Therefore, this finding can be made.

Streets and highways are adequate and properly designed to carry the type and
quantity of traffic generated by the proposed use.

The preposed project will allow for the development of a state small water system to
serve 13 new lots ereated by TM 14,709, No traffic will be generated from the proposed
water system. Access to the project site wilt continue to be provided by an existing
driveway accessed from Foxen Canyon Road. Foxen Canyon Road is a public roadway
that is maintained by the County and is adequate and properly designed to carry traffic
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2.1.5

2.1.6

1.7

associated with construction and maintenance of the water system.  According (o the
project description, proposed access roads and driveways serving the water system and
future development within the RDE’s will be constructed and improved in accordance
with Santa Barbara County Fire Departmient requirements. Therefore this finding can be
made.

There will be adeguate public services, including fire proteetion, police protection,
sewage disposal, and water supply to serve the proposed project.

As discussed in Section 6.2 of the Planning Commission staff report dated January 5, 2017,
incorporated herein by reference, adequate ingress/egress, potice and fire protection,
infrastructure and public and private services are available to serve the site. The proposed
state small water svsiem will not create any significant environmental impacts or require
additional services, Therefore, this finding can be made.

The proposed project will not be detrimental to the comfort, convenience, general
welfare, health, and safety of the neighborhood and will be compatible with the
surrounding area.

The proposed state small water system will be reviewed and approved by Environmental
Health Services (EHS) io ensure that it is not detrimental to the health and safety of water
system users and other surronnding residents and persons and is compatible with the
surrounding area. The project is conditioned (Condition No. 43 of Attachment B.2) to
require compliance with the EHS condition letter dated December 27, 2016, This letfer
states that Environmental Health Services must find the proposed shared water system to
be in compliance with State regulations for domestic use prior to map recordation.
Therefore, this finding can be made,

The proposed project will comply with all applicable requirerents of this
Cevelopment Code and the Comprehensive Plan, including any applicable
community or area plan,

As discussed in Sections 6.2 and 6.3 of the Planning Commission staff report dated
January 3, 2017, incorporated herein by reference, the project complies with all
applicabie requirements of the LUDC and the Comprehensive Plan. The project site is
not subject to a community or area plan. Therefore, this finding can be made.

Within rural areas as designated on the Comprehensive Plan maps, the proposed
use will be compatible with and subordinate io the rural and scenic character of the

aref.

The water system will provide water for future residential development associated with
13 new lots ereated by TM 14,709, In order to be compatible with and subordinate to the
rural and scenic character of the area, water pipelines and infrastructure associated with
the state small water system will be located within existing roadways on the project site
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or in areas of the parcel that do not contain steep slopes. Therefore, the project is
conststent with this finding.

TENTATIVE MAP FINDINGS (SUBDIVISION MAP ACT)

Findings for all Tentative Maps. In compliance with the Subdivision Map Act, the
review authority shall make the following findings for the Rancho La Laguna Vesting
Tentative Tract map, Case No. 06 TRM-00000-00002:

State Government Code §66473.1. The design of the subdivision for which a
tentative map is required pursnoant to §66426 shall provide, to the extent feasible,
for future passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities in the subdivision.

Future residential development located within the RIDEs will be able 1o take advantage of
solar exposure for natural heat and light and prevaiiing winds for natural cooling effects.
There is sufficient northern, southem, casfern and western exposure for passive or nataraj
heating or cooling opportunities within the RDEs. Therefore, this finding can be made.

State Government Code §66473.5. No loral agency shall approve a {entative map, or
a parcel map for which a teatative map was not required, unless the legistative body
finds that the proposed subdivision, together with the provisions for ifs design and
improvement is consistent with the general plan required by Article 5 (commencing
with §65300) of Chapter 3 of Division 1 or any specifie plau adopted pursuant to
Article 8 (commencing with $65450) of Chapter 3 of Division 1.

As indicated in sections 6.2 and 8.3 of the staff report dated fanuary 5, 2017, incorporated
herein by reference, with the implementation of the recommended conditions of approval,
the proposed project is-consistent with the applicable policies of the Comprehensive Plan,
Adequate ingress/egress, infrastructure and public and private services are available to
serve the proposed lots, Therefore, this finding can be made.

State Government Code §66474. A legisiative body of a city or county shall deny
approval of a tentative map, or a parcel map for which a fentative map was not
required if it makes any of the following findings:

. The proposed map is not consistent with applicable general and specific
plans as specified in §66451.

As discussed in Sections 6.2 and 6.3 of the staff report dated January 5, 2017
incorporated herein by reference, with compliance with the project description
and conditions of approval identified in Attachment B.1, the project wiil be
consistent with all applicable policies of the County’s Comprehensive Plan, the
Santa Barbara County Land Use and Development Code, and Chapter 21, the
County Subdivision Ordinance. Therefore, this finding can be made.
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c.

The design or improvement of the propesed subdivision is not consistent with
applicable general and specific plans.

As discussed in Sections 6.2 and 6.3 of the staff report dated January 5, 2017
incorporated herein by reference, with compliance with the project description
and conditions of approval identified in Attachment B.1, future residential
improvements of the subdivision will be consistent with the County’s
Comprehensive Plan. Therefore, this finding can be made.

The site is not physically suitable for the type of development proposed.

The proposed project wiil subdivide the 3,951 -acre project site into 13 fegal lots
ranging in size from 160-acres to 605-acres. The 3,951-acre project sile is
sufficient in size to accommodate the future development of 12 single family
dweliings and accessory structures. As discussed in Sections 6.1 (Environmental
Review), and 6.2 (Comprehensive Plan Consistency) of the staff repost dated
tanuary 5, 2017 and incorporated herein by reference, edequate public and private
services will be available to serve the newly created lots and associated
development. In addition, environmental impacts associated with the project have
been mitigated to the maximum extent feasibie. Therefore, the site can be found
suitable for the proposed subdivision and this finding can be made.

The site is not physically suited for the proposed density of development.

The 3,951-acre project site is zoned AG-I1-100, with a 100~acre minimum lot
size. The project is proposing to subdivide the project site into 13 legal lots
ranging in size from 160-acres to 605-acres. As discussed in Section 6.2 of the
Planning Commission staff report dated January 5, 2017, incorporated herein by
reference, the proposed lot sizes are all larger than the minimum lot size of 100-
acres, and therefore, the density of future development on the project site is less
than the maximumn ailowable under the AG-II-100 zone district. Fuiure
residential development consisting of a single family dwelling and vesidential
accessory structures wili be confined to proposed RDEs. As diseussed in Section
6.1 (Environmental Review) of the staif report dated January 3, 2017,
incorporated herein by reference, the project site is sufficiently sized to
accommiodate the future resideniial development and associated infrastructure
without creating significant environmental impacts on the environment.
Therefore, this finding can be made.

The design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements are likely to
cause substaniial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably
injure fish or wildlife or their hahitat.

As discussed in the EIR prepared for the project (16-EIR-01), and Section 6.1
{Environmental Review) of the Planning Commission staff report dated January
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5, 2017, incorporated herein by reference, adverse environmental impacts are
mitigated to the maximum extent feasible. As a result, the design of the
subdivision is not Hkely to cause substantial environmental damage or
substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat and this finding
can be made.

f, The design of the subdivision or fype of improvements is likely to cause
serious public health problems.

The propesed subdivision has been designed to minimize the potential to cause
serious public health problems. As discussed in Section 6.2 of the staff report
dated January 5, 2017, incorporated hersin by reference, adequate water, utilities,
and access are available to serve the proposed parcels. The project site is not
located within an area of historic floed hazards and has been reviewed by the
County Fire Department, Flood Control District, Environniental Health Services,
and Air Pollution Contro! District. There are no identified or likely public health
problems or hazards associated with the project. Therefore, this finding can be
made.

g. The design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will cenflict with
easements, acquired by the public at large, for access through or use of,
property within the proposed subdivision.

The project will not conflict with any public easements and there is no public use
of the project site. Therefore, this finding can be made.

State Government Code §66474.4, The legislative body of a city or county shall deny
approval of a tentative map, or parcel map for which a tentative map was not
required, if it finds that either the resulting lots following a subdivision of that land
would be too small to snstain their agricultural use or the subdivision will resultin
residential development not incidental to the commercial agricultural use of the
land, and if the legislative body finds that the land is subject to any of the following:

{a) A coutract entered into pursuant to the Califernia Land Conservation Act of
1965 (Chapter 7 (commencing with Seetion 51200} of Part 1 of Division 1 of Title
5), including an easement entered info pursuant to Section 51256,

The project site is not subject to a contract entered inte pursuant to the California
Land Conservation Act of 1995, or any easements entered into pursuant to Section
51256.

(b} An open-space easement entered into pursuant to the Open-Space Easement
Act of 1974 (Chapter 6.6 {commencing with Seetion 51070) of Part 1 of Division
1 of Title 5).
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2.3.

The project site is not subject to an existing open space easement entered into
pursuant to the Open Space Easement Act of 1974,

(c) An agricunltural couservation easement entered into pursuant to Chapter 4
(commencing with Section 10260) of Division 10.2 of the Public Resources Code.
Division 10.2 of the Public Resources Code implements the Agricultural Lands
Stewardship Program of 1995; Chapter 4 of this Division specifies the provisions of
the Agricultural Conservation Easement. The subject parcel is not subject to an
agricultural conservation easement, Therefore, these provisions do not apply.

(d) A conservation easement entered into pursuant to Chapfer 4 (commencing
with Section 815) of Part 2 of Division 2 of the Civil Code.

Chapter 4 of Part 2 of Division 2 of the Civil Code includes provisions for
conservation easemnents. The subject parcel is not subject to a conservation easement.
Therefore, these provisions do not apply.

State Government Code §66474.6. The governing body of any local agency shall
determine whether discharge of waste from the proposed subdivision info an
existing community sewer system would result in violation of existing requirements
prescribed by a California Regional Water Quality Control Board pursuant to
Division 7 (commencing with §13000) of the Water Code,

As discussed in Section 6.2 of the Planning Commission staff report dated January 5,
2017, incorporated herein by reference, the project site will be served by individual
private septic systems that are built in conformance with Environmental Health Services
requirements and are consistent with California Regional Water Quality Control Board
requirements. '

TENTATIVE MAP FINDINGS (COUNTY CODE CHAPTER 21)

A, The following findings shall be cause for disapproval of a tentative map but
the tentative map may nevertheless be approved in spite of the existence of
such conditions where circumstances warrant.

1. Easements or rights-of-way along or across proposed county streets which
are not expressly subordinated to street widening, realignment, or change of
grade by an instrument in writing recorded, or capable of being recorded, in
the Office of the Connty Recorder, provided, however, that the Divector of
Public Works may approve such easements or rights-of-way without such
subordinations. Easements or rights-of-way shall not be granted along or
across proposed county streets before filing for record of the final
subdivision map by the County Recorder, unfess the Director of Public
‘Works shall approve such grants. If the Director of Public Works does not
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grant such approvals within fourteen days from the date they were
requested, they shall be deemed to have heen refused. Appeal from refusal of
the Director of Pablic Warks to grant such approvals may be made in
writing to the Board of Supervisors, which may overrule the Director of
Public Works and grant such requested approvals in whole or in part,

The project does not include any easements or rights-of-way across proposed
county streets, ‘

Lack of adequate width or impirovement of aceess roads to the property;
creation of a landlocked Iot or pareel without frontage on a sireet oy other
approved ingress and egresy from fhe street.

The proposed subdivision has been designed so thati lots resulting from the
tentative map will not become landlocked. Roads will be adequately designed for
ingress and egress, and have been reviewed by the County Fire Departinent and
Public Works Transporiation Division.

Cuts or fills having such steep slopes or great hicights as to be unsafe ander
the cireumnstances or unattractive to view.,

The proposed project will require grading for future construction within the
RDEs and access roadways and utilities. However, as discussed in the Planning
Commission staff report dated January 5, 2017, incorporated herein by veference,
the grading quantities will not be excessive because the residential development
areas do not contain steep slopes, unstable areas, or flood zones, and the
proposed access roadways and ulility aligniments have been designed to
minimize grading while meeting fire safety requirements (i.e., turning radius,
roadway slope) for site access.

According to the EIR, portions of three proposed access roads will be visible
fram Foxen Canyon Road. These access roads and driveways to the proposed
lots will add paved features to cultivated farmiand and grazing lands on the
project site. However, the linear access improvements will not substantially alter
the predominant agricuitural character of the site as seen from public viewpaints.

The water lines and infrastructure associated with the proposed water system will
be focated within existing roadways and in areas of the site which do not contain
steep slopes. Any excess cut generated from grading activities will be used as
additional fill to offset shrinkage and compaction of cul material, or to
supplement grades eisewhere on the site. No offsite hauling of excess material is
proposed.
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Grading or construction work shall not be commenced prior to recordation
of the final or parcel map without specific anthority granted by and subject
to conditions approved by the Board of Supervisors.

The project is conditioned (Condition No. 46 of Attachment B.1) to not alfow
grading or construction work to be permitted priotr fo recordation of the tentative
map.

Potential creation of hazard fo life or property from floods, fire, or other
catasirophe.

The Tentative Tract Map will not create any hazards to life or property from floods,
fire, or other catastrophes. Future development will be required to meet County
Fire Department standards for defensible space and water storage for fire
suppression purposes. Additionaily, the County Flood Control and Fire
Depariments have reviewed the project and have submitted conditions included
in Attachments B.1, and B.2. Further, the aveas identified for development are not
located within any identified flood zones and setbacks from adjacent creeks and
drainages will ensure that fife and property are protected from flood hazards.

Nonconformance with any adopted general plan of the County or with any
alignment of a state highway officially approved or adopted by the
Department of Transporiation. ’

As discussed in Sections 6.2, and 6.3 of the staff report dated January 5, 2017
incorporated herein by reference, compliance with the project description and
required conditions of approval will ensure that the design and improvements of
the subdivision and future development are consistent with the County’s
Comprehensive Plan, and the Land Use Development Code. The Tentative Tract
Map would nat affect the alignment of a state highway.

Creation of a lot or lots which have a ratio depth to width in excess of 3 o 1.

The project will not result in lots that have a ratio depth to width in excess of 3 to
1.

Subdivision designs with lots backing up to watercourses.
The proposed subdivision will niot resuitin lots backing up to watercourses.

B. Pursaant to Chapter 21-8 of the Santa Barbara County Code, a tentative
mayp including tentative parcel map shall not be approved if the decision-
maker finds that the map design or improvement of the proposed
subdivision is not consistent with this Chapter, the requirements of the State
Subdivision Map Act, California Governmeni Code Section 66410 et seq.,
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the County’s Comprehensive Plan, the applicable zoning ordinance, or
other applicable County regulations,

The tentative map was evaiuated for consistency with appiicable County policies
and ordinance requirements in Sections 6.2 and 6.3 of the staff report dated January
5, 2017, herein incorporated by reference. As discussed in these sections, the
subdivision and associated infrastructare improvements (as modified by the
conditions of approval) are consistent with the County’s Comprehensive Plan,
Santa Barbara County Land Use and Development Code, and Chapter 21 of the
County Code, as well as the requirements of the State Subdivision Map Act.
Finding 2.1 above, herein mncorporated by reference, discusses the tentative map’s
consistency with applicable provisions of the State Subdivision Map Act,
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REVISED FINDINGS

ATTACHMENT A: FINDINGS

CEQA FINDINGS
CEQA Exemption

The Planning Commission finds that the denial of the proposed project {Case Nos.

06 TRM-00000-00002/TM 14,709, 16CUP-00000-00030) is excript from environmental
review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuart to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15270. Please see Attachment B, Notice of Exemption.

ADMINISTRATIVE FINDINGS
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FINDINGS

Findings required for all Conditional Use Permits. In compliance with Subsection
35.82,060.E.1 of the County Land Use and Development Code, prior to the approval or
conditional approvai of an application for a Conditional Use Permit or Minor Conditional
Use Permit the review authority shall first make all of the findings, as applicable.
However, as a result of the recommendation for project denial, only those findings which
cannot be made are discussed below.

The proposed project will comply with all applicable requirements of this
Development Code and the Comprehensive Plan, ineluding any applicable
communify or area plan.

As discussed in Section 2.0, Comprehensive Plan Consistency, of the Planning
Commission staff memorandum dated May 11, 2017, incorporated herein by reference,
the Tentative Tract Map for which the proposed State Small Water System will serve is
inconsistent with the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan Agricultural Element.
Therefore, the proposed State Smali Water System is also not consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan and this finding cannot be made.

TENTATIVE MAP FINDINGS (SUBDIVISION MAP ACT)

Findings for all Tentative Maps. In compliance with the Subdivision Map Act, the

review authority shall make the following findings for the Rancho La Laguna Vesting
Tentative Tract map, Case No. 06 TRM-00000-00002/TM 14,709. However, asa result
of the recommendation for project denial, only those findings which cannot be made are

discussed below.

State Government Code §66473.5. No local agency shall approve a tentative map, or
a parcel map for which a tentative map was not required, unless the legislative body
finds that the proposed subdivision, together with the provisions for its design and
improvement is consistent with the general plan required by Article 5 (commencing
with §65300) of Chapter 3 of Division 1 or any specific plan adopted pursuant to
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Commission staff memorandum dated May 11, 2017, incorporated herein by
reference, the proposed project is inconsistent with the Santa Barbara County
Comiprehensive Plan Agricultiral Element. There are no circumstances which
‘warrant approval of the tentative map in spite of the inconsistency with the
Comprehensive Plan.. Therefore, this finding can be made and the tentative map
shall not be approved.



ATTACHMENT &

AGRICULTURAL PRESERVE ADVISORY COMMITTEE AFPROVED MINUTES
Meeting of October 3, 2008

Page 2

3

Vi

ACTIOM:  Emmons moved, seconded by Karamitsos, and eavvied by a vote of 4 to § fo
find this ifem consistent with the Uniform Rules.

86-AP-043 Jones Ag Preserve Replacement Contract #2 Santa Yrez

08 AGE-00000-00036 Florence Trotter-Cadena, Planner (§05) 932-6253

Consider the request of Patricia Beltranena, agent for the owner, Ludlow Westerly LLC, of
Case No. 08AGP-00000-00036 reparding a replacement congract for 86-AP-0453, which is
currently in non-renewal and its consistency with the Uniform Rules. The properly is 78.53
scres identified as Assessor's Parcel Number 141-080-011 zoned AG-I-100 with an AC
Comprehensive Plan désignation located approximately 2,960 feat northeast of the infersection
of Happy Canyon Road and Alises Avenue in the Santa Ynez area, Third Supervisorial District.

ACTION: Emmons moved, seconded by Karamitsos, and carried by a vote 604 fo § to
continue this itern te the November meefing, to allow the applicant to
provide additional information on any future plans fo plant addifiozaal
crops or environmental constraints that would not altow ihiy pareel to meet
the 30% minimum productive dereage requirement.

75-AP-012 Orp Limited New Ag Preserve Contract Summerland

08 AGP-00000-00037 Sarah Clark, Planner (805) 568-2059

Consider the request of Jane Giay, Dudek, agent for the owner, Crp Lid., of Case Mo,
08AGP-00000-00037 regarding assumption of the existing Ag Preserve contract 75-AP-012
which is in non-remewal, application for a new Ag Preserve confract for Omp Lid. and it
consistency with the Uniform Rules. The property is 84,51 acres identified as Assessu’s Pazcel
Number 005-080-017, zoned AG-1-20 with an A-I-20 Comprehensive Plan desigoation located
at 370 Ortepa Ridge Road in the Summerland area, First Supervisorial District.

ACTION: Emmons moved, seconded by Karamitsas, ané carried by a vote of 4 10 § to
find this item consistent with the Uniform Rules,

»  County Counsel informed the agent that they were seeking a replacement contract.

67-AP-G038 Ranche La Lagona Tentative Tiaet Map Santa Yriez

06 TRM-006000-00002 Brian Tetley, Planner (805) 934-6589

Consider the request-of Patricia Beltranena, agent for the-owrers, Charles Roven dud Leo A
Hanly, of Case No. G6TRM-00000-00002 regarding the subdivision of an existing lot into 13
tots and its consistency with the Uniform Rules. The property is 3,950.75 acres ideutified as
Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 133-080-026, $33-080-036& and 133-080-037 (portion of), zoned
AG-I-100 with an AC Comprehensive Plan designation located at the Foxen Canyon Road and
Alisos Canyon Road intersections, known as 10550 Foxen Canyon Road in the Santa ¥Ynez
area, Third and Fifth Supervisotial District.

ACTION:  Emmous moved, seconded by Karamitsos, aud carried by a voie of 4 to O to
find this item consistent with the Uniform Rules.

DISCUSSION ITEMS:
Moshy Ag Preserve Contract A Los Alamos

Request of Gary and Patrice Mosby for information regarding puiting their property in Ag
Preserve. The property involves Assessor’s Parcel Number 099-020-10, 18 apies cumently
zoned AG-II-100 with an A-II Comprehensive Plan designation. The property is located 2:1
miles east of Harris Grade on Highway 135, notth of Highway 135, in the Los Alamos drea,
Fourth Supervisorial District,



Rancho La Laguna EIR
Section 4.2 Agricuifural Resources

Table 4.2-8 o
Consistency with Agricultural Policies in the g
Comprehensive Plan Agricultural Element and Land Use Element

Policy Consistency

Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element Regionat Consisfent

Goal - Agriculture: In rural areas, cultivated The results of the Weighted Point System (WPS)

agriculture shall be preserved and, where scores {with each lot scoring above {he 60-point

conditions allow, expansion and infensification threshold) indicate that all of the newly created ¢
shouid be supported. Lands with both prime and parcels would be agricuituraily viable. The proposed .
non-prime soils shall be reserved for agriculiural access roads, RDEs, and infrasiructure would be ..
uses. ) located in areas of the site which contain both prime

and non-prime soils. However, proposed access
roads and driveways would follow existing
agrictitural roads, and RDEs would not be focated in .
areas which confain cultivated agriculture. Any future £
widening of access roads, or future development
onsite would be subject fo applicable mitigation .
measures. The proposed project improvements :
would not resuif in a disruption of onsite agricultural "t
operations since future residential development on
the newly created parcels would be confined {o RDEs
(77.3 acres), leaving approximately 3,856.4 acres of s
land {exciuding access reads and driveways)
available for agriculfural uses (97% of the site}. The
existing agricultural uses on the subject parcel would
remain, and there would be adequate area available
for the expansion and intensification of onsite :
agrcultural uses on each of the newly created Tk
pareels, in addition, based on compliance with
existing zoning regulations and future Williamson PR
Act confracis on Lots 9 through 13, the project would Lo
not convert agricultural land to non-agriculiural use. .
Therefore, the project would be consistent with this
policy.

Policy LA: The integrity of agricuttural operations Consistent

shall not be violated by recreational or other non- | Future development within the RDEs would not
compatible uses. include recreational or other non-compatibie uses.
As described in Impact AG-1, the project would not :
significanily impair the long-term agricultural
sujtability and productivity of the project site, based
on application of the County's adopted weighted
point system and other site-specific considerations.
Further, as describaed in Impact AG-3, compliance
with the County’s Right-to-Farm Ordinance and
Uniform Rules would ensure that impacis refated fo :
conflicts between residences and agriculiiral
operations remain fess than significant. Therefore,
the project would be consistent with this policy.

‘Policy I.D. The use of the Willlamson Act {Agricultural | Consistent

Preserve Program) shait be strongly encouraged and | The project site is cumently under a Williamson Act
supported. The County shalf also explore and support | Contract. However, 2 request for nonrenewal was

other agricultural fand proteciion programs. accepted by the Santa Barbara Couniy Board of
Supervisors an November 1, 2008, and became effective
on December 31, 2006. FheWilliamsen-Actsontract-for

.1 tho proparbrtherofore-ends-on-Becember3d:2045; The
Wiitiamson Act contract for the project site expired
on December 31, 2015. The applicant proposes new
Willizmson Act contracts for five of the 13 lois (Lois 8
through 13} prior i recardation of the proposed ‘
subdivision map. For Lots 1 through 8, the fufure ot~ g

: County of Sanfa Barbara
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Ranche La Laguna EIR
Section 4.2 Agriculivral Resources

Table 4.2-8
Consistency with Agriculfural Policies in the
Comprehensive Plan Agriculiural Element and Land Use Element

Policy

Consistency

owners wouid be resporisible for determining whether io
enter info a Williamson Act coniract Because the project
would not discourage enrofiment in the Willlamson Act,
the project would be consistent with this policy.

Poticy 11.D. Conversion of highly productive agricuitural
fands whether urban or rural, shail be discouraged.
The County shalf support programs which encourage
the retention of highly praductive agriculiurat {ands.

Consistent

As described above, the project would niot convert prime
agricuttural tand o non-agriculiural use based on the
WPS scores {with each lot scoring above the 60-point
threshold}. In addition, based on compliance with exisiing
zoning regutations and future Williamson Act conlracls,
where applicable (as described below), the project would
not convert agricutfural fand to non-agricultural use. '
Further, the potential conversion of grazing {and or crop
tand to higher yield crops would not impeir agricutueal
land productivity, and may actually increase productivity.
Therefore, the project would be consistent with this

policy.

Policy Hi.A. Expansion of urban development into
active agricuifural areas outside of urban fimils is fo be
discouraged, as long as infill development is available

Conslstent

The project site Is logated in a ruraj aréa. The proposed
subdivision and future residential development of the site
would not be considered an urban use. As defined in the
Land Use Elemnent, (residential) urban development is
defined as residential development at & density higher
than one unit per five gross acres. The project would
aliow development of one unit on each lot, and the ot
sizes range from 160 acres to 605 acres. Therefore, the
project would not introduce urban development into an *
active agricultural area, consistent with this policy.

Land-Use Geald:-Agrsulturerin-the-ruralamas;
cultivated-agrisulture-challbe presenedandwhere
condiions-allow-expansionand-intensifisation-sheuld
besuppored:

? Gt iset-wauld-rotconvert
agrdsuliuratand fo-non-agrsullural use based ordhe
WRS-seores-{with-eachst scedng abave-the 80-palat
throchoidyle-additionbased or-complizneewitl-exsting
zeaingregulationsandfuture- Willamsen-Ast soniasts;
where-applicable {ae deserbed below) - the-prejestwouls
notconvert-agreuliurallandto-ner-agrculturluse. The
projestwauid-allow-for-devalepmentof ene-single-family

Agricultural Commercial Designation: This category is

for commerdially farmed, privately ownied land located

within either Rural, InnerRural, Existing Developed

Rural Neighborhoods or Urban Areas which meets the

following criteria; .

1. Thelandissubjecttoa Williamson Act Contract,
including contracis that have been non-renewed
or,

2. Parcels forly (40) acres or greater, whether or not
currently being used for agriculfural purposes, but
otherwise efigible for Williamson Act Contract may
be included if they meet requirements of Uniform
Rufe No.6.

This cafegoery includes compatible land uses and land

snosad-leb-rotaining-the-majerty-of
eachetinagrsulivre-Therefore-the-projestwould be
storwitis fhis olicys ‘
Cansistent

The project site is cusrently designated Agricultural
Commercial, and this designation would remain after
implementation of the project. As described ahove, the
project site was under a Williamson Act confract which
expired on December 31, 2075. The applicant proposes
new Witliamson Act confracts for five of the 13 ots (Lofs
9 ihrough 13) prior to recordation of the proposed
subdivision map. The remaining lois would be afigile for
Williamson Act contract, and all 13 lots would be greater
than 40 acres. The project would allow for the
development of one single family residence on each lof.
Agcording to the Uniform Rules, a single-family dwéfing

 is a compatible use. Therefore, the project would be

consistent with the exdsting Comprehensive Plan

County of Santa Barbara
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Rancho La Laguna EIR
Section 4.2 Agricultural Resources ¥

Table 4.2-8 . : Lo
Consistency with Agriculfural Policies in the i '
Comprehensive Plan Agriculfural Element and Land Use Element -
Policy Coensistency %

uses ihat are necessary and a part of the agricultural designation of Agricultural Commercial.
operations. All types of crops and livestock are -
included. Both “prime” and “non-prime” solis (as
defined in the Williamson Act and the Counfy's
Uniform Rute No.6) and irrigated and non-imigafed
iands are included. Parcels which are smaller than .
forty (40) acres in sizé at the fime of adoption of inis . :
Element may ba eiigibfe forthe AC designafion if they
are "prime” or “super-prime” as defined by ihe County
Uniform Rules and are eligible for agricultural preserve : ;
stafus,

Source: Santa Barbara Counfy, Planning and Devejopmeni, republished May 2608,

The Pro;ect site is zoned AG-I1-100 under the County’s LUDC. The intent of the AG
zone is to preserve these lands for long-term agricultural use. The AG-II zone also
inchudes a minimum gross lot area designation that Iimits the subdivision potential of
Jand and in some cases affects the xange of allowable land uses. The proposed new lots
would each retain the AG-II-100 zoning designation. Consistent with this zoning, each
lot would be greater than 100 acres i size. In addition, the AG-I zone allows for the
construction of a one-family dwelling. Therefore, the subdivision of the project site and
future development within the RDEs would not conflict with existing agricultural
zoning. In addition, as described under Discontinued Agricultural Use above, future -
non-agricultural development would not be allowed in accordance with the zoning of

each lot (AG-II-100).

o Viability of Continued or Intensified Agriculfural Operations. In February 2010, Rincon .
Corporation performed a review of the property for the purpose of understanding the
viability of continued or intensified agricultural operations for the 13 proposed parcels
{Rincon Corporation, Felrruary 2010; refer to Appendix B). According to the report, Lots
1 through 8 provide sufficient plantable vineyard ground for a commercially viable
winery operation, or could provide commerdcially viable prime farming. Parcels 9 .
through 13 are larger parcels, allowing for continued cattle grazing as well as prime
production of row crops, orchards, or vineyards. All 13 parcels could continue to be
agriculturally viable, and may allow for intensification of agriculture.

[P——

s Conflicts with Williamson Act Contracts. The Williamson Act contract for the project site
expired on December 31, 2015. The applicant proposes new contracts for proposed Lots
9 through 13. For Lots 1 through §, the future lot owners would be responsible for
determining whether to enter into a Williamson. Act contract. All 13 proposed lots were
reviewed on October 3, 2008 by the Agricultural Preserve Advisory Committee and
found to be consistent with the Uniform. Rules. All proposed lots are therefore eligible
for agricultural preserve contracts and the applicant has agreed, and will be required as
a condition of project approval, to apply for the replacement contracts for Lots 9 through
13 prior to recordation of the proposed subdivision map. Future lot owners of Lois 1
through 8 may also elect to enter into a Williamson Act contract. Pursuant o application - ,
for replacement contracts, and compliance with the Uniform Rulés (as discussed under ;

Counfy of Santa Barbara
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Introducton

An Agricultural Viability Study and Rangeland Assessment were prepared to
determine the agricultural viability of cropland and the sustainable moderate
level of cattle grazing carrying capacity for the existing 3,934-acre Rancho La -
Laguna and thirteen proposed lots at the request of Ms. Tish Beltranena,
Principal Planner for MNS Engineers, Inc. The ranch agricultural acreage is net
and excludes the Foxen Canyon Road and Zaca Road right-of-ways that would
preclude agricultural uses.

The following methodology for this agriculfural viability study and rangeland
assessment were prepared by Sage Associates to be consistent with the County of
Santa Barbara Planuing & Development Department Environmental Thresholds
and Guidelines Manual revised October 2002 with Replacement Pages July 2003,
the Natural Resource Conservation Serviee (USDA NRCS) Soil Survey, The
California Department of Conservation Important Farmlands Mapping Program,
and the University of California/Santa Barbara County Cooperative Extension
(UCCE) published grazing performance standards.

Rancho La Laguna is located northeast of the community of Los Alamos and
northeast of the intersection of Aliso Canyon Road and Foxen Canyon Road in
the northern part of Santa Barbara County (Figure 1 Vicinity Map). Figure 2
shows a Topographical Map of the ranch area, and Figure 3 shows a Proposed
Lot Map of the ranch boundaries and each of the 13 proposed lots.

Specifically, the County of Santa Barbara Planning & Development Department
Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual revised October 2002 with
Replacement pages July 2003, for agricultural resources states the following:

“The weighted point system is utilized to assign relative values to particular
characteristics of a site’s agricultural productivity (e.g. soil type, water supply, etc.).
Where the points from the following formula total 60 or more, the following types of
projects will be considered to have a potentially significant impact:

- A division of land (including Parcel and Tract Maps, etc.} which is currently
considered vinble but would result in parcels which would not be considered vinble using
the weighting system.”.

“As a general guideline, an agricultural parcel of land should be consideved viable if it is
of sufficient size and capability to support an agricultural enterprise independent of any
other parcel, To qualify as agriculturally viable, the area of land in question ieed only be
of sufficient size andfor productive capability to be economically attractive to an
agricultural lessee. This productivity standard should take into consideration the cultural
practices and leasehold production units in the area, as well as soil type and water
aoatlability. For dry land farming and grazing operations the production or carrying
capacity should be based upon normal rainfall years only, not periods of drought or heavy
rainfall. It should be noted that the Santa Barbara County Cattlemen’s Associafion has
stated that an appropriate threshold for impacts to grazing land in the County is the
displacement or division of land capable of sustaining between 25 to 30 animal units per
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year. This “threshold” utilizes a carrying capacity threshold similar to the weighting
system below. Because of this, on grazing projects, detailed information of the number of
animal units supportable or. a particular parcel should also be considered in the project’s
envirorimental docusnent.”

The agricultural viability of Rancho La Laguna was determined by assessing the
site’s agricultural suitability characteristics and completing the county’s
weighted point system where 60 or more points qualifies as being agriculturally
viable,

Therefore, if the existing ranch has a point total of 60 or greater, and if
subsequent proposed lots each have point totals above 60, then, the
environmental impact to agricultural resources should be above the threshold of
significance and the parcelizations should not have a potentially significant
effect.

The sustainable cattle grazing carrying capacities of Rancho La Laguna were also
determined and were then compared to the Santa Barbara County Thresholds of
Significance of 25 to 30 animal units per year as being an operationally viable
grazing unit, although the carrying capacity is ancillary to the cropland
agricultural viability.

Methodology

The following methodology was utilized for the preparation of this agricultural
viability study and rangeland assessment.

* A Proposed Lot Map, aerial photograph, and’ topographic map prepared by
MNS Engineers Inc. was reviewed and a U.S. Geological Survey topographic
base map was prepared for the site assessment.

» Existing U.C. Cooperative Extension range management literature and Natural
Resources Conservation Service (Soil Conservation Service) Soil Survey data
were reviewed,

» An NRCS Soils Survey map, and a soils agricultural characteristics table of the
property were prepared for the existing ranch and the proposed 13 lots.

o An agricultural viability cropland assessment and a rangeland assessment
were made in March and August of 2007 based on existing published NRCS Seil
Survey characteristics and Range Site information and from a field evaluation of
the suitability of the cropland and grazing areas.

* The agricultural and cattle grazing suitabilities of the ranch were determined,
suitability areas were mapped, and specific acreages were then electronically
planimetered.

s The cropland suitability and cattle carrying capacities of the ranch and of the
13 proposed lots were then calculated based on a combination of faclors

I



including existing agricultural uses, potential cropland uses, soil iypes, slope,
canopy cover, range condition, livestock water availability, caftle grazing
distribution, fencing, erosion, available dry forage and animal unit forage
consumption.

= The ranch manager and owner representative were interviewed to determine
the agricultural uses and cattle grazing history and historical carrying capacity of
the property.

» The agricultural suitdbility and the average year sustainable cattle grazing
carrying capacity af a moderate level of grazing was then calculated for the
overail ranch and the 13 proposed lots based on the above factors.

o The agricultural viability point sheet was completed for the existing ranch and
the 13 proposed lots and compared to the 60 point threshold table. The ancillary
cattle grazing carrying capacity was then compared to the Santa Barbara County
Thresholds of Significance of 25 to 30 animal units per year and a determination
was made regarding the significance of the operational viability of the existing
ranch in its current condition.

Representative Rancho Photos

Figure 4 shows the representative photo point locations of 30 photos taken of the
13 proposed lots agricultural uses and includes the following,.

Photo 1: Froposed Lot #1 cropland, rangeland, and riparian corridor. Marchi 1,
2007.

Photo 2: Proposed Lot #1 cropland, fencing, and access. March 1, 2007.
Photo 3: Proposed Lot #2 cropland and rangeland. March 1, 2007,
Photo 4: Proposed Lot #3 cropland and rangeland. March 1, 2007.

Photo 5: Proposed Lot #4 cropland and rangeland in the foreground. March 2,
2007.

Photo 6: Proposed Lot #4 cropland and rangeland in the foreground. March 1,
2007. :

Phote 7: Proposed Lot #5 cropland and rangeland in the foreground, March 1,
2007.

Photo 8: Proposed Lot #5 cropland and rangeland in the foreground. March 1,
2007.

Photo 9: Proposed Lot #6 cropland and rangeland in the foreground. March 1,
2007,
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Photo 10: Proposed Lot #6 corrals and barn in the foreground. March 1, 2007.
Photo 11: Proposed Lot #7 rangeland in the foreground. March 1, 2007,

Photo 12 Proposed Lot #7 cropland, rangeland and access in the foreground
with Proposed Lot #10 rangeland in the foreground. March 1, 2007.

Photo 13: Proposed Lot #8 cropland clearing in the foreground. March 1, 2007.
The ball and chain is a common technigue for brush clearing.

Photo 14: Praposed Lot #8 cropland, rangeland and access in the foreground.
March 1, 2007. :

Photo 15: Proposed Lot #9 rangeland in the foreground. March 1, 2007.
Photo 15A: Proposed Lot #9 rangeland that has been converted to irrigated
cropland in the foreground. August 31, 2007. Photo was taken in the same
location as IPhoto 15.

Photo 16: Proposed Lot #9 brushland in the foreground. March 1, 2007.

Photo 16A: Proposed Lot #9 cleared brushland and irrigated cropland pipeline
installation. August 31, 2007. Photo was taken in the same localion as Photo 154.

Photo 17: Proposed Lot #9 brushland / rangeland that was converted to irrigated
cropland in the foreground. August 31, 2007.

Photo 18: Proposed Lot #10 rangeland. March 1, 2007.

Photo 19: Proposed Lot #10 rangeland and possible future cropland. March 1,
2007. ' '

Photo 20: Pr0poéed Lot #10 rangeland and possible future cropland. March 1,
2007.

Photo 21: Proposed Lot #11 rangeland after controlled prescribed bum with
irrigated cropland to the right of photo. March 1, 2007

Photo 22: Proposed Lot #11 rangeland and possible future cropland. Note the
landslide in the background. March 1, 2007.

Photo 23: Proposed Lots #8, #10, and #11 juncture rangeland after controlled
prescribed bum with abundant purple needlegrass. August 31, 2007,

Photo 24: Proposed Lot #12 cropland and rangeland in the foreground along
with a water trough and fencing. Proposed Lot #4 cropland is in the immediate
foreground. March 1, 2007.



Photo 25: Proposed Lot #12 cropland lower right, and proposed Lot #13
rangeland in the foreground. March 1, 2007

Photo 26: Froposed Lot #13 cropland and rangeland, August 31, 2007.

Photo 27: Proposed Lot #13 rangeland and potential future cropland exclusive of
the oaks. March 1, 2007,

Photo 28: Proposed Lot #13 rangeland and potential future cropland exclusive of
the oaks, March 1, 2007.

Ranch Manager and Owner Representative Interview

The agricultural use information on Rancho La Laguna was provided via a site
visit with Mr. Martin Burciaga-ranch manager, Ms. Tish Beliranena-owner
representative with MINS Engineers, Inc,, and from the Tenlative Tract Map -
TRM 14,709 supplied by MNS Engineers, Inc. Salient points include the
following:

o Approximately 3,934 acres (incdludes crop stubble that may be grazed) of
Rancho La Laguna are currently grazed year around by 160 to 180 mother
cow/ calf pairs, 20 replacement heifers, and eight bulls. This equates to about 194
to 204 animal units per year of grazing animals.

« Approximately 563 acres of cultivated farmland of the 3,934-acre Rancho La
Laguna is currently leased and includes a rotation of various irrigated row crops
and dryland hay/grain crops. Row crops have included tomatoes, snow peas,
onions, peppers, tomatillos, Serrano chilies, bell peppers, and lettuce.

o Farmland has been mostly fenced from swrrounding grazing land.

= Many of the proposed lot lines are fenced.

o Residential Development Envelopes are not fenced at this time.

 Residential Development Envelope driveways emanate from exdisting ranch
roads.

» All proposed lots will have water for irrigated crops and livestock.

¢ The proposed lots inctude the following:
£1 - 208 acres of which approxizﬁately 75 acres are in irrigated cultivation,
and 18 acres are dryland farmed for hay and grain and inchides one wafer

well and two water troughs.

#2 — 178 acres of which approximately 60 acres are in irrigated cultivation
and includes four water wells and three watex troughs.
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PHOTO & Proposed Lot #3 cropland and rangeland. March 1, 200

SAE Assaniates

1



RANCHO LA LAGUNA PHOTGS

PHOTO 6: Proposed Lot #4 cropland and rangeland, foregfoiuid. March 1, 2007,
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PHOTO 8: Proposed Lot #5 cropland and rangeland, foreground. March 1, 2007.
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RANCHO LA LAGUNA PHOTObS :

PHOTO 10: Proposed Lot #6 cotrals, and barn, foreground. Maxch 1, 2007.
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RANCHO LA LAGUNA PHOTOS

PHOTO 12: Proposed Lot #7 cropland, rangeland and access, foreground. Proposed
Lot #10 rangeland, background. March 1, 2007.
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| RANCHO LA LAGUNA PHOTOS

PHOTO 13: Proposed Lot #8 cropland clearing, foreground, March 1, 2007,

PHOTO 14: Proposed Lot #8 cropland, rangeland and access, foreground.
March 1, 2607, :
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PHOTO 15A: Pi;oposed Lot #9 mngé
foreground. August 31, 2007.
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installation, foreground. August 31, 2007,
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PHOTO 17: Proposed Lot #9 brﬁshland/rahgeland converted to irrigated
cropland, foreground. March 1, 2007.

L SR

b

HOTO 18: Propo;sea Lot #10 rangeland, March 1, 2007.
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PHOTO 19: Proposed Lot #10 rangeland, March 1, 2007,

PHOTO 20: Proposed Lot #10 rangeland, forégmuna. March 1; 2007.
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PHOTO 22: Pmpns;d Lot #11 raltéeland. Mar.ch‘l, 2007,
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prescribed burn with abundant purple neédlegrass. August 31, 2007,

s

PHOTO 24: Proposed Lot #12 cropland and rangeland, foreground. March 1, 2007.
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i
PHOTO 25: Proposed Lot #12 cropland lower right, and proposed Lot 13
rangeland, foreground, March 1, 2007,
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RANCHO LA LAGUNA PHOTOS

PHOTO 27: Proposed Lot #13 rangeland and potential cropland, exclusive of
vaks. Maxch 1, 2007,

D G Prroposed Lo 833 ra E posemitd of oaks,
March 1, 2007.
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#3 — 147 acres of which approximately 48 acres are in cultivation and
includes one water well and one water trough.

#4 ~ 191 acres of which approximately 81 acres are in irrigated cuitivation
and includes three water wells and two water troughs.

#5 — 152 acres of which approximately 40 acres are int irrigated cultivation
and includes one water well and two water troughs.

#6 ~ 143 acres of which approximately 38 acres are in irrigated cultivation
and includes one water well and two water troughs.

#7 — 213 acres of which approximately 65 acres are in irrigated cultivation
and includes one water reservoir, shared well, and four water troughs.

#8 — 259 acres of which approximately 49 acres are in irrigated cultivation
and includes one water well, a pond, and four water troughs.

#9 — 430 acres of which approximately 29 acres are in irrigated cultivation
and includes shared water well, three water troughs, and livestock water
along Asphaltum Creek.

#10 — 595 acres with no land in cultivation and includes shared water well
and three water troughs, a pond, and livestock water along Asphaltum
Creek,

#11 429 acres with approximately 20 acres in irrigated cultivation and
includes shared water well, and two water troughs.

#12 — 369 acres with approximately 39 acres in irrigated cultivation and
includes two water wells, a pond, and three water troughs.

#13 - 601 acres with approximately 19 acres in irrigated cultivation with
potential cultivated land and includes shared water well and livestock
water from Zaca Creek.

» Rancho La Laguria is under a Land Conservation Act contract with Santa
Barbara County. It is the intent of the applicant for the lots to remain under Land
Conservation Act contract or possibly establish conservation easements.

¢ Brush crushing with a bulldozer and ball and chain, and a 600-acre controlled
prescribed burn has occurred recently that has improved the carrying capacity
on the less steep upland areas of proposed Lots #8, #10, and #11.

Agricultural Buitability and Cattle Grazing Suitability

The agricultural cropland suitability and the cattle grazing suitability of the ranch
were evaluated by first reviewing and summarizing the soil agricultural
characteristics for baseline data, followed by a field evaluationt of the cropland
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areas, potential and possible cropland areas, topography, canopy cover, range
condition of palatable forage, livestock water, catile grazing distribution, fenmug,
and site erosion. The potential future cropland areas were suggested by the
applicant representative and were reviewed. The possible future cropland areas
were idenfified in the Sage Associates field assessments.

From the above evaluations, the agricultural suitability and the cattle grazing
suitability were determined. The available dry forage was estimated per soil type
acreage-from Soil Survey forage production estimates, the total site estirnated dry
forage was computed and the cattle grazing carrying capacity was also calculated
both for the proposed entire lot and then only for the rangela.nd areas of the lot
exclusive of the cropland. The carrying capacities are hence given a high and low
range of values.

A catfle grazing and agricultural suitability map was prepared showing the
suitability of rangeland and cropland areas.

Lastly, the agricultural suitability point table was prepared to determine potential
significant impacts of the proposed lots based on the Santa Barbara County
Thresholds of Significance.

A.  Soil Agricultural Characteristics

The U. 5. Department of Agriculture Soil Survey for the Northern Santa Barbara
County Area (1972) and the Soil Survey Errata (1981) were reviewed and a Soil
Agricultural Characteristics Table was prepared for the existing ranch and the 13
proposed Jots (Table 1). A USDA Soils Survey Map was prepared and soil type
acreages were then planimetered for the existing ranch and the 13 proposed lots.
See Table 1 and Figure 5, respectively. Soil series and soil type have the same
meaning in this assessment, Rangeland and grazing larid also have the same
mearing. Average rainfall for these soil locations in the Foxen Canyon area is
about 20 inches (USDA, 1981). About one half of normal rainfall occurred in the
2006-2007 rainfall season.

Table 1~ Soil Agricultural Characteristics that provides baseline information, can
be read by column as follows, See the first Soil Sedes (soil type) listed as an
example.

Column 1: ArD is the respective Soil Series symbol used on the NRCS Soils
Survey Map (Figure 5).

Column 2: Arnold is the soil name given by the NRCS to this particular Soil
Series.

Column 3: Sand is the soil texture.

Column 4: The soil is located on average slopes of five to 15 percent on
landforms comnsisting of low hills and ridgetops as determined by the USDA
NRCS mapping,

26



SB00STY GOVE

LR SUmHSEISSE prot] SoyIesSY FHVE Pit 007 PUV (G6Y POy [runsey T (s aFui Ty sApIeey 10f SIUTaEL) HGISARY 701 Raa00s sruafge)y /o Rtaep p
AT T ogsL FrEnen sdngeeg wies dopy SputaLEg Juel o2UE uoly nasssueny fo o edegy VUOfI[D LT CRBLs TRGT pre 25T THunog) seugevy wing nLug2ant f0 Raaang frof aupuopily Jo jussieedsgy «g 1 mommes
g aigeanddn £g Qo pasaderd w1 PRI SURSAY = WE SPUCTBUES PO [IE] 10U U [EANEE 90 RepERED [tos pue a0 Adowes ‘adogs ue Serpredap
e s sagymm Lp perplead Jo aoe od spunod pog o 0EE Yanuwiume © 3y Surpoama ey MOfe 8y 30483 pUncul enbape apiacad pus BoroR PRA2Id o BR1e U Past Tuzel oD pour BEGEITTECTE ¢ Y,
98y woaN iog
9349
Furresd 0gs Do¥ na's 1o sireldpos)y
“sdom pial MO DEL'L i) 0551 T1ds1 &5 skofyea
wrg “gdam soy sdos i fJuou a04'% Gor Bor'e Kureo Hay 5V Wz o1y uney TEI0Y wory
1AL
[t
i} a0 : [15]4 Lridé
pidex 144 0og oat dpueg T 51 SIHY 0]
Bugrein fuped olun paanoy 4y i) ] 00z’ So[E[s - HRwsl HETIEN She¥ 01 6 pues Flosy  ERY
B h o0g wleyapn
aouegoduiy E:mv.us._ a5e v {54 etitad 8T SHBY MmO
reao] Aupressy Furrn® 3 ederd #n Qe Jaeaapoine ) nay @ Apueg W IAIAY st o5 Pties prowy e
Esulopivacdy {fxopjupiinsd) ainlepand
FeD vfqeioneiu) 1dOTS TEB L, Bpneloanyuny : XAANT | weogplae]
), vingay AODYHIAY ey afemay i ARIQLS pum . |
JIONMT A DqRioiny yqasnad AN, I0AEg #1d poyeBpugay %
NOTLYNDISIO | gowsn A9van IOVIEAS | YALLVNABG | WHLOYRING | ALIALLDAGOUL piict fpurfu | gaois “
SONVTHHYI oy VHLTONSV] EYZVi TGV IUVAY TVNAISTY WLIVH ANG 118 SNV S5YTD [3OVEAAY WAS
INY IR 0% TYRGIOE MOISOIY FALVMLLSE GHLYP LS CNYIZONVY Etaliyipd ~ HoNYE JALITIAVAVD | vasn | sunixal | oSinvNTIoS M AV

SOLLSTIRIDVIVHDY TVUNLINDTEOV 1108 ¥NADV1 VI OHDNYY L 3TaV.L

27



¥ Bors 3OS

“10(R, THHISEISSD Y] SOLPRUSSY TUVS PHn (0T Fur (FGT PIUR] | WERIY 3 SHTARIS STy SRpRSTE) 0] SOARaD SIS Pad v de SHGoles # Rimser
‘E00E Pt 0351 isnaD) wanaiig e duly Spnmpams 3 Jus ol Dag pazeanor fo Jurnandagg sl o SEGT fvi (gL pun 1zar Raweay ORI URHDG WINGIGN o Focang 110 alngpeaiaSy fo pwgandag g ) Ssouiog
i sfgpeapdde Ag 9o posodosd = 1d TPUEY Zunapy = XY SPuTIGE POOM R A0]pUN PUB[en PHIVLD B0 GRaForEei tloe prm/raaca fdoves wdejs to Furpuadup
paeabon 83 Jzerd O jenpieor joane md spuned gag of g0 Em0iunn B3y “FUIPOSE fEnyer mofle o) 19403 punod senbape apracrd pur voizosn wasmd of 10 pro Ut av Surze syempow JELEEOS B Y,
23 prap wag
noy a0y 0oL
uread ypeel mepr 0§E'E a0y 08573 £y [ IRy
Sugme Butzredl ‘e fydiye B0£L [l Rt furza) it AT %6 01 E weoy aureys 53y
F1dED
£1d6
9736
iy ilily [eo{ig TId6 {96 Oy ey
Ll ureds weatpaw Vg S oos 0881 TIdst 13 myen wikg  suemrian] snid
Furig Buymad ‘a8 faciopol oea’t nos i g2 Aureoy i ATIAT BELAE  Apwns fpas osnmE) (D
14 0% T Epli1nd
sdoas play Moo 0s¥L ¥ 059t [§F:14 2 RTeLr>
g ‘5o ma sdean e pabyge (L ir s 14 005 LRI » YEEL It *i o ureaf Ao e o
gog [t1ikg D40 [T TOEN
Sarmerny Majs 08Tt ooy 6557 £ridiT i Aty
aosepndia] sey  Rupned sdoaa e B4y anst i DILE fweo] g5tz i1 HGL T Wi mEeg  uged
toreprpunad) | e |
Leivd iqerearplry 1d01S _ WX S{qReaTiin W2oPUN] }
. sooy afrnay HEVIIAY m 2y, peoay araois 3 pus H
AIONMY | AeeA Sjqeiaary vasneg L) HqEIoAR] pacins-noy % w
NCULVADIS3A | 29vsn elaati-lel AOTAUNS | FALLVYWAND  |LHITLVIN AN | ALALIDAGOYE Jeoedun AJOT5 ! m
SAONTIHIVE HHTTIVAY FLinlatir WILIVIN R4Q BBV HOVHAAY ” WAS
INVINOLN 1V NGIOT NOISOUS CELVIHLLSY QaLYIISE ORPTIONTH FDNVY HIONVY ALTHEYAYD ] vasn DEINAL | FWWNTIOS | 4YW

SOLLSIALDVEVHD TVATLLTOAOINDY TI0S YNOOVT V1 OHDNVY T 314V.L

28



STINSORIY HYE

LOGT SINANUSSISSY P NTI005SY JOVE PUY IPE0T PUY FR6T “DBL0yY (DRl 0 ISR UL RSy J0] SHGIPPING HoSUSR ooy edoony sl Jo Rysaasiyy pur
ZOOE Fito opg1 FaunoD vatangy vjawg dupg sprupiiey Jursiodny uoyvansuan jo sueviadegy stiefin BE6T STI0E TSEL PR 2LET THUTOD wEORIE YIS WO fB Areuns 110G sapgpranBy fo yuonntodary «§ ) Soosncy
"rqumy apgeyde 4q 9107 pastdolf w1 Yung SULspey « g TpuepBue poom Pl Tojput prtsedl [EVIE DG HRITHIEER (105 PUE 42563 AQoHES BAS[ B0 Rijpuadap
pasinbo s ek Qp senpisus jo g god spunod o0g o3 00T IO 3y -QuIpasad e sl of Juacs panod sEnbeps spraosd pue upianm jrmaad o) pre 1 Mnel TUEeE nEREel DigELTESE ¥ 1Y,
alivg pong pog
5T ]
16 [ryasap
Gos [hiz] fii iy Fag it 3
poamm pider Lroa g 058 059 149 71 oz doye
fupnag Bupard “ofurey fathsy Ama Bl o8 0z’ AwvoT dosmg Ty TIALA wGemgy  weol Ay aspirRyn AN
ET}J801
TLIdTLL
Idéz
0T1dst
B4
£1d8y
91dse
5145%E
Fides
0]
sodead ooy 009 0on'L 1L o1y
fiepetd prderpai 054 oog 55T viaze 9L Pas03p
Supnen Buprm a8des ABTy-pour [ii1-¢4 0oy 00Tz Suarzory uAEIY IAfIA FEEO1SE unop Kqryn EELL = S U
¥idal
065 o5 a0z €149
saded vl tumypau 0501 a5 0567t TdsL 2 sorImy
uprg Fupred ‘et freape B0t 205 arT futney el z weay £feys
(ooufsp
DL HQEICARIUTY 415 AT Bjqetaskun Xaany
Jeng pEoay ADVAIAY ooy, ademay anols
i SONAY L DY LG ALY Yasnsed 10, 3]qRI0AET poelivar-uop
NOILYNDIBIQ | aDven qDVEN FOVAUNS | SALLVIARMG | LUELIVIALRUNG FALIALLDNGOR ua feasBiy |
SN TIWHVL W oV TYENLINONDY ] Jaavevy IV ITAY T¥NaisTy ALY AHA s ST S5V _ WAs
LNYINQAME ¢ HOS M IYHQIDIY | NOISDUEd GILYWLLEY QRIVIELST | QNVIEINVY HONTY FDONVYE RALLYEL | WAYNTOS * ¥

SOLESAIDYHVHO TVANLIIRIOY 1108 YNNOVE VI OHINYE T ITavL

23



sepmEsery OV

ZOUE $upEIsEY PALf SHM0sSY JOVE PU9 07 PUY IBGT TERNY JOHINE UG jRataSO v an s A0f STRGPIRD sorstrgx sasiviadesy vpuafi Jo fysianpy puy
EO0E PUD SGET FRnoD vibaangr apnvg duiy Spaepitf pupaoding sog e fo ol sty ool SELT EvD TA6E PHE PLGE Rpsiney bangavg wpstes wasigion fo Seang [1og aoupeauly jo pumaiudsey 5 ) sesinog
“waquet sguldde g 507 pesoded m g el FUNERG = YT SPURRERET POOMPTEY YRR pURIATD et o sdneimpengs {jos pue Amacs fdoues adois un Swpuadsp
TAIMBI o Fes UIp eopled 4o aorand spunod pog o GO “snsunsny 3y -FIpootnE TRIRT MO 0] FFA03 Plinou® Myenbope sptacad pue tdisord junansd o Do i (eas | Sogesd Nezspow apqeuinang Ky,
2feg wep 905
fatiing
iay sdaijen
paLjariaL ) 4 ooy 0og T1d§ P stoey
Auyreal 2qums MO ose o0y oes TIdEl 25 Supdofs
iy sl szdeny fydye filit oo¥ o0z’ dpung HALE AV #emz  poes lawog smiene) o)
BAJCLI}
[il13 filis WL paThEp
pider ase’t a0y 058'L wides i iy
Supein Hugrerd aBuex I li% a0g gz fakery usee JEYIZN ST o1 0e ureo] degy BRI P
FeEy
paLssHip
jo
o 00§ oo sadops rple
Swrnerd prygsiaes pides dxma o 008 00s Aoreor F1dv 51 polipn
Sutzersy . R o piny U o] 408 MOJEYS Hay TIAAIA 2494 O3 08 weay Ajags OSRURYD  Z0HY
nﬂﬂ.ﬂﬂ}vﬂu = L 4
ATIA ApPEIoseiry TdH1S D], Bjquroseiry
g, aferay TOVATAY Jea) wErmay
LTONNT T DiGRIOAN] Yasn g 2T, AfQeroae] #1d poaeBii-uoy
NOTLYNDISAO | 30vsn Forsn, DOVANS | VALIVINAYO | ERTIVIN XY | ALIALLIOGOR] =) o8y i
SAMVTINIVA oy VAQLINOMOV | [OIVZvYH TIEVUVAY wodisTd VILLN AU als S380V SSYID  HOVEIAV | TAS
INVINOE | 108 TV NOIDEE NCoisoud TALVIRLLSS GRLYMILSR ONYTEHONYY AORYY | HONVE |ALITIYdYD | vasn M FHAIKAL | BNVNOS | IV

SOLLSTAELLOVMVHD TVHALINOINOW 1I08 VNADYT VI OHDNYY I I14v.L

30



SINIDISY JOVE

2007 51 P SUR0SSY TOYT pHv B00L PrY TG N [OUNNY 60 il arvpy suplshy sof SPHIAPIG RoyseE R onqpreados viniofrt) Jo igsamaiuy) gy
EO0E Pt 9upT Tanirol vimqeeg vhitig dopy speuied saviiodug s eaessias fo pugnidag mmofiiun G951 v Y9E] Pz FEST Hyundy vanaivg vpeg Wy fo Raoing Jtog sogpoardy fo plangandog w5 1y swoamaeg
raquant afqearidde £ qe] pasodor] = 11g e Sunsp » yF PURESuE Poo IR I0/pi pOT[Ece:d Eailie us SISIRILRD (109 P SOACD LJoten ‘200 Ho 5 Ipusdasp
potnbna 1 mpent Ay Jenpieol o aov xod spunad gog 63 051 WNW MY © 3y “Supeaca Emey s 0fF 03 3hsos punei? syenbope opragd pu wopsore Rt a3 pan [ Paa] FuEedl Merepol D40R0 IHENE 3y,
o wwapy oag
wfagpea
[11E oos [ili;eas (1341 AoRTEL
. i mnpEa 050°L 00§ [I:Eg) 1L 98 paw swef .
Ruprerny Fupzurd odna {oiapon 09T o0 'z Fatro EEL]S T #st ey wwollpurs =P rapd
sAD|EA
g oop 001 0T1d4% oLy
#dodo oBuwr ALO1E- PRI VT 7¢ G as51 £1d6 L4 P sy
oy By rden foseaapau a0t agy poTZ Auroy 0124 G #eolL  wwapdpues @pE DR
09z P [¢'([rg 3 eputgdn
prde asz a0s 0851 S1ATE 74 dawys
Fupnay Buped afue iy 0E"L agH 00t Aurscry vz 1A %5 0 0E ity 15 E S U
LT
TCTdaT
ordse
0oy o 14 &db sderalipu {19 S
prderspate g6 oon 0887 S1300 1% it WLy Suomnpoy
Surmry Feerd Ay “2Bues JuBnpows 835" 809 sorz fouvery ATHE AliAL %o o 5t wee| MHMAD  gaD
n [Eild oot
mogp hErs oos i) GTIAEL sb suy
Bugern Burew.d 28w frow-Ene 104 oo BOT'E Apurg w35l Al ST GG pures Lareoy
(aneiprncd)y {BIe/eplonog) Froefspuas)
2R D[qEISALIUT] 1405 A2 o]qeacaryuy] XAANT | weappurg
Ly, 2 Zermay ADVHIAY seag ofemay AnIoLs P
| DN | fox ppquioag Y as1 3 Sy ajquisany Fid  |pewBoaruey %
NOTLVNDISZq _ HOVEN 10von AOVNING | SRLIVAAUA ORIV ANA | ILALEDNGONS 3 fpopeRi ! LJO'1S
SANYTMYL +  5¥ IVEOLINOROYE JMIVZVH AV IVAY TYNAISEL UVALLY I AdQ SRADV S5V [ZOVHUAY WAS
LNV EROdE * 105 TVNOIDEY NOISCH CRLYINLLSE QAHILVILLSY ONYIEONVY ALTUAVIYD M vasn TIALNEE ANYHNTIOS | IV

S2LLSTHALOVEVHD TVINLINDILDY 1108 VNNDV1 V1 OHINYY T TISVE

31



SHIMABETY TS

LouzE 7 Pi9i PR D12 ASSY JOVE Pt 100T pHD E95T 2BUEY [sias 6o TRIMRSHIOIY FUpisid 4a] SoWApING WoTTIRg AN aena mefien fo Risaanin pue
o0t e gsst Frmasn vivqivg viung dupy spmpiusd pod edy sayvedsstos foguaneisdse vuieliiv SE6E e [95Y pes B(GT Rymnes vsoay vRing eyt fo facing fios eougapBy fo FrEeadvdagt 'C Ty SIROG

“Rquiny apqeidde £q 5o pasadoag = 1.1 oty Bunsny = Y1 SpUoIES POGMARTRY a/pUR PHUE[EIRE [BOHUE O BRI (e pus-Aosco Lo dols o Fuppuadap
pRmbas o1 et Op Eenprms yo vz avd spomod gogp o oy wmun ¢ 3y Shipooasar ey mopfe o 1eaos punai ajenbape apraazd pur uojsam pmaned oy epre ug ppast JuEEE SRUOPOLE R{qUTESHS ¥ Y,
aBe] Pop] 305

TLTdE
TULdas
] Hyd Don'L Ll sufeidpoog
Supzead afum wanpat pETL nob 0541 Y14yt 55 ooz
sunpg ‘gilen “dom f[e mEzapoiu L o] LT’E Aoy uEsg AT g 01 wieof mpE Toug

el1dz
114z
T4
01701
#1dt
B0
¥
91daE
£t
¥1ass
£1d08
iy 0¥ 00077 =1404 slayma
Bupredd po-pOfS BETL o0y 088"L TTdss 9% plit sirg
;npg ‘sdow adoas [fe fpourpBus 002’ o 001’z Auree HAY nro 5 01e waro; RPH Owg

#as DA (i3] no¥ Go’L
B 11344 or 03e'L §1dEY T ooy suprdpoop
auapg adox sdao e ~uou o<t [ LT Apozoy £l Wy - %romp o] TpE e

(EuRtfapiaed) {powjapuanad) (poyEpUYog}
Teay ApgLIeATIuLE hfisgk] ) algeiaagien XAANI wroypuey
army oBwray IOVHIAY aeay, ueoay OIS pme
. | OAIONMU | Feax pquaesty vasnmd Jev3 G #1d (poeBpgaen | w2 _
NOILYNDISRA [ goven q9v8n FIIVIENS | JALIVANAST | AILLVIAED | AIALLIOGOYS HiES femeRuay CF (g
SAMYTINEVA oy IVENLINONSY | JQUVZIVE ATV UYAY VNG JALLYIR AAQ qLis SHADY 55%I10 AOVHIAY WAS

INVINOMWE | TIOS TYNOIEN | NOISOWS | CUIVINUISE | OALVINILSE | anvioNvd | gonve | mowve [urmavevs ! vosn _ﬁmﬁh TNYNTIOS | 49

SORLSIIELDVIVHD TVANLINDNIDY 0SS YNADYIT ¥ QHONVY L 214VE

32



sapplesiy IOVE

LOUT SPsniSaasss Potd sTpuionssy TOVE Fueo 0T pu [96] PREGT JURtHY R0 JumuoRoiluly srpinog 0] SATapIG ROMRT waneesdogy vsafipen fo Rusamur; pit
{TONZ RN GRRY UGy vinqing vyeey dupy spunptey puvriod NGE BRI JO S HONTTATICE BEMOSiTe BORT e an IHGT PHew 26T MIPmos evRIng nlang sagiong §5 framg prog L HILIBY Jo g iRy o8 1 warnog
e plqetpdde Lo o] posndosd « T sy TUNSIGE = JF PPUSETIRT BOCMPIER Joput pieaoeri ATHE UG SHSRDEITD 1108 puT RAc) Sdoumy o) o Suipusdap
PN 6L R Ap jenpies so e 5od spuned 008 91 00T WWRWMN £ 1y *Surpasesd [anme Mol o 72407 imord ojenbape aptiodd puw Lotsem pwAnd oy REE W1 Paa Fiezws DIRIFPOUI D[R UTGENG & 37,
afte wopr ooy
’ ET1dY0Z
TrIL0L
LrTd9TT ~
oT1d062
&Idone g
uzeaZ 1uy Ln gL s'1dey &2 e “sdojalpu DUIRO} TI0% 2PN Bpumg
ey Auyzesd aduw frethpous 0990 Q08GE 002-000°% Aurec 2l AlAL LMo BWEO} LR I sa0T)
PR B st BagSTRAL pide: Ama 081750 JoE-00F 098-hss’L 0 Aurea 5146 T “autrUhow wag SURISNPYY 325
Furreir Burprerd Fd et Junans ] HgGop BOACOT'E MOTRIS TG TAA 64 0 5 Aep damp zdoy gmq
[i] ooe Doz slirEimmn
pidrer Liva ] 008 tog> EL4CU- ST dowys
Bvpern PEYETITM pAaREm Hidy daas 0 ] oes- prullicoy 1o yaoz BIVEIA 00T o362 ol Sypor zadur ooy
GTJELL
anz oes 000'L 91d5T supmunGtil
pidex fif:2d oo [ et 14 pue sing
offues e %5 o) ge 159
(PRYfEpUNLG)
i Jray djquroariun W05 _nﬁ_ar TjranaTyn NI
! Atax advaaay AOYUIAY Ay afvmay OIS
_ ,_HAOZJN- Jew) Ajqrinany Y{agnRd g Siqeioan,] 13&3.:02 R
WOIIVRDISEE | 39960 anvsn IOVIRINS | MEILVIN ARG | A3I0VAANG | ALIALLDNGONd Jpuedua; Id0T1S
SANYTINY AL oY Tﬂﬂmﬁmaﬁwﬂ Havarayst ATAVHY AV L folatst by WALLYP Add a11s 85V TOVHRAY MAs
ANYIIOIN NOs 1 TYNOIDTH MNOQISOYE ORLYILLSE CBLIVINILSY m CONYIHONVE _ FONYYE ALTHEVAVD | vasn TUNIXEL | TNVYNTIOS | W

SLLSIIALOVIVHD TVANLINDTIO™ TI0§ YNNIV VT OHONVY T T18VL

33



LAMSRIEY DY

LA0E SHENGBSISSY POLE SEINI0STY FOVE Bt 007 wq.aq ZESL "pupy] [EMUNY 1O JIDRARYRYIY SRS AT] SFUNIPII) USISIITEY 05 LITAD0 TUUEY) J0 I SORHT] FiE
SOpE e GEET Annory sieqevg wieg depg spunpayy jusg oy oy sacSuesy o sentenid ey wiraafius SIET Ty IBET PHD 26T Runsos Teveeng viNeg we N fo g 110§ wngouBy fo nmanndigg 1§ 1y $RIRGS
oy ey jdde Ag ey |sodnig « ] iy Kuned = 13 wpueRBe: PosMIuTy 10/pine Piviesm® [ENOUD WO SIS {108 PUY SIAS AGOHES 2001 U6 Suipuadin
pasmnbay st soguar £ip peapsat yo o od spusod §hyg 01 (O WML ¥ 3y -TIUPoS0As PNTEE Mot of foaos punosB ipenbape aptaozd pur wolsoI Wweard oy Japlo UT pav] SuEms oyeiopous s3qvuImEnn € Y,
8wz yeap sag
oy 06 o1 sajumy [tovzadoy
prdea-pon il oo osgL 1Y 54 “spny o] up suoignH
Bupnag Burzerd sBura Arfagepow (2] o eaT'T dureery bt AIAT YOF e 82 fep Lieys el mues g
o} [Hirs 059 SUITUNON
PRI PASTI R pid=r s Bel ol 056 uedfngs 6Td08 91 Ao RIRIL
Jupzean Hurnerd il jaazazs ogr 008 LEr fAnmey dag  yaps BAIA - oeroge seeopfep -mempuvue g
Uzt
it 02 0G5 04t
pydes S i) (i vedfery  zjans 8T {00 vl
Zureas Sutresd adue My H08'1 [ 0L fhmeoy ugy L YoERGL  owmodep cmmpiy img @3
sdoyafipu
o5y [} - 6os G401 P
‘Palz-ma 58 133 iyl urdfery  f1dfe a8 #I[ oy BLBLE
Bz Burand Ky ‘e fpowm-pgdie 0571 o5 002’ Aurreery Wl4aee ALIA] eI oL g ngop Lep -sTIpUY uRg s
[l (orvefay ) gasmufrpririod)
AT OfFRINANTYY qJo1s DEh A TITACEUN xaam wLroppuE]
Jeu ] vBerday ASVATAY Juzg oferany 4018 pum
SIONT Tea g Alquianeg ¥asn»d A=), djqEinarg #1d  jpmrdtupaioy %
NOLEVNDISEO | 22Vs ATVED AIVIENS | MALLVALANG | LAZILVA UG LA G0N hic) poaediyary 34015
SAHVINTVA oy TYENLTADMOY | /TUVIVH FTEVIIVAY I¥NAIS HLLLYW A¥d qLIS S34DV S8V ADVHIAY WAS
INYINOAT TOos TV NGIDHY NOTSONE QHLVIULSH CGRLVINILSH ANTIONYY JDRYY L HONVH [AINIHRIVAYD | vasn HANIXIL

AWNVNTIOS | avi

SOILSTMALIVEVHD TYRALTODIYDY TI0S ¥N1DV1 V1 OHINYE T 114vL

34



TR TOVE

FOZ SRR OSED PR SERHDUSEY SEDVS PRE E00Z pub 2251 PHumY [RRMIY 50 PUelisBTUrTy snpssoy] 40f SATITIIG ROFSHAIRY SaH PLFI60T) wnunie fo fipseamyy pun
gL i agg) fanasy sungaug viuse dupy s pueyhun g Jusoduy sozpoarssuo Jo suongods g snsafiivsy ST el T8 pry fLET Faunsl nivgeag upung jusypion fo fawmg ag sl fo susugardag g ) smanog

“YOQILAT S1qEdde e Mo PRoodar] « T “GRikey FUnapx] = W1 SpUR]eBUT: panm pIy Jofpus pjgmad Jensi Ho DRSSO jtos puR JeA0D Adones ada)s e Fuwipusdap
paIinbas 61 Fayyeae Lp jenpieal 3o a0 od spuned apg a) POT RMAIENT By Fumpseima Rumey soj e o) 3o punosd Renbaps spraard pine uoisor taasd o) Wpo Uy @as; Suped srropow o jqremens € 1,

iged
poLRIm T o a5 cag> Tlave sderyno
Buwresd poysrayEm prdes L [ o0s o> OLTdDL s URUROLT 04 ‘mER0] pue] Yoy
Supzerey papny *aZu fa10a03 o toq ogg= poulisay on  Migey HIAIA  %eolerop  ApysApues  fuusmpes odg
ELTd9
[H i) ey fawtols
POt nes pal AR R puit Lraa 0s ons 058 WidT at SUEIUTOLE us)
Buznig “Fupread ‘e Jufng s sor 068 T Amuo domg ey HAJITA BRGL OF G &2 Lpugs epo] mUEg  mag
jag il
50z a0y eg’s o148t sumLToLy
putsiEm PaLsIaTM pidex 054 ocs G55°L 67dzz ¥ U GfR| weoj
Buyrerny Buraead fafumy jufy W'y o8 ey’ Aureory AT IA{LA 5% 0 OE dnp ApEys cEpnmueg  geg
(Iznfapunod) ireppustiody frazgfsprnad)
| Av2) aygEeaviig) 0 oD ejqmIoAEsUL) xaNy | wwarpia
1) afesaay LOVUEAY ey feraay AUOLE pu |
JIONMY | waLaqeone; Vasn®d | awo)yapqmicary 1 ponSuapuoyg| o«
NOLL¥YNDISAA | 22vsn AHVED LAYUNSs | UALLVINAAG | AEITIVI A | RLIALLTGON | 3 femedg 4015
SQNVIRAIYA oV TYANLINOTIOY | JAYYZEVH ATEIVAY OIS UFLLV A AN aLs STV 25V FOVHEIAY HAS
INVINOIN TO5 TYNQIETY NOISONT OHLYWLLST JELYWIIS] ANYIZD NV HONVY FONYY JALUEYEYD | vash HUAIX3L VM TIQ5 m Exis!

oy o Mg

SOLISTMAIDVIEVHY TVHNLIADRIDY TI0S YNNDYT V1 OHONVY T A18VL

35



ZRPRDNENW YT

L7 SuanssRase Pl SelUlanIey GOV pHn (E0NZ pun I96] SRUDY JuImisey U0 FUTHERCRIT SRpzeey 10f SANGIE VoL o uAdRD vuafiye fo Bisaanip prin
STOOT Bub gany .....m..“ HIGT) VATIDE Bjung &eha.mknu»rka&uﬂﬁhan.:ﬂ .nevqﬂ.ﬁhnw:ﬁhu%%u ERES&D uv.:tﬂ»@é BEET vimien Te5T pur 28T ‘.mun:ouu TIUGAE] IUBE Euﬁubﬁmh.b mwubxu.w 5 _...h&_.:u..ﬂm—mu«ﬁ ﬁﬁ:ﬁ.ﬁk@ﬁ. g T Aoy

Qurzeisy

Furzern

AL

HOLLYNDISEQ
SNV IRTYE
LN INOJING

Sugzel

Suge

poyEmRm
sdoo

30¥sN
av
Ti0g

!

it ofpejdde Ay 007 PoSDORLY =T { WALV SUDENA ~ W7 -Speelame POORMPISY J0/p e purkfssead [enFine s SNSRI 108 I anss Adotes fado]s U Zuprandap
poxinbas py sopra S1p [onpiss 3o a0 d spoted pog 6] 00T VDRI ¥3y “Supaes peanguis MB{E 0y 39400 ProrB sjEnbape apiactd pim uoiecds pusssrd o Bpao 13 pas] FuraE Brelapoar niqinnIng € 3y,

PoLRIDTEM
“vRurs

Suprerd

adedy

4093,

647 frite]
pidea-patt os% oy
JYBn-po w0 oo

B 0800k

pide norg 208008

M3ny ilik)] oRE-00%
o9 now
“PR-AO}E [V ilug
frouryydys 002t age

?uu«\nvtzw '}

AV, IRIRATI ]
2wy, aferoay 1OVIIAY
MONOQE | ek viguiosey vasn ed

WOVHENE | SELL¥HAED | LHELIVALANG JALIALLDOQONS

VEALIADYSY | [GIvIvE LISV IUVAY TVIIAissyd

TYNOIONE

NOISOU OLLYNLLSR CAIVINLLEE

ooR
080"t
[1/if294

0oz
oos
1313

AW DIQUICARIV
am) afemay
Jep] ajeinnEg

WALV AU
NV HONVY

pug
adoge upes
rtast 6% Eain]
neddiy HALL LAlLA 806 U3 51 ureop mImil ozl
eadoje apis .
Sy ELTdL q aneLrg s dreeg
B feMs ar DAMIA  asolop Aoy comimy  gpr
£53d6E
ZTIAEY
Sn—ﬂm f=IRLNY
€TdL 1 PuC g
Aures] HH0L uyn HENT ey OIIOE  Jag
x2any unozpuEy
hilpi(abE pue
§1d | powdusp-vong %
33 {po1guy 34018
dLiis Rty S5V JOVEIAY TS
A0pIYH n.,HUZ.ﬁm ALTHavdyD ! vasn tadnLxaL TWYN TIOS IV

SOILSTIELOYIVHD TYHALINITIOY TIOS YNNOVT ¥1 OHINVI T 719V

36



it

"TL6L Y AS[) 2thog sjoqueds dew jo uopunpdya 10y Y ajqe, sag

dejy Aeamng sfI0g G w,gmﬁ

e

1 ..:,w&mwmam ]
e
B

ey
e d

R R e
o AR e




Column 5; Gives the Capability Class for irrigated and nonirrigated conditions
and the Storje Index for that particular soil. For the ArDD soil, the Capability Class
is IV/ VI irrigated/nonirrigated and a Storie Index of 20. A general explanation
of Capability Classes and Storie Index is as follows:

Capability Classes provide insight into the limitations of a soil for field crop uses
based on factors that include texture, erosion, wetness, permeability, and fertility
with Classes ranging from I to VIII. Storie Index Ratmvs evaluate the agricultural
suitability of a soil for intensive farming based on the soil depth, te}.ture, density,
drainage, alkali content and reljef with Ratings ranging from 1 to 100. Together
the Capability Class and Storie Index can be used to help evaluate the soil
suitability or viability for agriculture,

Capability Class I or II are Prime soils if irrigated. Storie Index Rating of 80-100
are Prime soils irrigated or non-irrigated. These soils would have fewest
limitations for farming and livestock grazing.

Capability Class III and IV soils with Storie Index Ratings from 20 to 65 have
increasing’ slope, texture and erosion limitations but most areas are generally
suitable for crop production and are also highly suited for livestock grazing.

Capability Class V soils are not found on the ranch.

Capability Class VI-VII soils with Storie Index Ratings from eight to 36 are
generally poorly suited for farming; and may have slope, erosion, shallow soil,
low water capacity and tree canopy and brushland as limitations to livestock
grazing. Grassland mosaics are common within and adjacent to scrub and tree
areas,

Capability Class VIII soils with Storie Index Ratings between two may be limited
to watershed and wildlife uses because of steep slopes, gullying, river channels,
dense vegetation, and lower forage availability, Livestock may uklize edge areas
or small mosaics of grassland.

Column 6: This column includes the ranch acreage of the soil and the acreages of
each proposed lot. ER {existing ranch) ~ 44 acres, PL9 (proposed lot) 44 acres.
None of the other lots have this particular Soil Series.

Column 7: Includes the USDA assigned Range Site that are comprised of various
Soil Series that produce similar types and quantities of dry matter material as
described in the Soil Survey. The ArD soil is in the Sandy Range Site.

Column 8: Lists the rangeland dry matter productivity in favorable, average, and
unfavorable years in pounds per acre per each particular NRCS Soil Series Range
Site. For the Sandy Range Site the rangeland dry matter productivity is 1,200
pounds per acre in a favorable year, 750 pounds per acre in an average year, and
300 pounds per acre in an unfavorable year, The ArD soils has a low ploduchwty
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for rangeland because of the sandy texture. Clayey and Loamy Rahge Sites are
the most productive for yangeland forage.

Column 9: Lists the estimated residual dry matter (RDM) per USDA average
slope categories in pounds per acre per UCCE recommendations. The ArD soil
and slope requires 400 pounds per acre of residual dry matter left on the ground
at the end of the grazing season before the fall rains to maintain sustainable
productivity and to prevent erosion.

Column 10: Lists the estimated avajlable dry matter for grazing in poundsa per
acre. Estimated available dry matter is determined by subtracting the amount of
estimated residual dry matter required to mainfain a sustainable moderate level
of grazing (i.e. where residual forage can average about two to four inches in
height depending on slope, forage density, and soil texture, with higher or lower
growth patchy areas and is sufficient to prevent erosion, and to provide a seed
crop), per average Soil Survey slope categories as recornmended by the
University of California Cooperative Extension (1982, and 2003).

At a minimum, approximately 100 to 800 pounds of residual dry matter (RDM)
(excluding late season annual species such as mustard, tarplant and doveweed)
is required per acre depending on site-specific slope, canopy cover, litter, and
soil characteristics. According to University of California Cooperative Extension
(2003) research residual dry matter minimum standards for a moderate level of
grazing for annual grassland and/or hardwood rangeland within a zene of 12
inches to 40 inches of rainfall incliudes the following categories:

Percent Percent Slope
Canopy Paunds of Residual Dry Matter Per Acre
Cover :

0-10% 10-20% 20-40% >40%
0-25% 300-500lbs  500-600lbs  GOD-700lbs  700-800 Ibs
25-50% 400 ibs 500 1bs 600 ibs 700 Ibs
50-75% 200 1bs 3001bs 400 tbs 500 1bs
75-100% 100 1bs 200 1bs 250 1bs 300 1bs

Per the above categorties as slopes increase, the amount of necessary residual dry
matter increases. Conversely, as canopy cover increases, the amount of residual
dry matter decreases. Canopy cover consists of brushland species and hardwood
tree species. For example, a 10 percent slope covered with annual grasses would
require about 300 pounds of residual dry matter whereas a 10 percent slope with
50 to 75 percent canopy caver would require 200 pounds of residual dry matter.
Less steep slopes would require less residual dry matter. It should be noted,
however, that in many cases as canopy cover increases the amount of grass
forage production may decrease due to less favorable grassland production soil
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conditions, leaf litter, and canopy shading. Thus, dense canopy cover may yield
little or no palatable forage residual dry matter available for cattle grazing.

For the ArD soil Sandy Range Site on five to 15 percent average slope -~ subtract
400 pounds per acre of estimated residual dry matter from 750 pounds per acre
of average year rangeland dry matter productivity, which yields an estimated
available dry matter of 350 pounds per acre. The Sandy Range Site as described
by the USDA. in 1972, is typically comprised on annual and perennial grasses
with areas of woody or brushy canopy cover. This is a good "starting” estimate to
work with since soil productivity and site specific slopes, range condition, and
canopy cover can vary over time, and this estimate includes all dry matter
including both palatable and nof palatable grasses, forbs, leaf matter, weeds, etc.
In a good range condition, and readily accessible (w1th livestock water) open
arinual grassland, with slopes of five to 15 percent, the "available” 350 pounds
per acre could probably all be usable for cattle forage. See Photo 15 as an
example of the ArD soil rangeland.

However, water availability, cattle access, variable slopes, canopy cover, or
undesirable plant species ultimately determine how much of the "available”
pounds per acre of dry matter could be unusable as cattle forage on a site -
specific basis. Hence, further refinement of the USDA 1972 Range Site evaluation
was accomplished during the field assessment mapping in March and August of
2007. Results of this mapping will be discussed in the next section.

Column 11: Includes the erosion hazard and sur-face runoff for each soil. Sandy
soils are more susceptible to erosion and erosion hazard and surface runoff
increases as slope increases. The ArD soil has a moderate erosion hazard and a
medium surface runoff.

Column 12: Summarizes the regional agricultural usage for the various Seil
Series. The ArD soil is mostly used regionally for range. Some regional areas are
now planted in winegrapes.

Column 13: Includes the soil agricultural usage on the ranch. The AT} soil is
used for grazing and have recently been cléared for irrigated cropland (Photo
15A). Irrigated cropland areas are considered to be prime land because of the
high gross income per acre of the crops grown. Cropland is considered prime
when the long-term average gross yearly production value exceeds $200 per acre,
Gross yearly per acre production revenue values for the following row crops

own on the ranch indude the following: Snow peas ($7,400), bell peppers
%;11,,000), and lettuce ($6,500). Dryland grain and hay crops gross about $324 per
acre. Winegrapes are potential and possible future crops on the ranch that
regionally gross about §$5,200 per acre. Grazing areas of the proposed lots is
ancillary to the crop production values since rangeland gross revenue values are
about $45 per acre (Santa Barbara County Crop Report, 2006).

Colummn 14: Lists the California Department of Conservation Impoxrtant
Farmlands Mapping Program (1986 and 2002) designations by soil type. The ArD
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soil is designated as Grazing Land and land of Local Impcn tance for dryland hay,
grain, and bean crops.

Thirty-four Soil Series are located across the ranch. Piease refer to Table 1 for
their specific s0il agricultural characteristics for the ranch and the 13 proposed
lots, and their mapped locations on Figure 5.

B. Agricultural Viability and Cattle Grazing Suitability Factors

The determination of the cropland suitability, and the cattle grazing suitability
and carrying capacity are summarized in Table 2 and shown on Figure 6. Site
observations were conducted in order to evaliate the following factors that can
either benefit or constrain cropland use and cattle grazing including irrigation
water availability, soils, on-site slope, canopy cover, sensitive resources, range
condition of available palatable forage, cattle watering locations, on-site cattle
grazing distribution {access), adequacy of fencing, and erosion.

From the above factors, the cropland and cattle grazing suitability were
determined which is reflected in the Higher, Moderate, Lower, or Unsuitable
cropland and cattle grazing suitability categories.

The following observations were made during the field assessments in March and
August of 2007 and are summarized in the columns of Table 2 per soil type. The
ArD soil will again be used as a specific example,

Column 1: Lists the soil name and soil map symbol (Arnold/ArD).

Column 2; On-site slope further refines the Soil Survey average slope categories
as needed. For the ranch, the Soil Survey average slopes are not accurately
represented on upland ridgetops and swales where more gentle sloping areas
occur. Slope categories include 0 to 10 percent along alluvial terraces, the base of
the foothills and upland ridgetops and swales; 10 te 25 percent on foothill area
sideslopes; 25 to 40 percent on steeper foothills and mountain slopes; and greater
than 40 percent on mountainous upland areas. The ArD soil slope averages are 0
to 10 percent on upland swales.

Column 3: Summarizes the percent canopy cover by soil type Canopy cover such
as brush or dense oaks can reduce the amount of available forage as discussed
previously and can reduce cropland uses, The ArD soil has 0 percent canopy
cover on the cleared irrigated cropland areas; 0 to 25 percent canopy cover on
some of the remaining rangeland areas that have not been cleared; and 100
percent canopy cover in dense brushland.

Column 4: Includes the range conditions for palatable forage or the agricultural
use per soil type, The range conditions for palatable cattle. forage are excellent
across nearly all of the ranch, where concentrations of wild oats, rye grass,
various brome and fescue grasses, filaree, purple needle grass, and bur clover
predominate, Other very small range condition areas are considered poor to
unsuitable depending on the concentrations of unpalatable coastal sage scrub and
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oak tree cover, At the time of the field assessment in August, adequate residual
dry matter still remained showing a commibment to good stewardship practices
by the awners even with a very unfavorable forage production year.

This column also includes the agricultural use for irrigated and drylanrd cropland
at the time of the field assessment by soil type.

The ArD soil is used for irrigated crops, has a good range condition where
grazed, and also has no palatable forage on dense brushland canopy areas.

Column 5: Agricultural water availability is sumumarized on the last page of the
tables and is adequate over the ranch and the 13 proposed lots. Irrigation water
wells, livestock and wildlife water troughs, reservoir, stock ponds, and creeks for
livestock and wildlife water occur across the ranch. Approximately 563 acres aof
the ranch are in irrigated cropland.

Column 6; Cattle grazing distribution and access are good, good-fair, fair-poor, o¢
none across the ranch and the 13 proposed lots depending on slope and canopy
cover. The ArD soil area has good to no cattle distribution depending on canopy
COVET.

Column 7; Fencing of the ranch and the proposed lots is summarized at the end
of the tables. Perimeter cattle-tight fencing of the ranch and most of the
cropland/ grazing interface areas is adequate. Fencing of most proposed lot
boundaries is incomplete but can be completed as a condition of project
approval, as necessary. Fencing of lot boundaries will not significantly affect
crop production since dirt access roads (Photo 14) bigect cropland areas currently
and can be relocated to parcel boundaries parallel to any new lot boundary
fences. Some of the cropland lot boundaries are already fenced (Photo 24) or are
separated by riparian corridors (Photos 5, 6, and 26 left).

Column 8: Site erosion is limited to naturally occurring incised creek banks along
drainages and some landsldes in the upland areas {Photo 22}. The ArD soil
shows no signs of erosion.

Column 9: Actual available dry forage in pounds per acre is taken from the
calculations of Table 1 and further refined if necessary based on the site
assessment of canopy cover, slopes, range condition, livestock water, and
livestock distribution. The ArD soil has 350 pounds per acre of actual available
dry forage based on the Sandy Range Site productivity. Cropland uses also oceur
on many of the soil fypes so Hvestock forage would not oceur in the farmed areas
unless suitable crop stubble was left for grazing or the areas were not farmed.

Columin 10; Lists the acreage per soil types for each of the proposed lots. The
Ar]) soil acreages are located within proposed lot #9 and mclude 29 acres of
irrigated cropland, 11 acres of grazing land, and four acres of brushland and/or
dense oak canopy.
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Column 11: Taking the existing ranch and proposed lot acres from column 10
times the actual available forage in pounds per acre from column 9 gives the total
site available dry forage for an average production year in pounds. The ArD soil
has 29 acres of irrigated cropland that would produce 10,150 pounds of available
dry forage if not farmed or irrigated; 11 acres of grazing land that produces 3,850
pounds of forage; and 4 acres of brushland that essentially produces no forage.

Column 12: Field mapping and planimetering determined specific acreage for
each cropland and cattle grazing suitability classification. Please note, the
suitability acreages are based on the suitability to farm or the suitability of cattle
to graze these areas and to utilize the available forage.

The approximate cropland and cattfle grazing suitability acreages for the existing
ranch and the 13 proposed lots, are included as follows:

Higher suitabilily areas have no adverse constraints to cropland use or cattle
grazing and consist of average slopes of 0 to 10 percent on predominately
cultivated or grassland areas. Vegetative canopy cover averages 0 to 25 percent.
Higher suitability arve used for irrigated and dryland crop production and/cr
grazing and some areas could be expanded into for future potential or possible
irrigated cropland usage. :

Moderate suitability areas have slopes averaging 10 to 25 percent and are on
narrow ridges or hillsides with canopy cover averaging less than 25 percent,
These areas are used for grazing. :

Lower suitability areas have slopes averaging greater than 25 to 40 percent on
steeper hillside areas. Canopy cover averages 50 to 75 percent. These areas are
used for grazing with livestock accessibility more difficult.

Unsuitable areas have a combination of adverse factors that negatively affect
grazing such as slopes averaging greater than 40 percent, canopy cover of 100%,
narrow creek channel areas, rock out crops, steep landslides. Cattie may graze or
seek shelter in some of these areas. Wijdlife will use these areas.

Ranch Higher Moderate Lower Unsuitable
or

Lot &

Ranch 1,303 acres 578 acres - 655 acres 1,348 acres
3,934 acres  34% 15% 17% 34%

Lot #1 176 acres 19 acres 6 acres 6 acres

207 acres 85% 3% 3% 3%

Lot #2 116 acres 22 acres 25 acres 15 acres
178 acres 66% 12% 14% 8%



Lot #

Tot #3
147 acres

Lot #4
191 acres

Lot #5
152 acres

Lot #6
143 acres

Lot §7
213 acres

Lot #8
239 acres

Lot #9
450 acres

Lot £10
595 acres

Lot #11
479 acres

Lot #12
369 acras

Lot #13
501 acres

The above percentages show that the existing ranch is comprised of about equal
percentages of Higher and Unsuiiable land and similar percentages of Moderate
and Lower suitability land. For owr examptle, the A«D soil has Higher suitability
areas (40 acves) and Unsuitable areas (4 acres).

Column 13: The historical carrying capacity of Rancho La Laguna was estimated
by the ranch manager {o be about 194 to 204 animal units per year. The proposed
lot areas have not been individually grazed so no historic carrying capacity was
available,

Column 14: The calculated cattle carrying capacily was formulated based on the
cattle grazing suitability factors, and the total site available dry forage was

Higher

53 acres
40%,

106 acres
55%

85 acres
56%

110 acres
77%
150 acres
71%

100 actes
39%

1310 acres
25%

151 acres
25%

80 acres
19%

50 acres
16%

52 acres

9%

58 acres
40%,

52 acres
27%
23 acres
15%

{} acres
0%

39 acres
18%

59 acres
27%

24 acres
5%

0 acres
2%

127 acres
28%

128 acres
35%

B acres

1%

firalized for each of the Soil Series.
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Lower Unsuitable _
25 acres 6 acres
16% 4%

26 acres 7 acres
14% 49

38 acres & acres
259, 4%

272 acres 11 acres
15% 8%

24 acres 0 acres
11% 0%

34 acres 56 acres
13% 21%

29 acres 287 acres
6% 64%

82 acres 353 acres
14% 59%

129 acres O3 acres
30% 23%

119 acres 63 acres
32% 17%

06 acres 445 acres
16% 74%



To begin, from Table 1 the rangeland dry matter productivity for an average year
was subtracted by each specific particular slope and soil type category RDM
requirements from Table 2. (L.e. on 0.to 10 percent slope leave 400 pounds per
acre; on 10 to 25 percent slope leave 500-600 pounds per acre; on the areas of 25
to 40 percent slopes leave 600-800 pounds per acre.

For example, in Table 2, the Arnold/ ArD Soil Series has a 0 to 10 percent average
slope based on the topographic map and the field-observed slopes. These slope
categories are close to the more regional USDA average slopes of 5 to 15 percent
as estimated in the Soil Survey that has about a five-acre margin of detail.

For the 0 to 10 percent slope category that is predominately grassland 400
pounds per acre of RDM is to be left on the range each year. Thus, subtract 750
pounds per acre by 400 pounds per acre to arrive at the estimated available dry
forage of 350 pounds per acre.

These estimates are based on the NRCS' Soil Survey forage-clipping estimates
included for each Range Site and are not based on actual field clippings for. this
particular year. The 2006-2007-rainfall year had exceptionally below average
forage production due to poor rainfall amounts and poor rainfall seasonal
distribution.

Canopy cover is in the 0 to 25 percent category for the Armold/ ArD soil. Thus,
actual estimated available forage is illustrated in Table 2 that is unaffected by
canopy cover for the Higher suitability areas. For the Unsuitable area, the canopy
cover of brushland prectudes palatable forage production and grazing.

Multiplying the ranch acreages and propose lot acreages of appropriate
estimated available dry forage results in the total Range Site estimated dry forage
for each slope category. Dividing the various forage production numbets by
11,000 pounds of dry forage consumption per animal unit per year yields a
carrying capacity in animal units per year for at a moderate level of grazing for
an average forage production year. The calculated cattle cartying capacity in
animal units per year is shown in the last column of Table 2. By range
management convention, an animal unit is 1,000 pounds of grazing animal so
larger animals will consume more forage and smaller animals will consume less
forage per overall animal weight. The Arnold/ArD soil has a carrying capacity of
0.4 animal units per year for 11 acres of the Existing Ranch, and for proposed lot
#9. Irrigated crops are grown on the 29 acres of ArD soil on proposed lot #5
which would have been capable of grazing about 0.9 animal units prior to
conversion to irrigated cropland. Four acres of the ArD) soil have no carrying

capacity.

The carrying capacity calculations are made for an average forage production
year at a sustainable moderate leve] of cattle grazing. Unfavorable years (such as
this. year) would produce significantly less forage and favorable years would
produce considerably more forage. Heavier grazing pressure would also increase
carrying capacity but is probably not sustainable over time. The historic carrying
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capacity of Rancho La Laguna of 194-204 armdmal units per year and the
calculated carrying capacities 172-227 animal units per year are very close,

In suminary, the existing ranch and the 13 proposed lots have the following
agricultural suitability and carrying capacity {Table 2 last page). The livestock
grazing is ancillary to the overall agricultural viability because cropland has a
much higher viability when compared to cattle grazing. The point totals from the
county threshold of significance confirms this finding.

Existing Potential ~ Possible Existing ~ Existing
Irrigated Imigated Irrigated Dryland Carrying
Cropland  Cropland  Cropland  Cropland  Capacity

Ranch 563 acres 24 acres 259 acres 18 acres 172-227 AU/JY
3,934 acres

Lot #1 75 acres 0 acres 0 acres 18 acres 11-19 AU/Y
207 acres

Lot #2 60 acres 0 acres 7 acres 0 acres 10-16 AU/Y
178 acres

Lot #3 48 acres J acres 3 acres J acres 7-11T AUJY
147 acres

Lot #4 81 acres 0 acres 6 acres 0 acres 9-17 AU/Y
191 acres

Lot #5 40 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 11-15 AUSY
152 acres

Lot #6 38 acres Qacres = 20 acres (} acres 9-13 AU/SY
143 acres

Lot #7 65 acres 0 acres 22 acres U acres 12-19 AU/Y
213 acres '

Lot #8 49 acres 0 acres 23 acres 0 acres 13-18 AU/Y
259 acres

Lot 9 29 acres 0 acres 4 acres {) acres 11-12 AU/Y
450 acres

Lot #10 0 acres " Qacres 143 acres 0 acres 22 AUSY
595 acres

Lot #11 20 acres 0 acres 29 acres 0 acres 30-32 ALY
479 acres

h3



Existing Potential ~ Possible Existing Existing
Irrigated  Drigated — Irrigated — Dryland Carrying -
Cropland  Cropland  Cropland  Cropland — Capacity

Lot #12 39 acres ( acres 2 acres d acres 18-22 AU/JY
369 acres
Lot #13 19 acres 24 acres 0 acres 0 acres 5.11 AU/Y

Approximately 35 acres of potential cropland were identified on the Proposed
Lot Map, however, due to constraints from oak trees and the proximity of Zaca
Creek the potential cropland is more realistically about 24 acres. Possible
cropland areas were identified in the field assessments and may be possible for
future crop production.

C. Apgricultural Suitability Point Totals

See the Table 3 summary for the various point combinations for the
determination of agricultural viability and the thresholds of significance for the
existing Rancho La Laguna and for each of the 13 proposed lots.

Parce] Size

Rancho La Laguna and the proposed lots 1 to 13 receive 15 ER, 11, 11, 11, 11, 11,
11,11, 11,12, 13, 12, 12, and 13 points, respectively based on their net acreages.

Soit Classification

Percentages of capability class I, IL, ITL, IV, VI, VII, and VII were calculated for
the ranch and the proposed 13 lots. Irrigated soil classes were used only for
existing irrigated acreages. Respective points are 5.6 ER, 7, 8.5,7.8,8.7, 8, 7.7, 8.1,
7.2,4.5,4.2,45,5.2, and 3.6. Points vary based on percentage change of capability
classes as compared to overall proposed lot acreages and the existing ranch.
Meaning that some of the proposed lots having a higher percentage of prime
soils will have a higher total soil point value.

Water Availabiliiy

Irrigation and livestock water is available for the ranch and for the proposed lots,
therefore, each receives 15 points,

' Agricultural Suitability

For crops, the acreage of suitable cropland for each category is shown along with
the respective points. Acreages for the proposed lots are less than for the total
ranch, {(as deducted for Parcel Size), however, the percentages of highly suitable
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TABLE 3: RANCHO LA LAGUNA AGRICULTURAL VIABILITY AND THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

SUMMARY
Apricuiiual Threshotd Paints Existing Proposed Proposed Proposed
Summary Fackors Possible | Tancho La Laguna Lot #1 Lot £2 Lot
Agricultural Agricuttural Agriculiural Agriculural

, Vi

Wity || vibiiity

Oto3
Sacres o <30 aoea X 406
i acres to <40 acres TtoB
4 acres to <100 aces Sto1n
103 acres to <500 acres Nz 11207 ad 11 {178 ac} 11{147ac)
B0 acresy ta «1,000 nores Btold
LEO0 acres or greater 15 15 {3,934 ac}
SOIL CLASSIFICATION
Qess ¥ (prime soll} 14 {0 15 0.47(1.3%3 & il o
Class I (prime sofl} w13 1.38010.65%) A.58{27.5%} 2.24(32.6%) 3.43(26.5%}
Class HI Bto 10 0.65{6.5%} 1.303%) 1.35(13.5%} LOK10.9%)
Class IV Gto7? 0.66(9.3%} 0.5147.3%} 0.74(10.655} 0.2041%)
Clnss VI 15 1.78(35.5%) 1.42(27.3%} LIP3} 22358.5%)
Class VIl ' 1tes 0.99(33%) 015{(4.5%) ] &
Cless VIO 0 Gld7e> n [y o
Total Soil Painis 5.6 7 83 7.6
WATER AVAILABGILITY
Land has an adequabe water supply for arops or grazing, - 121015 15 15 15 15
Land has waler, but may be marginad for crops or grazing. 8toil
Land does not have water but supply is potentialiy availabe. Sto7
Land dozs not hive water eupply is not potentiaily available. Oto2
AGRICULTURAL SUTTABILITY
oS
Highly suitable for irgated mops. o 10 10 {563 acjr} 0 acinfiBacs W{6bacicd7acs 10148 anire/
Highly suilable for irrigated crops or dry farming,. 608 dryland) possible) 3aes posdible)
Low-Moderate suitabliity for irrigated crops or dry farming, it
Unsuitable for orop production, 0
Crazing.
Highly suilable for pasture or range 6o 10 B(172-237 AUSYRY
Moderately suitable for pasture or range. 3tob {1119 AUSYR) 41016 AURYRY  &(711 AUMVYR)
Low suitability for pashure or range. 102
Unsuitalble for pasture or range, o
EXISTING AND HISTORICAL LAND USE
In active agricultura] production, 5 5 5 & 5
In maintained pasture/ range. 5
Unmaintained, but productive in Jast 10 years. 31058
Vacant land. 1to3
Substantial devalopment onsite, 0
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION
Ad ’ 5 5 5 5 5
ADJACENT LAND USES ’
Surroanded by agricultural operations or apen spaceina 9o 10 10 10 10 10
region with adequate support uses
agricultural support fadlities,
AGRICULTURAL PRESERVE POTENTIAL
. {=in agriculivenl preserve, Ste 7 7
Can qualify a5 priine or non-prite preserve 17 7 7 7
COMDINED FARMING OPERATION
Provides & small component of a combired ferming operation i 1 1 1 1
Mo combined opertion.
TOTALTOINTS oLG i 76,5 745

60 or greater is considered a potentially significant
agricultural resource :
Source: County of Santa Basbasa Environmental Thresholds and Guidetites Manuaj, ravised October 2002 with Replacement Pages July 2003.

SAGE Associates
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TABLE 3: RANCHO LA LAGUNA AGRICULTURAL VIABILITY AND THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

SUMMARY
Agxteuttural Threshold Doints Propased Proposed Propused Propesed,
Summacy Factars Possible Lot #4 Lat ¥5 Lok #6 Lot27
Agricultural Agrieyttural Agricuitural Agricultural
..... LYl | Vabily | ) Yisbili Viabi
PARCEL S51ZE
<5 peres O3
5 aeres fo <10 aoes ilob
10 seres o <4l acres 7iob
40 acres to <100 aeres 9o 10
180 aeves to <500 acres 1lto 12 . Ta(9iac) 11{152 ac} 11(143 ac} 11(213 uc)
500 acves to <1,000 Bores 13014
1,000 ncres or greater 15
SOIL CLASSTRICATION
Class § (prime soil} latols u 3.86(25.7%} 0.63(4.25%) [
Ciass H {primea soil} Hto13 FIAI9HG) 0.09{0.7%} L2285 37U2E6%)
Chass BT Stoid 0.68{6.5%) 0.7247.250) 0.47¢4.255) 150154}
Ciasa iV w7 0.69(9.9%) CALE9%) 142020.35) 11(15%)
Class VI 105 2359355} 2.73(54.6%) 2.1(82 %} 13723503
Ciass VIE 1lied ] 018595} 0.Z1(755} 0.22014.3%:3
Class VIIT 0 0 9 ] O
Tetal Soil Points az 8 7.7 81
WATER AVAILABILITY
Land has an adequate water supply for crops or grazing. 12015 1B 15 135 15
Land has water, but may be marginal for erops or grazing. B lt
Lard does'not have weater but supply is potentially available. Bt07
Land does not have water supply i not potentielly available, Oio2
ACRICULTURAL SUITARILITY
Ceaps
Highly suiteble for ingated crops. Bt 10 17 {61 e irf6 acy 10{40 ac irv} 1038 acir/ 20  10{63aciny
Highly suitsble for irrigatid crops or dry farming, Gtol possibite} acs possible) 22 acs possible)
Low-Moderate suitability for irrigated crops or dry farming. 1tod
Unsuitable for arop production. 0
Cirazing:
Highly suitable for pastuve or range &in10
Woderately suitable for pashere or range. 3ol 417 AUNYR} 4{11-15 AUNYR) 313 AUNR])  4U1255 AUNYR)
Low sultabitity for pasture oz range. 1oz
Unsuitable for pesture or rasige. 0
EXISTING AND HISTORICAL LAND USE
In active agricuitural production. 5 5 5 5 5
In maintained pasture/ moge. 5
Unmuintained, but productive in fast 30 yoars, 3t05
Vacant land. lio3
Substensial development onsite. 0
COMPREHENSIVEPLAN DESIGMATION
AL 5 5 5 5 5
ADJACENT LAND USES .
Surrounded by agricultural eperations or npenspacs in a 91010 10 p 1 1o 10
region with adequate suppart uses '
agricultural support fadlities,
AGRICULTUR AL PRESERVE POTENTIAL
Is in agricultura) preserve 5io7
Can gualify as prime or nen-prime preserve tio¥ 7 7 6 7
COMBINED FARMING OFERATION
Provides 2 snmif component of a combined farming operation. 1 1 1 : 1 1
o combined operation. 0 : .
TOTALTOINTS 757 76 73y 731
60 or greater is considered a potentially significant
agricultural resource

Souree: Connty of Sania Darbom Enviroumentel Threshalds nnd Guidatines Manual, zevised QOctober 2002 with Replacement Pages Juliy 2003,

SAGE Associpfes
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TABLE 3: RANCHO LA LAGUNA AGRICULTURAL VIABILITY AND THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

SUMMANRY
Agriculiural Threshatd Points Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposcd
Summary Faclars Possible Lot #8 Ect 59 Lot X100 Loy
Agricuitural Agricultural Agricuitural Agricultural
, Fiability Vinbifity Viability
PARCELSIZE
5 BOTES Ote3
3§ arras to <10 acres 4tk
10 ecres to =40 acrey T108
40 agres fo <100 aores 91010
100 acres to <500 acres 112 11{25F ac} 12 (450 2¢) 12 {429 ach
2001 acves fo <1,000 adres 130 14 13 (555 ac)
14000 aces or greater 16
S0IL CLASSIFICATION
lass | {prime soil} 14 {15 '} 1] ] ]
Closs [} {prime soil) 11to13 246{18.9%) o 0 0.61(4,75%)
CInss i 8to10 1.16621.6%) 0.0200.2%) 0.25(2.5%) 0.232.8%)
(Class IV 67 17(24.3%) TAG{215%) 0.59(8.4%) 0.2%{3.2%)
Clasa Vi ite8 1.2(23.9%} 1E5O06) 1.9(28%) 1589178}
{lass Vit 15 L64621.2%) 1.45(48.6%) 147(39%} 1,756,693
Class VIH - a 0 0 0 o
Total 5ai] Points 2 45 42 45
WATER AVAILABILETY
Land has an edequate water supply for aops or grazing. 12t 15 15 i5) 15 15
Land has water, but may be marginal for @ops or grazing. Bloli
Land does not hove water but supply is potenticliy available, 3to?
Land does not have water supply is not poterdiaily available, Oto2
AGRICULTURAL SUITABLITY
Hightly suitable for rrigated crops, 8010 30 (4%.ac b3 acs
Highly suitsble for irripated crope or dry firming. (3231 possible} 6{(203cinf22
Low-toderate suitabllity for irigaled crops or doy farming. ited 5(20acimf§acs {143 pespossible)  acs possibied
Unsuitable for trop production. o possiblej
Crazing:
Highly suiteble for pasture or range 51010 6(30-32 AUMYR}
Moderately suitable for pasture or range. 3t 4{13-18 AUSYR} at11-12 AUSYR) 522 AUNYR)  {eontrolled burm)
Low suitability for pasture orrange. Lo
Unsuitable for pasture or range. 0
EXISTING AND HISTORICAL LAND USE
Iy active agricultural production. . 5 5 5 5 g
In maintaingd pasture/ mnge. &
Unenaintained, but productive in lost 10 yewrs. 3te5
Vacant and. 103
Substantial development onsite, ]
COMERERENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION
AL [ 5 5 5 5
ADJACENTLAND USES
Surrcunded by agriculbural aperations of open space in a %1010 10 hlt 10 o
region with adequate suppart uses
sgricultiral suppord fndlities.
AGRICULTURAL PRESERVE POTENTIAL
Iy in agricuttural preserve. Sio7
Can qualify as prime or non-prinie preserve 107 7 & G 6
COMBINED FARMING OPERATION
Peovides a smail component of a combined ferming operation, 1 1 1 1 1
Mo ecinbined operation, 0
TOTALPOINTS ) - . 752 &87.5 ool 0.5
60 ox greater is cansidered a potentially sipnificant

agricuitoral resource
Source: Connly af Sairta Barbara Enviranmeninl Thresholdd and Guidelines Mannal, revised Cotober 2002 with Repleconeont Pages July 2008,

SAGE Associmtes
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TABLE 3: RANCHO LA LAGUNA AGRICULTURAL VIABILITY AND THRESHCQLDS OF SIGMNIFICANCE

Agricultural Threshold
Summary Factars

PARCEL 5IZ%
<Sacres
5aeres to =i acres
10 acres lo <40 acres
40 aeres o <100 amea
108 acres to <500 acres
S0 acres to =1,000 aeres
1000 neves or greater
SOIL CLASSIFICATION
Class} {prime sofl}
Class 1F (prime 5ot}
Class Hi
Class IV
Clags ¥
Class Vil
Clags VIl
Total Soit Paints
WATER AVAILABILITY
Land has an ndequate water supply for cops or grazing,
tand has water, but may b2 macginal for crops or grazing.
Land does not have water but supply is potentinily available.
Land does nat have water gupply is not potentially available.
AGRICULTURAL SUITABILITY
Cops
Highly suftable for trrigated crops.
Highly suitable for imigated crops or dry farming.
Low-Modetate suitability for irrigated crops or dry facming.
Unsuiteble for crop production,
Highly suitable for pashure or range
Moderately suitable for pasture or range.
Low suitability for pashue or range.
Unsuitable for pasture or ranpe.
EXISTING AND HISTORICAL LAND USE
in active agricuftural preduction.
I maiatained pasturef range.
Unnwinkained, but productive in fast 10 years,
Vacant Jand,
Substantial development onsite.
COMPREHENSIVE FLAN DESiGN ATION
A-H
ADJACENT LAND USES
Surrounded by ogricultural cperations or open space in a
region with adequate support uses
apricltusal suppadt Eclities,
AGRICULTURAL PRESERVE POTENTIAL
Ts in agriculiural preserve.
[Can gualify 2s prinie or non-priote preserve
COMBINED FARMING OPERATION
Provides a small compugent of a combined farming operation.
No combined operation.

TOTAL FOINTS
60 ox greater js considered a potenhally sipnificant
apricultural resource

Sowree: Cowrly of Santa Barbora Envirenmental Threshatds and Guidelives Manual, revised Qelober 2007 wish Replacenicnt Pages uly 2003,

SUMMARY
Points Proposnd
Possibin Lot 412
Agriculturai

Oto3
£ b
708
91010
1lto 12
13014
15

141015

1lto 13

Bio 10

[ 34

IS

3105
0

20 15
Bta 1l
307
bto2

Bio 10
Gind
o5

f1io 10
305
il

3tes
ltod

Jto 10

5607
o7

7{39 acimf2 acs

5{18-22 AUSYR)
{comirod led burn}

58

‘?iubiiil

12, {369 ac}

0
L3§{10.656)
0,31 (1,153
0.04 (05553
2.52{50.9%)
1.35(28.75%)
DLET7%}
52

15

possible)

1a

~¥

722

Propased
Lot 413
Apriauritural
Viabllit

13 {601 acs)

[H
0.42 {3.2%}
0.57 (5.7%)
01355
0.5(18%3
1.6{53%}
0{18%}
3.6

15

6{1% arc irrf2d pes
putential)

2511 AUIVR)

10

66,5

5AGE Associades



cropland acreages are greater than the ranch for proposed lots 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,
and 8. Respective points are 10 ER, 10, 10, 18, 16, 10, i1, 10, 10, 5, 5, 6,7, and &.

Grazing is ancillary to the crop production viability on each of the proposed lots.
The remaining grazing areas on the proposed lots are moderately suited for
cattle grazing and receive the foliowing respective points 8 ER, 5,4, 3,4, 4,3, 4, 4,
3,5,6,5 and 2.

Existine and Historical Uses

The ranch and the proposed lot areas are in active agricultural production so
each will receive 3 points.

Comprehensive Plan Designation

The ranch is A-II and the proposed lots would continue to have that designation
so each receive 5 points.

Adiacent Land Uses

The ranch and the proposed lots are bordered by agricultural operations in an
agricultural area with support facilities, therefore, all receive 10 points.

Acricultural Preserve Potential

The ranch is currently under Land Consetrvation Act contract and the proposed
lots should also qualify for contracts. Respective points are 7 for proposed lots
#1,2,3,4,5, 7,8, and 9 that have greater than 40 acres of prime land. Respective
points are 6 for proposed lots #6, 9, 10, 11, and 13- since these lots have the
possibility of 40 acres or more of prime land and/ or are several hundred acres in
size,

(Combined Farming Operation

The cropland is leased at this time but could be combined in the future by a
lessee operating on several of the individual proposed Jots. One point is given for
the ER and each proposed lot.

TOTAL POINTS

Existing Ranch = §1.6 points

Lot #1 =76 points

Lot #2 =76.5 points
Lot #3 =74.8 points

Lot 4= 76.7 points
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Lot #5 =76 poinis

Lot #6 = 73.7 points

Lot #7 = 78.1 poinis

Lot #8 =75.2 poinis

Lot #9 = 67.5 points

Lot #10 = 69.2 poinis:

Lot #11 == 70.5 points

Lot # 12 = 72.2 points

Lot #13 = 66.6 points

Conclusions

The agricultural viability of Rancho La Laguna and of the thirteen proposed lots
are all above 60 points so no significant effect on agricultural resources should
occur by the parcelization. Each of the proposed lots should be agriculturally

viable because of the irrigated cropland productivity and revenues coupled with
the ancillary livestock grazing on the rangeland areas.
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AGR!CULTUPAL AND ENVEPONME“JTAL CONSULTANTS . n Lo - ‘ )
) : oL : Ofﬁces in

Sania arhora
Mammolh 1uLet

© . September 28; 2009
MNS Eoé,meers Tic.
201 Industrial Way
Buellton, CA 93427

Aftention:  Ms. Tlsh Beltranena, I’rmclpal Planner-
~ Subject: Second Follow-up Slte Visit for Ranelm La Lagnna

H

f Dear Tlsh‘

As a."ilrﬂler follow—up to the February 17 2009 Santa Barbala Coumy Planning &
Development meefmg, I have completed a second 51te vlsﬂ to Rancho La Lagun& ‘

Dlsousmons at the county meeting focused on the egrreultural wabﬂl’cy of proposed Lots 9
.and 10. The Rancho la Laguua representatives indicated that. they would expand the .
agricultural productlon of1.those two lots 1o help demonstrate fiture mabﬂlty I unhzed -

yOur maps and’ aeleage caloul&hons for my “field analysrs

I also wanted 10 take a Took at ihe. ow:rent crop plOd‘lthlOIl andg azmg on the ovelall)
’ Ianoh to assess current wabﬂlty : :

Lasﬂy, some of the proposed lot ACTEAZES ! are shghﬂy dlffereut between the August 2006
and the September 2009 tract maps so I Wanted 1o akSess in the field whethEér of not there

would be any mgmﬁoant point ehanges

. My observatrons moluded the followmg

s Proposed Lot 9: The crop lmgauon System is installed W1th buned dlsmbunou lines that
arg being utilized for drip imrigation, of & tomatillo crop. Apprommately 20.1 acres are
culfivated with areas planted in tomatillos.. The crop was weed free and well maintained:
No erosion was observed. Attached Photos 1, 2, and 3 show the crop production in the
two fields and the ortho-phdto map shows the photo locations. These aress must now be
considered Lighty suitable for mwated crop produchon that would substantiate a point
total of at least 67.5 points or ]:ugher Whlch is considered wable PET coupty thlesholds of

51gmﬁcance onterm -

s Proposed Lot #10: Field #1 contammc 4.2 aciés ]Jas béen cleared and cultivated but not.
plzmted This field is adjacent to Imcrated tomatilios and when irrigated would qualify as.
prime soil. A cfop irrigation sysfem with distribution, lines and drip n-ngauon was
established on a 7. ?~acre poition of prime soﬂs that are bemg

1394 Danielson Rood, Sonia Earl:oru, Co?l&:rmn 93108 » PO. Box 50806, Sonia Borbnro Cuhformu 93150
805 9450557 rax BOS5S 269-5003 sane@sﬂcom com
Prinled on mecycled paper . .



frrigated in beatis in field #2. Photos 4, 5, and 6 show these areas with the photos located
on the artho-photo. These areasmust also be considered highly. suitable for irtigated crop
production thai would substantiate the point total of at least 70.2 points or higher, which
is considered viablé per county thresholds of significance cntena

= The ram:h c¢attle herd has been mproved since'the prevmus site visits becru:mmg in
August 2007, and consists of Angus- cows, calves and bulls that are in excellent
condition. Rangeland residual dry matier. was more ﬂlan adequate and the Tange was in

good condition.

= Crops observed grown on the ranch included hay, g'ram and irrigated beads, squash,
. peppers, sud tomatillos. No erosion was observed and. the crops appear.to be fiee of
weeds at harvest. Large lahot crews ‘were observed harvesfing tomatillos. Some areas -

were doubla»cropped in hay/grain, and tomatillos.

‘s The reviséd proposed lot line modifcations does not appreciably affect the point totals
for each lot as summarized in the September 2007 Ranchio La Laguna Agricultiral
Viability Study and Rangeland Assessment prepared by Sage Associates. A changs of
plus or minus a point or so may ococur Wlth overall pomt totals still wesll above 60 for each

of the proposed lots.
Prior observations made during the last site visit are §till valid today including:

s Equipment and corrals appeared to be well maintained with, late model or new tractors -
on the ranch. : :

= The' physxca.l location of the ranch-is across the road from the Zaca Mesa vineyards and
. other vineyards and crop production are also nearby. Prior to 1970 these vineyards did
not exist so intensified agncultural usage has been highly successfil in the area. The
large labot crew: abserved hawestmg tomatillos suggasts that labor is readlly avaﬂable for

cultural and Harvest actwmes

= More 1emote agricultural areas are often sought afer by orgamc farmers in order fo
reduce pesticide dnﬂ impacts and tesidual herbicide build up in previously farmed soﬂs

The addmonal site visits have provided farther ms1ght into the agncultuzal viability of
Rancho La Laguna and the proposed lots. In conclusion, the agriculiural ‘viability of the
thirteen proposed lots are all above 60 poinfs, so no significant effect on agricultural
resources should dccur by the proposed parcelization as based on the Sania Barbara
County Thresholds of Significance criteria for Agricultural Resources. Each of the -
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AGRICULTURAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS

proposed lois should be agriculturally, viable because of the irrigated cropland
productivily and revenies, coupled with tlie auc:ﬂlary livestock grazing of the 1anoela13d
and harvested cropland stubble areas.

.If you have any qpesﬁons, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely:

| D Bne_

Orrini- Sage, Ph.D.
Principal
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TABLE 5 RANCHO LA LAGUNA AGRICULTURAL VIABILITY AWND THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Aprteutiural Thoeshold
Sl.'rmmmy Factors

PARCEL 5128
<Bacyes
Sacres to <1 acras
W aares o <4 acres
40 peves to <3100 acveg
100 acves to <E0D aces
S0 aeres to 21,000 acrss
1,000 acres or grenfer
BOIL CLASSIFICATION
Class § {primne scil)
Clags I {prime soil)
Ciasg
Class [V
Class VI
Closs Vil
Class ¥l
Total Soil Points
WATER AVAILABILITY
Land hes an edeguate water supply for crops o grezing.
Laud hes water, but may be marginal for crops or grazing.
1and does net have water but supply is pofentially availzble,
Land does not have water supply is nof potentally available.
AGRICULTURAL SUYTABILITY
Ceoms:
Highly saitable for irdgated coaps.
Highly suitable for irtgeted mops or dry farming,
Low-Moderate suitability {or irigated crops or dry fanming,
Unsitabis for aop production.
Graging;
Fighly suitable for pastura or range
Moderstely suifsble for pastura or range,
Low suitability for pasbire of range.
Unsuifablie for pasture or range.
EXISTING AND HISTORICAL LAND USE
In adive agricnitura) producion.
[n maintainad pastuse/range.
Unmiintained, but productive in last 10 years,
Viseant land,
Substential development onsils,
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGHNATION
Al
ADJACENT LAMND USES
Surrovnded by agriculiural operations or open spaceina
region with edecuate support uses
{agricuitura] suppod fadlilies,
AGRICULTURAL PRESERVE POTENTIAL
Is In agricultural presamve,
Casn gualify es prime or noR-PRME Presenve
CORBINED FATUMING OPERATION
Provides a small component of a combined farming vperation.
No combingd cperabion.

TOTAL TOINTS
60 or greater is considered a potentially significant
agricoltural resouces

Squres Cowsty of Santa Basbara Ennimsmental Threstolds and Suidelizes Manual, reofsed Oetoker 2002 with Replacament Puges July 2003,

SUMMARY
Puoints Existing
Possible Rencho La Leguna
Agrdoultucat

¥ iﬁii}l

0t 3
4tn s
P X
St 10
2
i3t 14
15 15 {3, 84 ac)
itiols 0.37(3.1%)
11t 13 1.38{18.555}
Bio 10 b.65(6.5%)
Gin 7 D.56{%.37a3
165 17803555}
103 1.50{335%)
] orass)
5.6
12t015 135
Blo 1l
367
Ote2
B 10 10 {5463 ac irD)
6ia §
1to5
n
61lo30 8(172-227 AUJYR]}
3ipH
lin2
n
5 5
3
35
1to3
0 .
5 5
2i0 10 10
Stn7 7
1fn7
H 1
0
#1.6

55

. Viability

Proposed
Lot i
Agricuiturd

Praposed
Lot £2
Agricultural

Viabilii

Pruposad
Latds
Apriculioral

Viabiti

11 {287 2c)

0
3.56{27.5%}
1.3{13%:}
2.51{7.5%)
1.42(47.3%}
0.15{8.5%}
i}

7

15

11 (278 2e)

1]
4.24(32.6%)
1.35{18.5%)
0. 74(10.6%)
21535}

0 .

o

8.5

15

10(75 acirfilacs  10{6D acizy7 acs

dryland}

3(11-39 AL/YR)

10

76

possitle}

1016 AUFYR)

in

76.5

11 §347 2p)

]
3.45{26.550
110,95

020{4.15%}
2.9358.5%)

8

4

7.8

et
[

10 {45 acierf
3 pes pozsible)

3(7-11 AUNYR)

o

10

SAGE Asyociwtes



TABLE & RANCHO LA LAGUNA AGRICULTURAL VIABILITY AND THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

SUMMARY
Agricultom! Threshold Paints Pruposed Proposed Proposed Proposed
Sumunary Factors Pousible Lot 84 Lot 45 Lot #6 Loti#¥
Agriculturs Agricubfural Agricultural Apgriculteraf
Viability Viability Viability Viahility
R ,.._J Pl i 1 vi! 2 2 a -‘
PARCEL SIZE
<5 peres Nto3
5atres to <10 aores 4in g
Wacres to <40 2cres 7k
40 arres to <1lacres 9o 10
100 acrps to 500 peres iz 11 {191 at} 11 {182 ac} 113 (443 an) 11 (813 ze)
5 acres to <1,000 acres 13te 14
1000 acres or greater 15
SOIL CLASSIFICATION
Class | {prime soil} 015 D 3.56025,75) .63(4.2%} ]
Clagy TT {prime soil) 115013 5.17(39.6%) £.08{0.753) 29(22.55) 3B A
Clogs 31 B0 10 0.68{6.85%) 0.7247.2%) 8.47{4.2%53 1.5{35%)
Clags IV Gto? 0,65(9,9%) 0.4045.925) TA2{20.5%} LIS
Class VI o5 218{43.5%} 2.73(54.6%) 21{82%) 13¥27.3%)
Class V11 ltoh 0 0,18(5.5%) 2.2247%) 0.42(141%)
Clase Y1 o a g a o
Tetnl Soil Points 87 8 77 81
WATER AVAILABILITY
Land hags an adeguate water supgly for crops or grasing, 12010 15 15 1 13
Land has vratee but may be marginal for coops or grazing. Bio 1l
T.and does not have weler but supply is potentially available, 307
Land does not have weter supply Is not potenially available. Din2
AGRICULTURAL SUMTABILITY
Fighly suiteble for indgated crops. Bto 10 10{fl acimfiacs 10 £40 e icr} 10 {30 aninf 20 10465 e i
Highiy suitable for imigated ceops or dry farming, | 6tng possible} acs possible) 23 aes possible}
Low-Moderate sultability for irrigeted crops or dry farming. lkob
Unmuitabile for crop producton. 0
Highly suiteble for pasturs or rangs &l
Moderately suitable for pasiure or range, 303 H9-37 AUYTY 1115 AU/YR}  &(233 ADNR)  2(1219 ATIYR)
Low suitability for pasture o vange, ile2
Unsuitabie for pasture or range. 0
EXISTING AND HISTORICAL LAND USE
In active aghoulbural prediction. 5 5 5 5 5
In maininined pasture/range. 5
Linmaintained, but productive in last 10 years. Ans
Vacantland, 1to3
Substuntia) development ensite, 0
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION
Al . i 3 5 5 5
ADJACENT LAND USES
Swrounded by agricultural operations or open spiein a S 1D 10 10 i 10
ragion with edequate sup port uces
agricuiturnl support faclities,
AGRICHLTURAL PRESERVE FOTENTIAL
Ts in 2gricultural preseree ' Stc7?
Can qualify vs prime or non-priine preserve ito7 7 7 @ 7
COMEBINED FARMING OPERATION
Providess a swall component of a contbined farming oparation, 1 I 1 1 i
o rombined operalion. 0
TOTAL POINTS 76.7 76 7 781

60 or greater is considered a potenBally significand

agricultural resource
Sourve: Coanty of Santa Barbara Enoirommental Thrasholds and Guidelines Meawval, renised October 2002 with Replacmment Pegas Fuly 2003,

SAGE Assonintys




TABLE 3: RANCHO LA LAGUNA AGRICULTURAL VIABILITY AND THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCH

SUMAMARY
Agricultutal Threshold Poinis Propesad Proposad Troposed Proposed
Summsary Pactors Possible | Lot 28 teezs | Lotsio LateTl
Amionltural Agriculturs] Agrizuftoral Agriculiuml

Viy Viabifiiy

Yi b'!iiy_

bilily

PARCEL SIZE

<5 acres Dfa3

3 acres to <30 Roes 406

10 acres b <40 acres Ttof

40 meres to <100 acres 9o 10

100 agres fo <500 moras ilio12 11 {250 ac} 12 {450 2 1% (429 ac}

500 aeros to =1,000 acces 130 14 13 (595 ar)

1003 noves or greater 15

SO CLASSIFICATION

Class | {prime soil) ’ o5 G 0 ] i

Class | (peime soil} 1ito13 2.46(18.955) 0 ] 0,634,755

Clase 11 Btoi0 1.16(11.6%) 0.02(0,25} 0.25(2.5%) 0.2L{2.8%)

Class TV Sto7 172435} 3.46(21%:} 0.50{8.45) D.05{4,255)

Class ¥1 li0a 1.2%423.0%:} 1.55(3n%5} 1.5{58%) 1.5%51.95)

Clees VI lioh 0.68{21.2%) 1.45{48.8%} 1A%} 1236670}

Clags V1L 1] 1 G o 0
Total 508 Points 7.2 13 4.2 25

WATER AVAILADILITY

Land has an adequate water supply for ops or grazing. 12015 15 13 15 15

Lang has water, but may bemargingl for crops or grazing. Bhxil

Land does not have water but supply is polentialiy zvadiabie. 37

Land does not have water supply is not poteutially avatlalie O0ta2

AGRICULTURAL SUITABILITY

Crope:

Hightly suifable for irigated crops. Bta 10 10{49 ac irf23 acs

JHighty suitebe for irrigated crops ar dry farmning, Gto8 possibla} 6 {20acinf29

Low-hModerate suitability for izvigaled coops oe dry fecming, 15 5{20acimfd acs 5 (143 acspassible)  acs possible)

Unsuitable for arop preduction. 0 possibie

Highly suitable for pasture or range 6030 Si3l-a2 AUNRY

Moderetely suitable for pashure or range. 3t05 #1318 AUAR) 3{12-12 AUSYR) 522 AU/YR)  (controiled burn}

Low suitability for pashwe orange. 1oz

Unsuitable for pasture or yange. i

EXISTING AND HISTORICAL LAND USE

In aciive agricultural produdion. 5 5 5 5 5

In maintained peshure/range. 5

Unmaintoined, but produckive in fast 10 years, dlos

Vacant land. 103

Substanial davelopment onsite, 0

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATION

AT 5 5 5 5 5

ADIACENT LAND USES

Surreunded by agricultura) speratinns or open space in 4 Slp 30 10 30 10 10

region with adequate suppart uses

agricattural support fadlifies,

AGRICULTURAL PRESERVE FOTENITAL

ie in mpricultural prezecve, “ Hta?

Can quakify a5 prinw ornan-prime preserve 17 7 6 3 G

COMBINED FARMING QPERATION

Provides a small component of a combined farming aperation. i i 1 1 1

o combined eperation. ]

TOTAL POINTS 752 G7.5 Gz 05

60 or greater is considered a potentially significant : ;.7 D Q

agricultursl resource
Souren: Cosnty af Santa Barbar Euvirenmental Thresholds aud Gaidelines Mnruel, reoised Ocinbes 2002 with Replacement Peges Jnly 2003,

SAGE Assodabes

=



TABLE 3: RANCHO LA LAGUNA AGRICULTURAL VIABILITY AND THRESHOLDS GF SIGNIFICANCE

.

Agricultural Thresheld
Summary Fackors

FPARCEL S1Z8
<5 oares
Saeres to <1 acres
W acres to <40 aeres
#0 acres to <1} acres
180 acres to <500 acres
500 acres o «<1,000 acres
1,800 acres or greater
SOIL CLASSIFICATION
Class ] {prime soii)
Cless 1T {prizne sail}
Class i
Cluee IV
Class VI
Class V1T
Clasg VHI
Total Saif Poinis
WATER AVAILABILITY
Land has an adequuta waler supply for arops or graging.
T.and hes water, but may be marging) for gops or grazing.
Land does not have waier but supply is patestially availatie.
Land dees not have waber supply is not patentially available.
AGRICULTURAL SUITABILITY
Crops
Highly sujtable for irigated coaps,
Highly suttable for inmignied crops or dry farming,
Low-Modermte suitabilily for irvigated crops or dry farming.
Enguitzble for cop production,
Highly suiteble for pasture or range
WModerately suliable for pasture or range.
Low saitabiiity for pasture orzange.
| Bnstitable for prsture ox renge.
EXISTING AND HISTORICAL LAND USE
In adive egriculiur produdion.
In madntained pasture/range.
Thunaintained, but productive in last 10 years.
Varant Jand.
Snbstantial development onsite.
COMPREHENSIVE FLAN DESIGNATION
AL
ADJACENT LAND USES
Surrouncled by sgrinuttural operations or open space ina
region with adequate support uses
agriaudiural suppost faclities.
AGRICULTURAL PRESERVE FOTENTIAL
Js in pgricudtural preserve.
Car qualify 2s prinwe or non-prime preserve
COMBINED FARMING OPERATION
Provides a small component of 2 combined facming opamtion.
Mo comtbined operation,

TOTAL PORNTS
60 or greater is considered o potentially significamt
agricidiual resource

SUMMARY
Taints Proposad
Possible | Let £12
Agriculivea)
Viabilily

Gio3
4o
Tlod
S0 30
11to 12 12 {360 ac)
13to 12
15
1 to 15 0
11k 13 1.38(i0.5%)
B0 1D 0.11 (13%)
Gto7 0.04 {0.5%%}
108 2.52(50.55)
lih L15(28.7%)
4] DI85}
3.2
12t015 18
Btoil
Jfe?
Dto2
Binl0
0T 7 {39 echimf2 acy
lio3 possible}
a
Gioll
305 5{38-22 AU/YR)
102 {coniteolled burm)
0
5 5
5
35
1iw3
s}
3 5
o 10 10
Sin7
w7 ¥
i 1
g
72.2

58

Proposad
Lot 713
Agrculiueal

Vinbility

13 {601 ars}

1}

042 {3,2%)
0.57 {5555}
GI{EI%)
0.9(10%)
1.6(53%)
61085}
35

15

6{19 ac far/2d acs
patential)

HE13 AUYR)

10

a6.6

Sousce: Cawty of Saata Barkara Enviromuental Threskolds and Guidelings Mainal, rowised Ogiober 2002 with Re;:lncean'éaxf Pagas July 2005,

SAGE Assoriates



cropland acreages are greater than the ranch for propbsed lots 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,
and 8. Respective points are 10 ER, 18, 10, 10, 10, 10, 10, 10,10, 5, 5, 6, 7, and 6.

Grazing is ancillary to the crop production viability on each of the proposed lots.
The remaining grazing areas on the proposed lots are moderately suited for
cattle grazing and receive the following respective points 8 ER, 5, 4, 3,4, 4, 3, 4, 4,
3,565, and 2.

Existing and Historical Useg

The ranch and the proposed lot areas are in active agricultural production so
each will receive 5 points.

Comprehensive Plan Designation

The vanch is A-II and the proposed lots would continue to have that designation
so each receive 5 poinis.

Adjacent Land Uses

The ranch and the proposed lois are bordered by agricultural operations in an
agricultural area with support facilifies, therefore, all receive 10 poinis.

Agricultural Preserve Potential

The ranch is curently under Land Conservation Act contract and the proposed
lots should also qualify for contracts. Respective points are 7 for proposed lots
£1,2,3,4,5 7, 8, and 9 that have greater than 40 acves of prime land. Respective
points are 6 for proposed lots #6, 9, 10, 11, and 13 since these lots have the
possibility of 40 acres or more of primé land and/ or are several hundred acres in

size.

Corbined Farming Operation

The cropland is leased at this fime but could be combined in the future by a
lessee operating on several of the individual proposed lots. One point is given for
the BR and each proposed lot.

TOTAL POINTS

Existing‘Ranch = §1.6 points
Lot #1 = 76 points

Lot #2 =76.5 points
Lot #3 = 74.8 points

Lot #4 = 76.7¥ points

ra



Lot #5 = 76 points

Lot #6 =73.7 poinis

Lot #7 =76.1 points

Lot #8 = 75.2 poinis

Lot #9 = 67.5 points

Lot #10 = 69.2 points

Lot #11 =70.5 points

Lot # 12 =72.2 points

Lot #13 = 66.6 points

Conclusions

The agricultural viability of Rancho La Laguna and of the thirteen proposed lots
are all above 60 points 50 no significant effect on agricultural resources should
occur by the parcelization. Each of the proposed lots should be agriculturally

viable because of the irrigated cropland productivity and revenues coupled with
the ancillary livestock grazing on the rangeland areas.
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EXCERPT

Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration
Execerpted Sections

4.2 AGRICULTURAL RESCURCES
Lcs_s tfmn Reviewed
Will the proposal result in: voren, | B | gl N | previss
Sienif, | Mitigation Signif, Bipact Docurment
a. Convert prime agriculiural land to X
non-agricultural use, impair agricultural land
productivity (whether prime or non-prime) ox
conflict with agricultural preserve programs?
h. An effect upon any unique or other farmland of X
State or Local Importance?
Setting:

Plysical/Historic: The subject property is a 3,951-acre ranch located near the confluence of
Foxen, Alisos, and Zaca canyons. The parcel is approximately seven miles north of Los Olivos,
18 miles southeast of Santa Maria, and seven miles northeast of Los Alamos. Approximately
563 acres of the ranch presently supports a combination of irrigated and dry farm crops some of
which is leased to grow crops such as tomatillos, peppers, and squash during the warmer months
of the year. Irrigated farmland and prime soils aré located in the foothills on flat or gently
sloping terrain. Existing fencing keeps cattle and horses owutside the crop production areas and
bulls in their pastures. The applicant grows oat hay for the cattle and horses during the colder
months. Historically, the ranch has supported between 194 and 204 animal units per year (Sage
Associates Agricultural Viability Study and Rengeland Assessment, Septeraber 2007). Cattle
graze steeper portions of the property undeslain with less productive soils. Two baras, a farm
employee dwelling, cabin, and shop are currently used to support agricultural operations, The
Existing Lot consists of the following soil types:

Table 1. Soil Types, Slope and % Cover for Rancho La Laguna
* | Capability Cover

Type Slope Unit/Class | Acreage | (%%0)

L mG Lopez shaly clay loam 15 fo 75 percent Vil 10004 ] 28.30%
Ch¥ Chamise shaly loam 15 to 45 percent VI 769.6 1 21.70%
Em( Elder loam 2 to'9 percent 11 443.1 12.50%
SmF Santa Lucia shaly clay loam | 30 to 45 percent Vi 190.1 5.40%
ChG Chamise shaly loan 43 to 75 percent VI 142.1 4.00%
GsF Gazos clay loam 30 to 45 percent VI 1342 | 3.80%
$pG Sedimentary rock Jand VI 125.8 3.60%

9 to 45 percent, severely

ArF3 Arpeld sand - eroded Vil 102.1 2.90%
SvC Sorrento loam 2 to ¥ percent 11 97.6 2.80%
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EnC2 Elder shaly loam 2 {0 9 percent, eroded I 58.8 1.70%
CkF Chamise clay loam 30 to 45 percent VI 46.8 1.30%
SfE San Andreas-Tierra complex | 15 o 30 parcent VI 4031 110%
ChD Chamise shaly loam 9to 15 percent v 308 1.10%
CuC Corralifos loamy sand 2 to @ peroent m 39.2 1.10%
BoA Botella loam 0 to 2 percent 1 32 1.10%
SmG Santa Lucia shaly clay loam | 45 fo-75 percent VI 36.7 1.00%
ArD Aspold sand 5to 15 percent v 35.3 1.60%
CfD Chamise shaly sandy leam S to 15 percent v 26.8 0.80%
| Bop2 Botella loam 2 to 15 percent, evoded | 1T 25.2 0.70%
8fD San Andress-Tierra complex | 5to 15 percent v 20.2 0.60%
SfG San Andreas-Tierra complex | 30 to 75 percent ViI 17.3 0.50%
TrE2 Tierra loam ' 15 to 30 percent, ereded | VI 17.1 0.50%
EdAC2 Elder sandy Ioam 2 1o 9 percent, eroded I 15.5 0.40%
CuD) Corralitos loamy sand 9 {0 15 percent IV 14.6 0.40%
LkG Lopez rocky loam 75 to 100 peioent VI 14.4 0.40%
CwF Crow Hill Joam 30 1 45 percent Vi 11.9 0.30%
BtC Botella clay loam 210 9 percent 1 11.4 0.30%
EmA Elder loam 0 to 2 percent I 102 0.30%
E4DZ Elder sendy loam 9 to 15 percent, eroded Jia 6.4 0.20%
Ch(G2 Chamise shaly loam 30 to 75 percent, eroded | VII 4.5 0.10%
GsG Gazos clay loam 45 to 75 percent Vil 3.2 0.10%

Regulatary:

Williamson Act: The property is subject to an Agriculture Preserve Contract (67-AP-003B) and the
County’s Uniform Rules for Agricultural Preserves.

County Threshalds Marual: Agricultural lands play a critical economic and envivonmental role in
Santa Barbara County. Sustaining agricultural land not only provides a significant share of the
County’s economie activity, but also protects open space and maintains the rural lifestyle prevalent
in this portion of the County. Because of the key economic role and public benefits provided by
agricultural lands, the County bas recognized the need to preserve these lands and discourage
conflicting non-agricultural uses through the County Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines
Manual (ET&GM), Land Use and Development Code (LUDC) as well as the Agricultoral Element
of the Comprehensive Plan. The ET&GM has adopted a point allocation system to provide a
preliminary screening of a projeet’s agricultural impacts during the Initial Siudy process. The
weighted point system is used to assign relative values to particular characteristics of a site’s
agricultural productivity and suitability (e.g. soil type, water supply, etc.). The assignment of 60
or more points indicates an agriculturally viable parcel. The point system evaluates a site’s
agricultural suitability and productivity to determine whether the project may have a significant
impact on agricultural resources. The existing parcel and proposed lots were all evaluated using

the County’s weighted point systemn.

The ET&GM also suggests that for grazing projects, detailed information of the number of
animal units supportable on a particular parcel should be considered in the project’s
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environmental document. The Santa Barbara County Cattlemen’s- Association has indicated 25
to 30 animal units per year is the appropriate carrying capacity threshold. An animal unit or AU
is equal to a 1,800-pound cow. The manual states “As a general guideline, an agricultural
parcel of land should be considered to be viable if it is of sufficient size and capability to support
an agricultural enterprise independent of another parcel. To qualify as agriculturally viable,
“the area of land in question need only be of sufficient size and /or productive capability to be
economically attractive to an agriculfural lessee.” The estimated number of animal units for the
Existing Lot and Proposed Lots were obtainied from the Sage Associates Agricultural Viability
Study and Rangeland Assessment dated September 2007 and supplemental letter dated
September 28, 2009. Larger agricultural parcels may have a combination of cropland and
grazing land and it is reasonable to credit the combined potential.

Important Farmland State Designation: According to the Department of Conservation (2006 GIS
dataset), the subject property contains approximately 248 acres of Prime Fanmland (6%), 7 acres of
Farmland of Unique Importance (less than 194), 230 acres of Farmland of Local Importance (6%)
and 3,467 acres of Grazing Land (88%). The Department of Conservatiou has defined Prime
Farmland to be “farmland with the hest combination of physical and chermical features able io
sustain long term agricultural production”. Farmland of Unigue Importance is “farmland of
lesser quality soils used for the production of the state’s leading agricultural crops”, This land is
usually irrigated, but may include non-irrigated orchards or vineyards. Farmland of T.ocal
Importance is “land of unportance to the local agricultural economy as determined by each
county’s board of supervisors and a local advisory commiitee”, In Santa Barbara County this is
all dryland farming areas and permanent pasture (1f the soils are not eligible for either Prime or
Statewide Importance) including various cereal grains (predominantly wheat, balley, and oats),
Sudan grass, and meny varieties of beans. Grazing Land is “land on which the existing
vegetation is suited to the grazing of livestock.” In Santa Barbara Counfy, much of the grazing
land has been converted to vineyard because the wine grapes produce a high quality wine on
non-pritne soils. The applicant’s consultant has identified portions of the subject property that
are not currently in crop production but that would likely be well suited for vineyard production

{(Mesa Vineyard Management, February 2, 2010),
Impact Discussion:

(a) The agricultural impact analysis for the proposed project consists of three parts: The Weighied
Point System, Rangeland Assessment, and site specific factors that may affect agricultural
productivity and suitability. Using the ET&GM, the County conducted an independent weighted
point assignment for the project site to assess potential impacts on the agricultural productivity of
the Jand from the proposed subdivision. The weighted point system evaluates the potential of the
land from an agriculhiral crop production and grazing perspective. The applicant provided an
Agricultural Viahility Study and Rangeland Assessment report by Sage and Associates dated
September 2007. The study is hereafier referred to as the “Sage Report”. The Sage Report assessed
agriculural v1ab1h1y by using the County’s adopted weighted point system and estimated the
rangeland carrying capacity for the existing and proposed lots. Soils, topography, canopy cover,
condition of palatable forage, availability of livestock water, erosion, and fencing determined the
average carrying capacity range for a moderate grazing level. Carrying capacity was estimated
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with a low and high range of values. The low value included the rangeland areas and the high
value included the rangeland and cultivated areas.

Weighted Point System Discussion

The Existing Lot receives 76 points, well above the 60 point threshold for agricultural viability,
As such, each of the proposed lots is assessed using the point system to determine if the project
would have a significant impact on their agricultural productivity and svitability, The total point

score for each proposed lot follows:

Proposed Lot 1 receives 69 pomts
Proposed Lot 2 receives 68 points
Proposed Lot 3 receives 67 points
Proposed Lot 4 receives 75 points
Proposed Lot 5 receives 68 points
Proposed Lot 6 receives 70 points
Proposed Lot 7 receives 74 points

Proposed Lot 8 receives 67 points
Proposed Lot 9 receives 64 points
Proposed Lat 10 receives 67 points
Proposed Lot 11 receives 68 points
Proposed Lot 12 receives 68 points
Proposed Lot 13 receives 64 points

The point assignment calculation foreach lot is in Table 2.

Table 2. Rancho La Laguna Yentative Tract Map
Weighted Points Aualysis Results

Tyisting | Prop. | Prop. | Prop. | Prop. | Prep. | Prop. | Trop. Prop. | Prop. | Prop. | Prop | Frep | Prop

Catcgory Lot Lot et | Lot Lot | Lot | Lot ; Lot | Lot Lot | Laf Lot § Lot | Lot

3951 1 2 3 4 5 4 7 8 9 10 11 i2 13

facres 202 166 166 192 160 161 206 255 438 597 423 | 369 603

acres | aeves | mores | acres | acres | oaoros | oacres | omerss |ouoreg | aoies | ooores | oBOreS | oAems

Pareed size (gross) 15 [11 [ 1L [l |1y {1 fax j11 1 [ 1213 |12 ]12 |13
Less than 3 -3
§ tess then 10 4-6
10 Jegs than 40 7-8
41 Iesgs than 100 Qo
Hij
104 fess than 500 ] -
12
500 fess than 13-
1000 14
1000 or more 15

Soil classification 5 515 |5 11|35 |5 |11 |5]4}4]4]4]04
Class 1 14-13
Class IT 11-13
Class HE §-10
Class IV -1
Ciass VIZVH | 1-5
Clags VI |4}

Water avaifability 15 14 | 141141151414 114|141 14114 1415 | 14
Adeguate 12-15
Iarginat §-11
Potential 37
Paor -2
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Agriculfural Suitability
Crops - -
Highly suitable : $-16 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 5 5 2 6 b
for cerinin crops
Highly suiiable -8
for corlzin crops
Moderste 4-3
Low suitability 1-3
Unsuitabie
Grazing 8 5 4 3 4 4 4 4 3 3 5 o 5 2
Flighty suitalile | &-10
Mpderaie 3-5
Low 1-2
{Insaitable {1
Dxisting and Historie 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 5 5 5
Land Use
Active Ag 2
Unmaintined | 2-3
Vacant 1-3
Urban/Other | @
Comprehensive Plan 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 5 3 3 3 3
Designation
A-11 5
At 4
Recreation/Open | 3-4
Ranchetic 5-20 2
Hesidentialf g
Other
Adjacent Land Uses 0
T T T 9 9 9 8 9 9 8 9 9 9 4 9 9 9
Ag, w/ support
USES
Surrounded by 7B
ag w/o support
e
Partialiy ap. 3-6
Urban (-2 -
Agriculinral Preserve G G 6 G G 6 6 G 6 & 6 a6 6 &
Potontial
Cusalify Prime 5-7
Qualify Mon- -4
Prime
Quahfy Prime | 34
Jointly
Qualify Non- 1-3
Prime Jointly
Cuanot Qualily | 0
Combined Farming 0 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Operations
Significant 5
Component .
Enporiant 3
Componant '
Small Componznt 1
MNong 0
Tt Seare 74 69 1 68 | 67 | 75 | 68 1 70 | 74 | 67 | 64 | 67 | 68 | 6§ | 64
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Pareel Size

The following ranges are used to assess all the parcels:

Paycel size (acres) | Points Assigned
Less than 5 0-3

5-less than 10 4-6

10-less than 40 7-8

40-less than 100 | 9-10

100-less than 500 | 11-12

500-less than i3-14

1000
1600 or greater 15

The Existing Lot is 3,951 acres in area. Therefore, the maximum 15 points are applied.
Proposed Lots 1 through Lot § are assigned 11 points each, Proposed Lots 9, 11, and 12 are
assigned 12 points each, and Proposed Lots 10 and 13 are each assigned 13 points based on
proposed area, respectively.

Soil Classification

The soil classification is analyzed for the existing and proposed Lots using the GIS soils data
from Natural Resource Conservation Service Irigation Capability Classification. According to
the Favironraental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, “where 2 variety of soil types are present
on g site, weight should depend upon extent of useable prime/mon-prime acreage. As appropriate,
points may be assigned according to approximate perceniages of site area containing various soil
classifications”. Thercfore points were assigned within the point range for the soil class majority.
Higher points were assigned within the range if the soils are cultivated and/or usable. Soil Class
points ranges are described in Table 3. A breakdown of the soils percentages and point score are
shown in Table 4. Bold type indicates the soil class majority for each lot.

Table 3 — Soil Class, Description, Point Range and Averages

Irripated Capability Soil Classification Types and Description Ppint Range
Class I 14-15
Few Limtations

Class 11 11-13
Moderate Limitations

{Class I 510
Severe Limitations

Class TV . 6-7
Very Severe Limitations

Class VI I-5
Severe Limitations

Class VII ' 1-5
Very Severe Limitations

Class VIIL 0
Recreation/Habitat Only ‘
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Table 4 - Soil Classification Acreages and Poini Assignment
Existing | Lat ] Lot2 | Lot3 Lotd | Lot5 {Lot6 {Lot7 | LotB Lot? Lot | Lotil |Leoti2 (ILoti3
Lot
sreape | 3939.4% 701.00 | 16027 | 173,00 [ 180.314 | 136.81 | 147.00 | 21137 | 23485 145899 | 60221 | 424.68 136816 | 611.75
K,
e
ass 79.189a 7.92a | Oa 0a 0z 39.20a | 3.72 Da 11j:1 Oz Oa 0a 02 O
2% 4% 0% 0% 0% 23% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
ass | 633.51a | 64.85a | 38.64a | 63.06a | 90.79a | 9.41a | 48.74a | 90.48a | 73.91a | Oa 1204z | 3822z |5134a | 1835
- 16% 32% IT% 38% 48% &% 34% 43% 29% 0% 2% D% 14% 3%
ass HI | 197.97a 27.81 3358 | G.d6a 15,132 | 9.41a | 837a | 25852 | 5.10a 15.5%a 18.07a | Oa Oa 36.71a
3% 13% 21% 6% 8% 6% 6% 12% 2% 3.5% 3% 0% 0% &%
ags IV | 79198 1708 | Qa 0a Oa Oa {a 2630 | Oa 37.8a Oa 0a 1473z | Q=
2% - 8% 0% 0% % 0% 0% 12% 0% 9% 0% 0% 4% 0%
ass VI | 1306.6}= | 7230 | 63.00a | 98.48a | B322a | BD.38a | 63.90a 40.80= | 61.16a 111.38a | 228.84a | 114662 | 165.67a | 110.i2a
33% 31% 42% 37% 44% 57% 3% 19% 24% 24.3% 3R% 27% 45% 8%
ass 1504.57a | 1393 | Oa 0a Oa 0.41a | 2213a | 27.932 ; 114,684 | 250.23s | 331.22a | 270L.79a | 103.08a | 324.232
1 38% 6% 0% 0% 0% 6% 5% | 4% | 45% 63% 55% | 64% | 28% 53%
ass 15838 | (= 0a 0a Oa 0a Oa Oa [ 0a 12.04 fa 3313 | 12233a
i1l 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% % 0% 0% e 2% 0% 9% 20%
v 5 3 5 5 i1 5 5 I 5 ¥ 4 4 4 4
are
Water Availability
Water availability Points assigned
Land has adeguate water supply suitable for crops or grazing 12-15
Land has water but may be marginal in quantity or quality suitable for | 8-11
CIOpPS OF grazing
Land does not have developed water supply but an adeguate supply is | 3-7
potentially available
Land does not have developed water and potential sources are of poor | 0-2
guality or quantity

There are fourteen water wells on the Existing Lot and all are available for agricultural and
domestic use. Cwrently, a series of water troughs and ponds provide adequate water for cattle.
Although wells are located on Proposed Lots 1,2,3,4,5,6,8,12 and 14, the main source of
agricultural irrigation water for the Existing Lot and proposed parcels is Well #13 and Well §14,
located on Proposed Lotfs 12 and 4, respectively. Water sharing agreements are proposed for the
proposed lots, giving all proposed lots equal access to one shared water system for domestic
water supply (projected domestic demand for all lots combined is less than 50 GPM) and a
separate shared water system for agriculfural irrigation purposes. Well #14 will serve the needs
of the domestic water system, which are minimal in comparison fo the total production from this
well. Well #13 and Well #14 will be the primary source of water for the shared agricultural
water system. According to & Water Well Completion Report (July 6, 2006) provided by the
applicant, Well #13 was tested at 1200 gallons per minute (GPM), the most that the test purnp
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could yield, and the supervising geologist recornmended a long-term pumping rate of 1400
GPM. With the substitution of a larger pump, actual on-going production from this well exceeds
2,000 GPM, Well #14 was tested at 1,000 GPM, and intermittently at higher flow rates, witha
maxirmum rate of 1,300 GPM. The supervising geologist recornmended a long-term. maximum
flow rate of 1200 GPM with a possibility of higher yield with further testing. The lab concluded
that the water from both wells is a good source for general irtigation suitability and a reliable
source of water for domestic and agricultural demands. In addition, there are fifieen existing
water storage tanks serving the agricultural operations on the property. Of these, eleven are
5,000 gallons in capacity and four are 3,000 gallons in capacity. The existing agriculture is drip
irrigation and these tanks provide adequate gravity flow pressure for the inigation system. The
Existing Lot and Proposed Lots 4 and 12 were assigned the maximum 15 points because they
contain the two highly productive wells. All of the remaining parcels were assigned 14 points.
Although they do not contain the two highly productive wells, they will all have equal rights to
an adequate water supply the proposed shared water agreement.

Agricultural Suitability

Crops - Points
Assigned

Highly suitable for irrigated grain, truck and field, orchard, or vineyard | 8-10

CIops

Highly suitable for imigated omarnentals, pasture, alfalfa, or dry 6-8

farming

Moderately suitable for irrigated crops, orchard, ormamental or dry 4-5

farming ‘

Low suitability for irrigated crops, orchard, ornamentals or dry farming | 1-3

Unsuitable for crop production because of soil capabilities, 0

environmenial constraints, etc.

Grazing Points
Assigned

Highly suitable for pasture or range 6-10

Moderately suitable for pasture or range 3-5

Low suifability for pasture or range 1-2

Unsuitable for pasture or range 0

Agricultural Suitability for the existing and proposed lots were analyzed using data from the
Department of Conservation’s Important Farmland maps (2006), Agricultural Commissioner’s
GIS and pesticide use report data, and the Sage Report. Historical agricultural land use pattems,
site specific characteristics, and a letter from Sage & Associates (September 28, 2009} were also
considered. The Conservation Elerent states the major envirommnental determinants of
agricultural suitability is water supply, soils, climate, terrain and environmental constraints.
Environmental constraints may include biological resources, frost areas, flood areas, high
groundwaler tables, drainage problems, etc. Furthermore, the ET&GM indicates “assessment of
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suitability should account for the approximate frequency and intensity of frosts and other
climactic factors in applying points within the ranges. Parcels that are relatively frost free and
may accommodate multiple crops may be considered more suitable than those which can support
only a single crop or limited crop types due to climactic factors™. The existing ranch and each of
the proposed lots were assigned points for cattle and crops. The scores for each type of
agriculture were added together for a total agricultural suitability score.

Existing Lot - Rancho La Laguna is a 3,951 -acre parcel that cuvrently supports irrigated crops,
pastureland, and grazing land. The ranch contains approximately 563 acres of hirigated crops
and pasture. High cash crops such as tomatillos, peppers, and squash are grown during the
spring and summer months (May through November) on Prime soils with relatively flat terrain.
This land is fenced to exclude cattle and is typically leased to growers. During the colder months
(December through April), the same ground supports pastureland (oat hay) which is used to feed
horses and cattle. Additional areas are also planted with oat hay in the winter. These lauds are
underlain with less than prime soils and designated as Farmland of Local Importance or Grazing
Land. Approximately 3,934 acres (includes crop stubble that may be grazed) of Ranch La
Laguna are grazed by 160 to 180 mother cow/calf pair, 20 replacement heifers, and 8 bulls. This
equates to a historical carrying capacity of 194-204 animal units (AU) per year (Sage and
Associates Rangeland Assessment, September 2007). Two barns, a fain employee dwelling,
cabin, and shop are currently used to support the agricultral operation. Catile graze within the
fenced area along the foothills, This area is characterized by steeper terrain and less productive
soils. An adequate water supply is available for the ¢rops and cattle, and for wine grapes if
vineyards are planted in the future.

The Existing Lot is considered highly suitable {or irrigated grain, truck and field, orchard, or
vineyard crops. The low end of the range, 8 points, was assigned to crop sujtability because of
the climate and location of the lot relative to agriculiural support services, Consistent with the
Sage Report, the Existing Lot was assigned 8 points for grazing suitability. A total of 16
combined points were assigned to the Existing Lot for the Agricultural Suttability category.

Proposed Lot 1 - Proposed Lot 1 is 2 212 acre undeveloped lot with approximately 104 acres of

irrigated rotational crops. The terrain of the cultivated areas is flat, underlain with Class I
(Prime) soils. The parcel is designated as Prime Farmland (63 acres), Farmland of Unique

* Importance (5 acres), Farmland of Local Importance (1 acre), and Grazig land (143 acres).
According to the ranch foreman, the ground is typically planted with oat hay during the winter
months. Adequate water is available for the cattle and crop irigation. The lot is considered
highly suitable for irvigated grain or truclk crops. The low end of the range, § points, was
assigned for crop suitability to reflect the limitations on truck crops due to winter climate and
remote location of the agricultural fields relative to agriculfural support facilities and services.
The non-cultivated portion of Proposed Lot 1 (approximately 143 acres) contains steeper slopes
with non-prime soils, and is grazed by cattle. The Sage Report estimates Proposed Lot 1 average

. cattle carrying capacity to be approximately 11-19 All/year. Based on these figures, Proposed
Lot 1 is considered moderately suitable for pasture or rangeland and therefore 5 points were
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assigned. A total of 13 combined peints were assigned to Proposed Lot 1 for the Agricultural
Suitability category.

Proposed Lot 2 - Proposed Lot 2 is a 183 acre undeveloped lot with approximately 62 acres of
flat irrigated farmland underlain with Class IT (Prime) soils and classified as Prime Fannland,
According to the ranch foreman, the ground is typically planted with cat hay during the winter
months. Adequate water is available for cattle and crop irrigation. The lot is considered highly
suitable for irrigated grain or truck crops. The low end of the range, 8 points, was assigned for
crop suitability to reflect the limitations on truck crops dueto winter climate and remote location
of the agricultural fields relative to agricultural support facilities and services. The non-
cultivated portion of the lot (approximately 121 acres) contains steeper slopes, non-prime soils,
and is grazed by cattle. The Sage Report estimates the average cattle carrying capacity to be
approximately 10-16 AU/year. Based on these figures, the lot is considered moderately suitable
for pasture or rangeland, therefore 4 points were assigned for grazing sujtability. A total of 12
combined points were assigned to Proposed Lot 2 for the Agricultural Suitability category.

Projosed Lot 3 - Proposed Lot 3 is 2 150 acre undeveloped lot with approximately 47 acres of
irrigated farmland designated as Prime Farmland. The terrain for the cultivated areas 1s flat,
mostly underlain with Class I (Prime) soils. According to the ranch foreman, the ground is
typically planted with oat hay during the winter months, Adequate water is available for cattle
and crops. The lot is considered highly suitable for irigated grain or truck crops. The low end
of the range, 8 points, was assigned for crop suitability to reflect the limitations on truck crops
due to winter climate and remote location of the agricultural fields relative to agricultural support
facilities and services. The non-cultivated portion of the lot (approximately 103 aczes) contains
steeper slopes non-pritne soils, and is grazed by cattle. The Sage Report estimates the average
cattle carrying capacity to be approximately 7-11 AU/yaal Based on these figures, the lot is
considered moderately suitable for pasture or rangeland therefore 3 points were assigned for
grazing suitability. A total of 11 combined points were assigned to Proposed Lot 3 for the
Agricuitural Suitability category.

Proposed Lot 4 - Proposed Lot 4 is a 192 acre undeveloped lot with approximately 76 acres of
flat irrigated farmland designated as mostly Prime Faunland (2 acres are designated as Farmland
of Local Importance) underlain with Class II (Prime) soils. According to the ranch foreman, the
ground is typically planted with oat hay during the winter months. An adequate supply of water
is available for cattle and crops. The lot is considered highly suitable for irrigated grain or truck
crops. The low end of the range, 8 points, was assigned for crop suitability to reflect the
limitations on fruck crops due to winter climate and remote location of the agricultural fields
relative to agricultural support facilities and services. The non-cultivated portion of the lot
(approximately 112 acres) contains steeper 510pes non-prime soils, and is grazed by cattle, The
Sage Report estimates the average cattle carrying capacity to be approximately 9-17 Alifyear.
Based on these figures, the lot is considered moderately suitable for pasture or rangeland
therefore 4 points were assigned for grazing suitability. A total of 12 combined points were
assigned to Proposed Lot 4 for the Agricultural Suitability category.
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Proposed Lot 5 - Proposed Lot 5 is a 152 acre undeveloped lot with approximately 43 acres of
irrigated farmland underlain with Class I (Prime) soils. The west end is currently planted with
tomatillos and the eastern portion of the field is reserved for winter oat hay, according to the
Ranch Foreman. Notwithstanding the presence of Prime soils, the State of California has
mapped cultivated areas as designated as Farmland of Local Importance, This may be because
part of the field is planted with oat hay. Adequate water is available for cattle and crops. The lot
is considered highly suitable for irrigated grain or truck crops. The low end of the range, 8
points, was assigned for crop suitability to reflect the limitations on truck crops due to winter
climate and remote location of the agricultural fields relative to agricultural support facilities and
services. The non-cultivated portion of the lot (approximately 109 acres) contains stceper slapes,
non-prime soils, and is grazed by cattle. The Sage Report estimates the average cattle camrying
capacity to be approximately 11-15 AU/year. Based on these figures, the Iot is considered
moderately suitable for pasture or rangeland therefore 4 points were assigned for grazing
suitability. A total of 12 combined points were assigned to Proposed Lot 5 for the Agricultural

Suitability category.

Proposed Lot 6 - Proposed Lot 6 is a 143 acre lot with approximately 35 acres planted in oat
hay during the winter. Existing siructures include two bamms, a shop and farm employee
dwelling, These are located adjacent to the fields and are used to support the cattle grazing
operation for the ranch. The proposed cultivated area is relatively flat, dotted with oak irees end
underlain with Class I and I (Prime) soils. It is designated as Fanmland of Local Importance
most likely because it is planted in oat hay. Adequate water is available for cattle and crops.
The lot is considered highly suitable for iirigated grain or truck crops. The low end of the range,
8 poinis, was assigned for crop suitability to reflect the limitations on truck crops due to winter
climate and remote location of the agricultural fields relative to agricultural support facilities and
services. The non-cultivated portion of the lot, approximately 108 acres) contains steeper slopes,
non-prime soils, and is either developed or grazed by catfle. The Sage Report estimates the
average cattle carrying capacity to be approximately 9-13 AU/year. Based on these figures, the
lot is considered moderstely suitable for pasture or rangeland thevefore 4 points were assigned
for grazing suitability. A total of 12 combined points were assigned to Proposed Lot 6 for the

Agricultural Suitability category.

Proposed Lot 7 - Proposed lot 7 is a 213 acre lot with approximately 60 acres of iirigated
Farmland designated as Farmland of Local Importance and underlain with Class II Prime soils.
Adequate water is available for cattle and crops. The lot is considered highly suitable for
irrigated grain or truck crops. The low end of the range, & points, was assigned for crop
snitability to reflect the limitations on truck crops due to winter climate and remote location of
the agricultural fields relative to agricultural support facilities and services. The non-cultivated
portion of the lot contains steeper slopes, non-prime soils, and is grazed by cattle. The Sage
report estimates the average cattle carrying capacity to be approximately 12-14 AUfyear. Based
on these figures, the lot is considered moderately suitable for pasture or rangeland and 4 points
were assigned for grazing suitability. A total of 12 combined points were assigned to Proposed

Lot 7 for the Agricultural Suitability category.
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Proposed Lot 8 - Proposed Lot 8 is 2 259 acre undeveloped lot with approximately 41 acres of
irripated farmland underlain with Class I Prime soils and designated as Farmland of Local
Importance. Adequate water is available for cattle and crops. The lot is considered highly
suitable for inigated grain or truck crops. The low end of the range, 8 points, was assigned for
crop suitability to reflect the limitations on truck crops due to winter climate and remote location
of the agricultural fields relative to agricultural support facilities and services. The non-
cultivated portion of the lot contains steeper slopes, non-prime soils, and is grazed by cattle. The
Sage Report estimates the average cattle carrying capacity to he approximately 13-18 Al/year.
Based on these figures, the lot is considered moderately suitable for pasture or rangeland and 3
points were assigned for grazing suitability. ‘A total of 11 combined points were assigned to
Proposed Lot 8 for the Agricultural Suitability category.

Proposed Lot 9 - Proposed Lot 9 is a 450 acre undeveloped lot designated as Grazing land.
According to the NRCS soils data, the lot contains Class IV soils and steep terrain. The Sage
Report estimates the capacity of the existing grazing areas fo be 11-12 AU/year. According to
aerial photographs, Agricultural Commissioner’s Office GIS crop data and Tmportant Fanmland
Maps (2000-2006), the lot has not been used to cultivate crops. The parcel was not planted
during a site visit in August 2008, In early 2009, the applicant installed an irrigation system for
crops and planted approximately 20.1 acres of tomatillos (Sage letter dated September 28, 20089).
The amount of recent planting is significant in tenms of the irrigation system and fencing but is
very small compared to the overall size of the lot (4.6%) and the data does not show an
established history of sustaining irrigated crops. The less productive soils, steep terrain and
remote location of Lot 9 tmay limit the potential to sustain crop production. The lot is considered
to have moderate suitability for irrigated crops and moderate suitability for prazing. Three points
were assigned for crops and 5 points.for grazing for fotal categorical score of 8 points.
Proposed Lot 10 - Proposed Lot 10 is a 595-acre undeveloped lot. Lot 10 is mostly designated
as Grazing land. A small ares, approximately 5 acres in size, is designated as Farmland of Local
Importance. This designation indicates Lot 10 supported dry fann crops within the last few
years. The area contains prime Class II soils and is contiguous with a larger agricultural field
located on proposed Lot 7. According to Sage’s September 28, 2009 letter, “the applicant
cleared a 4,2 acre area adjacent to irrigated tomatillos and when irrigated would qualify as prime
s0il®. An irrigation system was installed on an additional 7.2 acres and was planted with beans.
The amount of newly planted crops is small relative to the lot size, approximately 2%. Despite
the recent plantings, poor Class VI and VI soils and steeper terrain in the remaining portions of
the lot potentially limits access to fields and increases erosion. These factors and the remote
location of the lot relative to support services can reduce the potential to grow crops a variety of
crops year round. The lot is considered to have moderate suitability for crops and 5 points were
assigned. The Sage Report estimates the capacity of the existing grazing areas to be
approximately 22 AUfyear, considered Lot 10 to be imoderately suitable for grazing. Therefore 5
points were assigned for grazing and 5 points were assigned for cropland for a total score of 10

points.:

Proposed Lot 11 - Proposed Lot 11 is a 429 acre lot with approximately 20 acres of cultivated
farmland located on Class II (Prime) soils. Important Farmland Maps designate the entire lot as
Grazing land. Adequate water is available for the cattle and crop irrigation. The lot is
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considered moderately suitable for iirigated crops because of the limited amount of cultivated
acreage and assigned 5 points. The Sage Report estimates the capacity to be 30-32 AU/year and
considered highly suitable for grazing land. Lot 11 received 6 points for grazing suitability. A
total of 11 combined points were assigned to Proposed Lot 11 for the Agricultural Suitabiiity
category.

Proposed Lot 12 - Proposed Lot 12 is a 369 acre lot with approximately 30 acres of cropland
designated as Farmtand of Local Importance and underlain with Class II (Prime soils).
Agricuttural Commissioner’s Office records indicate that the lot has supported tomatillos, pess,
and pastureland (oat hay). Adequate water is available for the catile and crop irigation. The lot
is considered highly suitable for irrigated crops. The low end of the range, 6 points, was
assigned o reflect the limitations on crops during the winter months, the location of the parcel,
and tlre remote location of the agricultural fields relative to agricultural support facilities and
services. The remaining portion of the lot (approximately 339 acres) contains steep slopes and is
prazed by cattle. The Sage Report estimated the grazing capacity as able to support 18-22
AUlyear and considered it moderately suitable for pastire or rangeland. The lot is assigned $
points for grazing suitability. A total of 11 combined points were assigned to Proposed Lot 12
for the Agriculiural Suitability category.

Proposed Lot 13 - Proposed Lot 13 is a 605 acre lot with approximately 13 acres of cropland
designated as Farmland of Local Importance and inderlain with Class I (Prime soils). Adequate
water is available for cattle and crops. It is unclear to what degyee cattle use the lot because itis
fenced off from the rest of the ranch. A eabin located on the ot is unoccupied most of the time.
Most of the cropland is located on the southwestern portion of the lot adjacent to cultivated fields
on Proposed Lot 12. The lot is considered moderately suitable for cropland because Zaca Creek
and associated riparian area could limit farming potential by creating sensitive habitat and
decrease ability for the lot to be farmed as one contiguous piece of land. Proposed Lot 13 was
assigned S points for crop suitability. The nou-cultivated portion of the lot contains steeper
slopes and non-prime soils. The Sage Report assessed the grazing potential of Lot 13 as 601
acyes and estimated the average cattle carrying capacity to be approximately 9-11 AU/year.
Based on these figures, the lot is considered less suitable for pasture or rangeland and 2 points
were assigned for grazing suitability. A total of 7 combined points were assigned to Proposed
Lot 13 for the Agricultural Suitability category.

Existing and Historic Land Use

Description of Land Use Points Assigned
In active agricultural production 3

In maintained range/pasture 5
Unmaintained, but productive within the 3-5

iasf ten years

Vacant land — fallow or never planted 1-3

Substantial wban or industrial ag. 0

development onsite
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The Existing Lot and Proposed Lots are currently maintained as rangeland or contain cultivated
agricultural crops. Therefore the maximnm 5 points is assigned to each lot.

Comprehensive Plan Designation

Comprehensive Plan Designation Pomts Assigned
A-11 5

A-l ' 4

Existing or proposed open space or 3-4

recreation; open land; Rural Residential 40-

100 acres

Residential Ranchette 5-20 acres 2

Residential 5 acres or less; Commercial, 0

Industiial, Community Facility

The land use designation of the Existing Lot is A-Il. The project does not propose to change the
land use designation. Therefore, the maximum 3 points is agsigned to each lot.

Adjacent Existing Land Use

Adjacent Land Uses Points Assigned
Surrounded by ag fopen space tn aregion | 9-10

with adequate support uses
Surrounded by ag operations or open 7-8
spaces in a region without adequate
agricultural support uses; Partially
surrounded by ag or open space with some
urban uses adjacent, in a region with
adequate ag support uses

Partially swrounded by ag or open space 3-8
with some urban uses adjacent in a region
without adeguate apricultural support uses
Tmmediately swrrounded by urban uses 0-2
with no buffers

The project site is near the intersection of Foxen Canyon Road and Los Alisos Canyon Road.
Catfle grazing and rotational crops are comnon in this region and agricultural support services
exist. However, the property is located approximately 40 minutes from Santa Maria, the closest
major center for accessing agricultural support services such as coolers, labor, produce trucks,
agricultural supplies, etc. Access to resoureces could increase fuel costs and potentially Limit the
type of crop grown on the property. Access to support services is less of an issue with the cattle
grazing operation and the oat crop because of the nature of the commeodity and the property
already contains much of the infrastructure needed for the caitle grazing operation. Adjacent
parcels and those in the vicinity are designated A-IT with a minimum parcel size of 100 acres.
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With the exception of two parcels to the north (APN 133-080-004 and 133-080-005), adjacent
properties are enrolled in the Agricultural Preserve program. To the north and east is grazing
land. To the south is grazing land with the exception of a 7 acre vineyard. Foxen Canyon Road
borders most of the project site to the south. To the east are irrigated rotational crop fields (120
acves) and grazing land, Each lot is assigned 9 points, one less than the maximum to reflect the
location of the parcel relative to support services, '

Agricultural Preserve Potential

Agricultural Preserve Potential Points Applied
Can qualify for prime ag preserve by itself | 5-7

or is 111 & preserve
Can qualify for non-prime ag preserve by | 24
itself
Can qualify for prime ag preserve with 3-4
adjacent parcels
Can qualify for non-prime ag preserve with. | 1-3
adjacent parcels

Carmnot qualify 0

The Existing Parcel is currently enrolled in the Agricultural Preserve program (67-AP-003B);
however, the coniract is in non-renewal. Therefore, 6 poinis is assigned. The applicant proposes
new contracts for each of the proposed lots. The proposed lots were reviewed on October 3,
2008 by the Agricuttural Preserve Advisory Committee and found to be consistent with the
Uniform Rules. All proposed lots are therefore eligible for agricultural preserve contracts and
the applicant has agreed to apply for the replacement contracts prior to recordation of the
proposed subdivision map. Therefore, the proposed lots are also assigned 6 points.

Combhined Farming Operation

Combined Farming Points Applied
Provide a significant component of a 5

combined farming operation

Provide a important component of a 3

combined farming operation
Provide a small component of a combined | 1
farming operation
No combined farming operation 0

According to the ET&GM, a combined farming operation refers to more than one separate parce}
managed as a single agricultural operation, Currently, the cultivated portions of Rancho La
Laguna are leased to at Jeast one grower (Agricuttural Commissioner’s Office 2008 pesticide nse
records) and the rangeland/pastureland is managed by Rancho La Laguna LLC. Perimeter
fencing surrounds most of the Existing Lot. Therefore, the Existing Lot does not appear to be
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part of a combined farming operation and receives 0 points. All of the proposed lots, with the
exception of Proposed Lot 6, are assigned 1 point because they are a small component of a
combined farming operation. Proposed Lot 6 contains all the infrastructure for the cattle gIazZing
operation at Rancho La Laguna. Therefore it is considered an important component ofa
combined farming operation and is assigned 3 points.

Results from the Weighted Point System, Sage Report and Rincon Report

Based on the County’s independent analysis using the Weighted Point system, the existing parcel
receives 77 points. All other proposed lots receive over 60 points. Based on the County’s
interpretation of the adopted 60 point threshold, the proposed subdivision would result in the
creation of lots, each of which would be capable of supporting an independent viable agricultural

operation.

The Sage Report also assessed agricultural viability using the Weighted Point system and
concluded that the existing and propesed lots all score well above the 60 point threshold. Point
assignments in the agricultural suitability catégory ate the main difference between the two
agricultural viability assessments and conclusions, The Sage Report estimates the carrying
capacity of the rangeland for the Existing Lot to be 172-227 AUfyr. Thisis well above well
above the Cattlemen’s Association sugpested threshold of 25-30 AUfyr. With the exception of
Proposed Lot 11, the rangeland carrying capacity for each of the proposed lots is estimated to be
below the threshold of 25-30 AU/yr. Estimated carrying capacity for each of the proposed lots
are as follows: 11-19 AU/yr for Proposed Lot 1; 10-16 AU/yr for Proposed Lot 2; 7-11 AU/yx
for Proposed Lot 3; 9-17 AU/yr for Proposed Lot 4; 11-15 AU/yr for Proposed Lot 5; 9-13
AU/yr for Proposed Lot 6; 12-19 AU/yr for Proposed Lot 7; 13-18 AU/yr for Proposed Lot §;
11-12 AUfyr for Proposed Lot 9; 22 AUfyr for Proposed Lot 10; 30-32 AU/yr for Proposed Lot
11; 18-22 AU/yr for Proposed Lot 12, and 9-11 AU/yr for Proposed Lot 13.

The applicant submitted a stady dated February 26, 2010, from Larry Lahr, an agricultural real
estate specialist with Rincon Corporation. Mr, Lalr described the economic issnes facing
Rancho La Laguna and other large ranches with a combination crop/cattle operation. He arges
the requirements to operate such varied commodities on & large parcel makes management
difficult, deters potential buyers, constrains capital improvements, and can be a liability when
securing a loan, Mr. Lahr concludes the proposed project would create more efficient economic
units of land, thereby enhancing the long term agricultural viability of the property. He also
concluded Lots 9 through 13 could support sufficient arsas of prime production of row crops,
orchard or vineyaids.

Determination

Rancho La Laguna is a complex property with a mixture of pliysical features and agricuttural
history that make it unique, The site contains 31 different soil types, 7 different soil
classifications, flat terrain, steep slopes and micro-climates. The ranch also supports three
diverse types of agriculture: cattle grazing, dry farm crops and irrigated rotational crops. Many of
the lots support rotational crops during the wartner months and dry farm crops and/or cattle
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during the colder months. The Sage Report concluded all the proposed lots are agricultirally
viable and estimated the cattle carrying capacity for most of the lots to be below 25-30 AU/yr.
The County conducted an independent analysis using the weighted point system and determined
the lots were at or above the 60 point threshold.

Analysis concludes the proposed lots are agriculturally viable as stand-alone operations. The
resulis from the County’s application of the weighted point system indicate the lots will not be
affacted by the land division. Cattle carrying capacity estimates are relatively low for each lot
despite the large parcel sizes, However, this is not seen as a deficit but is an indication of the
reduiced parcel size (relative to the existing ranch} and demonstrates the lots will likely depend
on irrigated crops as the main agricultural commodity. All of the proposed lots are considered
viable based on their size and potential to be used for both crop production and grazing land. In
addition, Lot 9 is increasing the amount of irrigated cropland. This is demonstrated by recent
plentings of irrigated crops (beans) and installation of additional irrigation lines. It is reasonable
to assume the parcel will be viable if assessed as both cropland and grazing land, or if additional
iirigated crop areas, such as vineyards, are planted in the future. The majority of the
undeveloped portion of the lot would be used for cattle. Therefore, the irrigated cropland and
cattle grazing would overall constitute a viable agricultural operation. The Rincon Study states
combined agricultural operations are more likely to be economic feasible on a lot smaller than
the existing Jot. Large portions of grazing lend in the County have been planted with vineyards,
a crop that does not require productive soils or flat terrain, Based on the conclusion from the
County’ independent analysis and information obtained from the Sage Report, Rincon Report
and subsequent letters from the applicant, impacts to agricultural resowrces would be but less

than significant.

(b) The BExisting Lot contains approximately 7 acres of Farmland of Unique Importance (less than
one-tenth of 1% of total area) and 230 acres of Farmland of Local Importance (6% of total area).
Most of this farmland is located on Proposed Lots 5,6,7, end 8 which all obtained scores above the
60 points threshold for agricultural viability. Risk of conversion of these farmlands to non-
agricultural uses is minimal because the applicant placed building envelopes and driveways
outside farmland designated as Farmliand of Unique or Local Importance, Due to the small
amount of these designated farmlands and limited risk of conversion, impacts to unique or
locally important farmlands would be adverse but less than significant.

. Cumulative Impacts: Since 1990, there have been no recorded subdivisions within a one-mile

radins of the subject property. There are a number of properties in the area that could
theoretically subdivide, but those would be separate discretionary applications subject to separate
environmental review. Due to the absence of subdivisions in the recent past and nearby national
forest lands that would not allow subdivision or additional development, the proposed
subdivision is not considered cumulatively considerable and the cumnulative impacts to
apricultural resources would be adverse but less than significant.

Mitigation and Residual Impaet: Impacts to agricultural resources would: be less than
significant. No mitigation measures have been identified. Therefore, residual impacts wouid

remain less than significant.
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A RINCON
==}

CORPORATION

~ February 28, 2018

Ms. Tish Bejlranana, Principal Flanser
MNS Engineering, inc.

201 Inclusirizl Way

Bueliton, CA 93427

Re: Rancho La Laguna‘(the Proparty) -

-+

Dear Tish

" Pursuarnt to your request, | }".-::UE perfarmed a review of the s operr,: faor the purpose of
‘understanding the vizbility of continued or intensified agricultural operations. for the thirteen

parcels (the Proposed Pcscels} resuliing from the proposed subdivision of the Properly (ihe
Subdwnsaon} Part of my review included the prospect of future intensification of the agricultural
operations in order to avercome non-agriculfural economic prassures, and fo Bromote the
zaricutiural economic viahility of the Property well inlo the fulure. |

DESCRIFTION OF RELEVANT INFORMATION UTILIZED

Summary of kiv Expeﬁence

fn performing this raview, | rely upon my professionzl experience of aver thirty years involving
agreultural res! estafe, | graduated from Cal Poly, San Luis Obispo in 1978 with a degree in
Agricuitural Busimess. | was employed by Production Credit Assogiation, a part of the Farm
Credit System, in the Sanla Ynez Valley for approximately eight years, where my job dufies
includad rea} estate appraisal of agriculiural properties; originaling loans, and servicing loans for
agricultural operations. 1am a licensed eaf eslate broker and owner of Rincon Corparation, *
which § founded in 1894, Rincon spacializes In providing resl eslate services for agricutural
properties, inciuding brokerage, leasing, appralsal and management. In addifion to my
professional expetience, [ have owned ranches and caltle operafions in California and Arizona,

Throughaut my carser, | have analyzed the v'iabiﬁty of agrculturat operations ranging from ten
gores to pver ten thousand acres in size and am familiar with the econaimic. facters that defermins

whether an agricultural enterprise will be economicefly viatle.

i am very familiar with agricultural nperaéions and produciion in Sznta Barbara County and | am
farniliar with RanchoLa.Laguna and surrounding agricuttural properties.

2515 Professionat Parkway, Sufte O » Santz Marfs, Cafifornia 83455 « Phome: {805) 987-2462 » R {505} 937-0442
Bad hiamu Pintado Road, Sulte D - Solvang, Coliiorniz 98403 « Phons: {DOSY GOE-010D - Tan: {ROBY SER-0101
entait; Info@ZinCONcorp.cont « wwhv.rinconsosp.cont
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T Summary of Documents Reviewsd
For the purpose of this analysls, [ have reviewed the folfowing information:

= Agricufiural Viability Siudy by Sage Assocfates daled Seplember 2007, and updata
thereto dated 9/28/02 (Sage Report),

e “ineyard development pofeniial analysis done by Mesa Vineyard Management

v Proposed Tentalive Parcel Map.

= Varous engineering materiais and aerizl photographs provided by MNS Engmeermg
including the proposad TPM, topo maps, current use maps, praposed 2coass map

o NRCS Soil map,

= {Soogle Earth virtual images,

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPERTY

Rancho La Laguna {Property) consists of approxdmately 3,900 acres situated adjacent o and
north of Foxen Canyon Road. The Properly Is located abouat 7.5 milas north of the fown of Los
Otivos and about 7.5 miles northeast of the fown of Los Alamos. The Ranch entrance is atthe
intersection of Foxen Canyon Road and Aliscs Canyon Rozd. The Propery is currently utilized
for catile grazing, irigated row crop farming, and dry farming. Topouraphy for the Properiy is
quite varied, ranging from flat and levet, which is currently in lr“zgaied farming operations, to
steep, which is currently used for catlle grazing. .

There are numerous water wells focated on the Property, which according fo the Sage Report 2re
adequate o supportt exising and proposed irigated fasming, and additional future vineyard
development, as well as providing water for livestock and domestic purposes., Struciures
- currentiy on the Properly include barns, corrals, and a manager's residence which I did not
’ consider {0 be economically significant to my analysis.

The existing road system consists primarily of dirtt “ranch roads” which currently provide acecess o
each Proposed Parcel. The fype of acgess necessary for vehicular access, for agricultural
purposes, {0 each of the Praposed Parcels vares depending upon the type of producton
ocecurring on that Parcel. For cattle grazing, vehicular 2ccess (which can be.supplanted by ATY)
is necessary io visually check waler, salt and feed for the catile, to inspect and repair fenging,
and te monilor the heaith of the cattle. For more intensified farmirg operafions, such as row
crops ar vineyards, access must e adequate to move famming equipment and personnet into and
out of existing or potentiafly infensified agricultural oparations. Access geperally must include afl-
wealther access for production farming such as row craps, orchards and vingyards. Crops often
are rolated as part of an infegrated pest and disease managemeant program. Orchards and
vineyards generally require wet-weather accass for prutting andfor frost protection.

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED SUBEMVISION

The Proposed Subdivision of the Property would resuitin thirfear (13} F’roposed Parceis in fieu of
one exXisting parcel. These Proposad Parcels would vaty in size from 160 +/- acres to 608 +/-
acres. Each Proposed Parcel includes a proposed designaied residential horne site focation
{RDE) that would not hinder agricultural operations. Proposed Parcels number 1 through B are
the smaller of the Parcels, locaied closest o Foxen Canyon Road, and contain mast of the prime
farm land. Froposed Parcels number 8 through 13 are the larger parcels and are located on the
northem part of the Property where the topography Is steeper with less prime farm and and more
slopes. See Exhibit C for a Proposed Tentalive Parcel Map.

=
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ANALYSIS OF THE PROPERTYS ECONOMIC COMPONENTS

The Property Comprises Saveral Different Economic Companents

Grazing fand s the least producive agricultural land in the County of Santa Barbara. Most -
grazing oparations are subsidized by other uses, whether royaliies- or lezsehold income from
energy projects, intensified farming on thie batter farm land, vineyard lézsing, or the owner's
personal wealth. Ifthose subsidies decline or cease, or if estate faxes come into play, ihase
larger land holdings are subjecied io development pressures, ar aliemaiively, io capital demands
in order fo intensify the agricultura production to maintain or increase the income generated by
agricuiture. On some portions of these {and hoidings, slopes or poor guality soil may imit
productivity to livestock grazing while the remainder of the land is dedicated io more lucrative
agricuitural pursuiis. As the agnculturaE production intensifies on larger agriculfural parcels over
fime, the individuat agricutiural economic components of that Parce! eventually evolve fo thair
highest and best use, Vihen a large agriciitural paucel is falfly hornogensous in its Ag Preduciion
Criteria (fopography, percel shape, access, soil type, climate, mlcro-uétmate, wafer avatfahility
drainage, ete.}), the eniire parcal can be infensifizd as one economic unit, which is common inthe.
San Joaquin Valley. However, when a larger agriculturat land holding substantially varies in its
Ag Production Criteria, such as is the case with the Property, the optimum economic components
of the property will form a number of units that cluster arcund the Ag Produclion Criteria.relative
io the highest and best uss, pravided by that group of ariteria. These | refer to as Esonomic -
Componenis. .

The Property varigs substantially as fo the Ag Produclion Griferia. The grolpings of these criteria
provide for the following fypes of Economiz Components for the Property as they re!ate to types
of agricutiural production, fisted in order of highest and best economic use:

1, lrrigated row crop land

2. Vineyard development land -
% Dy farm fand

4. lrrigated pasture

5

Nafiva cattfe pashuz

+

The Probiems With Mixed Feonomic Companents Within A Large Parcel

“In Santa Barbara Counly, many of the larger agricultural properties oufside of ihe Sania Marz

Valley and the Lompoc Valley have a mix of Economic Gomponents within each indtvidual
property. The farger the parcel, the higher the probabifity of this mix cecurring and the greater the .

-magnitude of s economic impact, With smaller ranches, a farmer is more lkely to provide the

fencing necessary to lease the non-prime tand to a catfle operator, who either wili stock the land
with year—round cow/calf units or stockers {seasonal grazing). The rainfall in Santa Barbara
County, and resulting carrying capacity of the land, is such that few landhoidings provide
sufficient year<-round forage so many catile operators enter into leases fol grazing land with
landowners who are not catlle operators. This is necessary in order to accumulate a critical mass
of grazing land {o support a comrmercial cattle operation. Some catie operators even move their
cattle from state fo state for the same reason, The lease income to the fandowner is modest
(usually et an economic return wel under one percent of the market value of the fand) however it
suppiemenis ihe farmmg income while providing fire management on the nDnvpnme land.

Mixed Economic Components within & parcel have adverse fmpacts on the following:

s  Management - Of the five Economic Components of the Property listed above, only
ifigated pastures and native cattle pasture are uses that are typically operated by the
same managemen}. The other uses ~ irfigated row crop, vineyard development (and
operafions) and dry Eand farming — are typically mutually exclusive as fo the management
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skils necessary for the successful aperation of each, Nok only are the production skills
mutually exclusive bui the markets and marketing for the products are completely
different from each other and the equipment info which the operator must invest varies
widely. A caille operator doesn’t need expensive planting and harvesiing equipment and
@ row cropper or vineyard operator doesn’t need fivestock trucksirailers, horses and
treined dogs, portable chutes, squeeze chutes, and tha like.

Capitalization for ag infensification — Fuiure intensification of the agriculfural operations
will be necessary o respond to changing market demands as well as to counter
economic pressures from non-agricultural forces. The ability to capitafize future
improvements to facilitate ag intensification is dependent upon the economic return fo the
capital, be i debt or equity. Of the five economic components of the Property, vineyard
development is the most capital infensive, with the non-land cost of vineyard
deveiopmeant in the $25K to. 330K per acre tange. These costs include gradmg, sail
amendments, treflising, planting, irgation systems, frost protection, reservolrs, and

- culiivation for the first few years of non-production. Orchards are the next most capital

intensive, with the combination of initiat capital for acquiring and planting the frees and
the longerterm investment in tending the trees untl they are of sufficient bearing capacity
to bring a return on the investment Irrigaled row crops follow closely behind, with capital
improvements that might inciude grading and leveling, soil amendments, imigation
systems, lling, drainage and retention.

\When a property has a mix of Economile Components within it, the ability of the owner fo
obtain the capital required to intensify the agricuifural operations is severely resirained.

" This is because a capital source, whether equity or debt, will only be interested in

capitalizing one of the uses. The capital sotrce must have comfort {f.e, knowledge and
experience) with the particular agriculiural operation’s (and operafor's) ability to generate
areasonable retum on that capital,

Marketabifity - In my experience as a real estate broker for.ag properties in Santa
Barbara County, | have encountered many examples of mixed Economic Components
within ag parcals and have observed the negative market reaction to the mixed
components. often refer to this as the "apples and oranges syndrome”. When 2 buyer
cames into a market looking for a parioular type of preperty, they seldom have the
interest, the management ability, and the capital sources for more than ong Econarmic
Component That buyer may be wanting io buy “apples” but with mixed Econoimic
Companents, he is forced o buy oranges” as well, even'if he doesn't have zuse or,
desire for oranges.

Looking at the five Ecunomic Companents of the Property, they really need o be divided
into two major categories. The irigated row crop ground and the vineyard or orchard
devalopment graund are generally acquired hy someone in the commercial business of
grawmg irrigated crops, archerds or vineyards, and are purchased with an economic
refurn in mind.  Dry farming, irrigated pasiures, and native pastures have very fow income
refurn relative to thair market value Therefora, the buyer of these properties is generafly
locking:fo buy a property. for the lifesiyle it provides. When this s the case, such non--
economic factors as aesthetics, views, privacy, etc. become more crificat in determining
market value than do the income of the Econemic Components.

A good example of how the resistance o mixed Economic Components operates arose
in the sale several years-ago of a large catlle ranch in the Los Alamas area. The buyer
was a.maior commercial vineyard developer/operator. The ranch consisted of nearly
5,500 acres, of which approximately 1,000 acres were deemed plantable for vineyard.
The market uaEue of plantable vineyard ground at the tims was $10,000 paracra. This

*ranch sold for $10 millien which represented fulf value of thesvineyard plantable acreage

and zera vajue for the remaining 4,500 acres of pasture fand,
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Had that ranch beer purchased by someone seeking a large cattle ranch, which would
have been for lifeshde purposes due fo the Iow income a5 a callle ranch, the market price
Bkely would have-been §5 million i $6 milfion. The catile ranch buyer would not have
had the management ability to. develop and oparate 1,000 acres of vineyard, nor been
able fo aitract the necessary capital to do so ($20 milion +/~ at the time), and therafore
would not fully value the developable vineyard ground. -

Financing -~ Financing for ag property, or the abifity to attract debt capital that is secured
by the properly, is necessary for. ) ' .

Acquisifion of the property

Capitalization of ag intensification {zea above)
Financing working capital for the ag operation
Paying eslale taxes

Marketability of the property

[ v I v B v R v

Lenders on agficuitural properties are primarily banks, insurance companies, and Farm
Credit. A lender is reéquired to use varous underwriting criteria when evaluating 2 loan
request, the most significant which are the borrower's credit, the loan-io-value ratio, and
the income producing capacity of the kand. :

When a lender makes a |oan for a particular ag parcel, it will often ignore the value
Economic Components that are ouiside the purpose of the loan. Forexample, if a land
awrier comes to a kender for & loan of $3 million to develop 100 acres of vineyard on a
parcel of 1,000 acres, ihe balance which is native pasture, the lender typically will
consider only the appraised value of the finished vineyard and will ignore the vaiue of the
other 300 acres of lafd. This is bacause, in the event the lender ends up foreclosing and
having to resell the property, the new buyer wili not fully value, or.wiil not value at all, the
other 500 acres of land {see Marketability above). . .

Furthermore, a lender typisally will cansider only the income of the Economic Cornpenent
of the property when underwriting the income producing capacity of the land. Either the
emitted appraised value or the omitted income from nan-Economic Compenents can be
the constraint that prevents optimal or even feasible financing. In short, the “exira” land
can operate as 2 defriment o underwriting because il can genarate an unwanied, '
expense and fisk. Unused grazing land can pose a fire hazard, but the low income
potentizl of grazing land may riot ofiset the cost of fencing necessary to contain the
fivestock. )

Another component to consider is that of the landowner's desire to avoid the risk involved
in encumbering the entire ranch to raise capital needed for only a portion of the ranch.
Given the chaice, a landowmer would prefer to encumber only thi portion of the property
tedicated o the use for which the financing is sought (e.g., the plantable vineyard arsal,
preserving the remainder of the landholding in the event of foreclosure of the loan. Under
the Subdivislon Map Act, It is not legal to finance a portion of 2n undivided parcel. Mo
knowledgeable lender would agree o collaterafize a loan with an undivided portion of a
parcel, or with a tenant-in-common undivided interest in a larger parcel.

Estate Taxes - Unforiunately, it appears that estate taxes will again be back in the mix for
owners of ag proparties. The estate tax historically has been the bane of family cwned
agricultural operations and properties, farcing the sale of many ranches despite the best
intertions of the families to coniinue in agriculture. This ocowss because the large asset
size of a property necessary for commereially viable agriculture triggers substantial
amounts of esiate tax with the passing of a generation. Typically, family ag cperations
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“are “land rich and cash poor” and need some kind of liguidity event in order fo pay the
_ estate fax. This liquidity event may be financing with debf capital or it may require the -

sale of the agset, Ifthe entire ag operation s lucated on a single parcel, it will require the
sale of the entire ag property and thus the cperation, resulting in the loss of a family farm,
The advantage of multiple parcels, particularly with mixed Economic Components, is that
one of the smaller parcels can be sold without endangering the continuation of ihe family
owned operation. ’

Distribution tg Heirs — One of the most disappointing evenis with-which | have been
involved during my career is the dissofution of the family farm and the resuiting -
dissoiution of family harmony following the death of a parent. Unforiunately, this is notan
uncommon occurrence. This may of may notbe triggered by an estate tax, Often it '
occurs as the family tree grows over the generations, resulling in multiple beneficiaries io
the major family asset — the family ranch or farm. Typically, a family owned ag operation ~
is run by one member of the family, while the number of non-involved family members
grows over the subsequent generations. Because the income potential of the ag
property, particularly grezing fand, is low refative to its market vahue, often only one family
member can make a {ull-time living by fiving on and operating the ranch or farm. The
other family members, whose inheritance is tied up in the property, become anxious to
realize the value of thelr share of the asset, especially when they don't Hive or work on the
proparty. Qver fme; Santa Barbara Gounly has seen more and more (ocal farming and
ranching families split up as the children and grandehildren move to metropolitan areas
where they can make a living, having found it difficult fo find adequate jobs inthis area
County regulations that restnct the number of principal residences on these farms and
ranches makes it difficult for these family members to five on the land in which they have
an ownership interest. This creates pressure for the sale of the asset which often causes
dissenfion betwein the operaling members and the non-operating membears of the family.
The property is sold, the long time family member running the operation is displaced, and
another family farm succumbs,. - : .

The proposed division of the Property into viable agricultural units results in a scenario
that aflows more than one branch of the family to live on the Property (because of the
resulting separate parcels), to operate fheir farms and ranches as individual viable units
or to share the menagement responsibilities based upon skili and interest levels. This

" also provides an opportunity to self a parcel or two to satisfy the family membars desiring

a llquidity event, or for the payment:of inheritance taxes, while retaining the stand-alone
agiicutiural viability of every one of the Parcels, -

THE OBJECTIVES OF A SUBDIVISIDN RELATIVE TO THE PROPERTY'S ECONGMIC
CONPONENTS ,

The Proposed Subdivision sﬁouid he conflgured fo meet two primary objectives:

Each Propused Parcel shouid have sufficient critical mass of one or more Economic .
Components in order to maintain econormic viability of that Parcel. -

The number of Proposed Parcels should be sufficient to provide maximum flexibility to
optimize management, capitalization, and financibifity of different operations dictated by
the Econamic Camponent, while praviding an optimum number of parceis to allow for
future iquidity events that will help respond to estate taxes or family distribufions.
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The two shove objectives must be balanced with ona-other. For example, the more Parceals
resulting from the Propesed Subdivision, the betier the oplimization for providing liquidity to meet
the future naeds for esiate taves, family disidbulions, and nancibiiily. Hodever, too many’
Parcels would result in individuai Parcel sizes that are foo smait fo refain long-term agricultural
viahifity.

The Proposed Subdivision appears b he designad to achieve an effective balance between thess
two objectives. Parcels 1 through 8 provide plantable vineyard ground ranging from 78 acres fo
143 zcres, all of which are sufficient critical mass for 8 commercially viable operation. They could
each house a small winery for processing the grapes grown thereon, and lots 1 through 4 would
he most atiractive for & winery given their frontage on Foxen Canyon Road. These eight parcels
alternatively provide prima farming ground renging fromt 38 acres o B1 acres, ak of which could
be comrnercially viable agriculiurally. Parcels @ through 12 =re the lerger parcels, with a miajor
Economic Component baing czitle grazing, but each with sufficlent area for prime production
such &s row crops, orehards or vineyards, See the Agriculiural Yiability Study by Sage '
Associates dated Septamber 2007, and update thersto dated 6/28/09 for further discussion about
the ecpnomic vizbility of each Proposed Parcel,

CONCLUSION

" The long term agricutiural viability of the Property is enhanced by the Proposed Subdivision by

creaiing economically efficient units of Economic Gonttponents. The resulfing ihirieen parcals
provide maximumm fexibiiity ta match managemant, capitalization, and finaneihility for each Parcel
to meet future chianging market conditions and agricuftural intensification, while maintaining
Parcel sizes that provide economic viabiiity of each Pareel, and therefore the continued
sustainability of the Properiy's agricuiltral operations.

Please da not hesitate ta contact ine if you have any questions or desire further infermation.

Sincerely,

Lar —211'

Prasident
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& | EXHIBIT A

RANCHO LA LAGUNA
AGRICULTURAL ECO MOWMIC UNITS OF PROPOSED PARCELIZATION

, PRIMEAG - GRAZING TOTAL
GROSS - NET VINEYARD VINEYARD ‘ VINEYARD
Lot 1 202,16 197.62 74.59 68.37 142.96
' ' 100% 38% 35% 72%
Lot 2 156.42 161.79 - 54.46 6272 1, 117.18
100% 34% 39% ] - 72%
Lot 3 166.41 163.06 53.41 59.44 112.85
©100% 33% 36% | 69%
tot4 - 191.63 191.07 81.41 28.58 109.59
100% 43% 15% 58%,
lot5 160.01 160.01 40.00 37.97 77.97
100% 25% 24% 49%
. Lot & 161.23 161.23 37.80° 55.83- 93.63 |
o 100% 23% 35% | 58%
lot7 . . 206.00 206.00 64.73 62.15 126.92
100% 31% 30% 62% |
Lot 8 259.01 258,01 48.75 - 34.91 83.56
- 100% 19% - 13% 32%
Lot 9 438,44 438.44 20.12 2.65 22.77
100% 5% 1% 5%
Lot 10 - 596,84 536.84 7.18 9.00 - 16,18
100% 1% 2% 3%
Lot 11 423,80 428.80 20.41 0 20,41
' 160% 5% 0% 5%
Lot 12 369.07 369.07 39.46 ‘0. 39.46
100% 11% 0% 11%
Lot 13 604.73 600.75 .14 0 14.00
10D% 2% 0% . 2%
TOTAL 395075  3933.59 - 556.32 421.66 977,58
1.00% 14% 11% | 25%

P
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2.0 Comﬁrehensive Plan Consistency

REQUH{EMENT [ DISCUSSION
AGCRICULTURAL ELEMENT

Goal I: Santa .Barbam County shall assure
and enhance the contimuation of agriculture as
a major viable production industry in Santa
Barbare County. Agriculture shall be
encouraged. Where conditions allow, (taking
into account environmental impacts) expansion
arul intensification shall be supported.

FPoliey 1A. The iniegrity of agricultural
operations shall not be violated by
recreational or ather nor-compatible uses.

GOAL II. Agricultural lands shall be protected
Jrom adverse urban influence.

Policy IID, Conversion of highly productive
agricultural lands whether wrban or rural,
shall be discouraged. The County shall
support programs which encourage the
retention of highly productive agricultural
lands.

GOAL III. Where it is necessary for
agricultural lands to be converted io other
uses, this use shall not interfere with remaining
agricvltural operations.

FPolicy Il 4. Expansion of urban development
into active agricultural areas outside of urban
limits is to be discouraged, as long as infill
development is available.

Inconsistent: The project site is Iocateci within
a remote rural area of the County and is
primarily utilized for agricuitural
cultivation/farming and cattle grazing. The
proposed project would subdivide the existing
3,951-acre lot zoned AG-II-100 (agriculture,
100 acre minimum lot size) into 13 lots ranging
in size from 160-acres to 605-acres. Each lot
would contain a Residential Development
Ernivelope (RDE} in which future residential
development consisting of a single family
dwelling and accessory structures would be
located. Agricultural uses and structures conld
be located outside of the RDEs.

The proposed project has the potential to create
conflicts between the existing agricultural
operations and future residential uses which
would be developed on the new lots.
According to the Santa Barbara County
Comprehensive Plan Agricultural Element,
adverse urban influences to agriculture include
conflicts between urban and agricultural uses,
These conflicts could occur as a resuit of the
future development of residential stryciures and
uses within the RDEs that are located adjacent -
to areas of the site which have been historically
utitized for agricultural cultivation. For
example, the location of the RDEs on lots 1-3,
5, 7,.12 and 13 are all within close proximity to
areas on the site which have been historically
farmed in row crops. Specifically, the
boundary of the proposed RIDEs on lots 3 and 7
are approximately 50 feet from the edge of
existing cultivated fields. Future residential
development and uses located in such close
proximity to cultivated agriculture would create
conflicts between the two uses, as the commop

1 nuisances associated with cultivated agriculture

(e.g. pesticides, noise, dust, odors, ete.) would
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REQUIREMENT DISCUSSION

1 be experienced by residents living in these
areas. These types of conflicts could lead to
adverse modifications or reductions in the
existing agricujtural operations on the site
which would violate the integrity and
discourage the expansion of the existing
agricultural operations on the project site.

The proposed subdivision would not assure and
enhance the existing agricultural operations on
the site since these operations would be
separated onto smaller lots which may be
owned and operated by separate property
owners. In addition, the acreages that are
proposed for fots 1, 2, 5, 6, 12, and 13 are
significantly smaller and are not consistent with
the acreages of the surrounding adjacent parcels
Jocated northeast, southeast and southwest of
the project site. Installing utilities such as the
proposed State Small Water System, as well a3
access roads to serve each of the new lots may
lead to additional development in this rural area
since it would remove the impedimenis to
growth which are curréntly in place (lack of
utilities and access). The removal of these
impediments could also encourage further
subdivision of agriculturally zoned land located
adjacent to the project site due to its perceived
subdivided value.

According to the Santa Barbara County
Comprehensive Plan Open Space Element,
subdividing larger ranches into smalier lots
raises surrounding land vaiues and taxes to
levels which make it difficult to preserve
agriculture in the County. The increased land
vatues resulting from the proposed subdivision
may lead to an increase in the speculative value
of adjacent agricultural tands based on its
perceived subdivided value making it less
economically viable for agr icuttural uses.
According to the Agricultural Element, once the
economic viability for agriculfural usés on
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agricultural land is lost, there is inherently
increased pressure for further division of the
property and ultimate conversion of the
agricultural fand o urban vses. Therefore, the
proposed project would not be consistent with
these Agricultural Element goals and policies.

3.0 Recommended Actions

Staff recommends denial of Case Nos, 06TRM-00000-00002/TM 14,709 and 16CUP-00000-
00030 marked "Officially Accepted, County of Santa Barbara May 31, 2017, County Planning
Commission Exhibits A-B*, based upon the project’s inconsistency with the Comprehensive
Pian, and based on the inability to make the required findings.

Your Comimission's motion should include the following:

1. Make the required findings for denial of the praject (Case Nos. 06TRM-00000-
00002/TM 14,709, 16CUP-00000-00030), including CEQA findings (Attachment A);

2. Determine that denial of the project (Case Mos., 06 TRM-00000-00002/TM 14,709,
16CUP-00000-00030) is exempi from CEQA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15270, included in the attached Notice of Exemption (Attachment B); and

3. Deny the project (Case Nos. 06 TRM-00000-00002/TM 14,709, 16CUP-00000-00030),

Refer baclk to staff if the County Planning Comm ission takes other than the recommended action
for appropriate findings.

Aftachments:

Al Findings i
B. CEQA Section 15270 Exemption



ORIGINAL CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS

- SANTA BARBARA COUNTY PI;ANNING COMMISSION
Staff-Report for the Ranchoe La Laguna Tract Map & State Small Water System

Hearing Date: January 25, 2017 Deputy Director: Jeff Wilson

Staft Report Date: January 5, 2017 Division: Devslopment Review North

Case Nos.: 06TRM-00000-00002/TM 14,709  Supervising Planner: John Zorovick
16CUP-00000-00030 Supervising Planner Phone #: 805-934-6297

Environmental Document: Staff Contact: Dana Eady

Environmental Impact Report (16-EIR-01) Staff Contact Phone #: 805-934-6266

OWNER / APPLICANT
Mr. Charles V. Roven
Rancho La Laguna LLC
9200 Sunset Blvd., 10® Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90069

OWNER./ APPLICANT
Mr. Leo A. Hanly
LaFLaguna Ranch Co. LLC
2221 Meridian Blvd., Ste. A
Minden, NV 89423-8360

AGENT / ATTORNEY:
Ms. Susan F. Petrovich
Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLP

This site is identified as Assessor Parcel Numbers 133-

1020 State Strect 080-026, -036, and a portion of -037, located
Santa Barbara, CA 93101-2711 approximately 7.5 miles north of the fown of Los Olivos
(805) 882-1405 and 7.5 miles northeast of the town of Los Alamos, in

' the Third and Fifth Supervisorial Districts.
Application Complete: July 11, 2008
Processing Deadline: 180 days from certification of EIR

1.0 REQUEST

Hearing on the request of Susan Petrovich, agent/attorney for Rancho La Laguna LLC, and La
Laguna Ranch Co. LLC, owners, to consider the following:

a) Case No. 06 TRM-00000-00002 [application filed on July 25, 2006] for approval of a
Vesting Tentative Tract Map in compliance with County Code Chapter 21 to subdivide
3,951 acres into 13 lots ranging in size from 160 acres to 605 acres, on property zoned
AG-11-100;

b) Case No. 16CUP-00000-00030 [application filed on December 20, 2016] for approval of
4 Minor Conditiona} Use Permit for a state small water system with a total of 14
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project site into 13 legal lots with RDEs located in areas that create 2 balance between the
existing agricultural operations and future residential uses on the lots.

Reduced Lots Alfernative

The reduced lots altermative would subdivide the project site into 8 Tots rather than 13, While
this alternative would reduce the area required for aceess road, driveway, utility infrastructure
and RDE improvements, none of these changes would affect the project’s impacts on the rural
agricultural character of the site, scenic vistas, or light and glare impacts. The environmenta]
impacts associated with this alternative would not be significantly reduced and none of the
identified Class [I impacts would be changed to Class [iL Finally, this alternative would not mect
the basic project ohjective 1o subdivide the project site into 13 legat lots.

6.2 Comprehensive Plan Consistency

REQUIREMENT | DISCUSSION

Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element

Land Use Development Policies

Land Use Element Designation: Conmsnercial | Consistent: The proposed project is consistent

Agriculture (AC). AG-I-100 zone district with the Agricultural Commercial (AC) land
under the Land Use & Development Code. use designation, which is for commercially

faymed, privately owned land jocated within
either Rural, Inner-Rural, Existing Developed
Rural Neighborhoods or Urban Areas which
are subject to a Williamson Act Confract or
lots 40 acres or larger which are eligible fora
Wiiliamson Act Contract.

The project site is zoned AG-11-100, 100-acre
minimum lot size. The proposed project would
subdivide the 3,950.8-acre project site info 13
lots ranging in size from 160-acres to 605-
acres which is consistent with the minirmum lot
size allowed in the AG-II-100 zone district.
Future development within RDE’s would
consist of rural residential development that
would be consistent with the existing
agricuitural zoning, and would be sited to
retain the agricultural viability of the project
site (refer to Section 4.2, Agricnitural
Regources of the Final EIR}. Therefore, the
proposed project would be censistent with the
Commercial Agriculture (AC) Land Use
Elememnt designation.
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Land Use Development Policy #2. The
densiiies specified in the Land Use Plan are
maxinemy and may be reduced if it is
determined that such reduction is warranted by
conditions specifically applicable fo a site,
such as topography, geologic or flood hazards,
habitat areas, or steep slopes. However,
density may be increased only under programs
of the Housing Element and the Residential
Agricultural Unit (RAU) program.

Congistent: The project site is zoned AG-II-
100 which allows for Jots with a minimum size
of 100-acres. The project proposes to
subdivide the existing 3,950.80 gross acre
project site into 13 fots ranging in size from
160-acres to 604.7-acres in size. All of the
proposed lots exceed the minimum lot size of
100-acres, and 8 of the proposed lots exceed
200-acres which is more than twice the size of
the 100-acre minimum lot size. The EIR
analyzed the potential environmental impacts
resuiting from the proposed project to existing
topography, geologic or flooding hazards,
habitat and steep slopes. The EiR determined
that there would be no Class I significant and
unavoidable impacts, and that any Class 1T
impacts could be mitigated to less than
significant levels. Therefore, the proposad
density of lots is appropriate for the proposed
project. Finally, the RAU program is no
longer in effect. Therefore, the proposed
project is consistent with this policy.

Land Use Development Poliey #4, Prior to
issuance of a development permit, the County
shall make the finding, based on information
provided by environmmental documents, staff
analysis, and the applicant, that adequate
public or private services and resources (ie.,
water, sewer, roads, efe.) arve available ro
serve the proposed developmient. The applicant
shall assume full responsibility for costs
incurred in service exiensions or improvemeits
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: Adequate services are available to
serve future development associated with the
proposed project,

Access: Access to the project site would
continue to be provided by an existing private
driveway from Foxen Canyon Rd. Access to
the newly created lots would be provided by
existing access roads located on the project
site. Shared access easements would follow
these existing roads and would utilize existing
ereek crossings. Individual driveways would
extend from these private shared access roads
to serve each of the proposed RDEs. Shared
access and utility easements would be provided
as indicated on page 2 of 2 of the tract map
{Attachment E).

Water: The project site receives water from
the San Antonio and Santa Ynez Uplands
groundwater basins. According to the FIR
(16-EIR-01), the proposed project would not
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result in a significant change i the quantity,
quality, direction or rate of flow of
proundwater. Based on the water demand
estimate for the potential future development
of 13 single-family dwellings calculated per
the County Environmental Thresholds and
Guidelines Manual, the estimated gross water
demand for the proposed project is expected to
be 14.95 acre feet per year (AFY). Colnty
thresholds indicate that a significant impactto
the San Antonio groundwater basin may ocour
if new development generates a water demand
of 23 AFY ormore. The threshold of the Santa
Ynez Uplands groundwater basin is 61 AFY
peryear. Therefore, the estimated total gross
water demand for future potential residential
developmient is below the County Threshold
for both subject groundwater basins.

An existing water system would continue to
provide water for agricultural uses. Domestic
water would be provided by a proposed state
stall water system approved in conformance
with Environmental Health Services (EHS)
requirements. Water for the proposed water
system would be provided by well #13 located
on proposed fot 12. According to the Wate;
Weil Completion Report (Simmons, 2006)
prepared for the proposed project, this well
meets and exceeds the 39 gailons per minute
(gpm) testing requirement for the proposed

| water system, and is adequate to provide water
for the State Small Water System. In addition,
the composition of the well water meets or
exceeds the water chemical standards for
drinking water as established by the State of
California Department of Health. Shared water
agreements would give each lot owner an equal
right to each of the shared water systems for
agricultural and domestic use.

Wastewater: Sanitary services would be
provided by proposed septic systems built in
conformance with Environmental Health
Services requirements, and are consistent with
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California Regional Water Quality Control
Board requirements.

Fire Protection: Fire protection would be

provided by the Santa Barbara County Fire
Department Station #24 located in Los Alamos
(closest, 9 miles), and Station #31 in Buellton
(closest back-up).

Police Protection: Police protection would be
provided by the Santa Barbara County
Sheriff's Department.

Therefore, the proposed project is consistent
with this policy.

Hiliside and Watershed Protection Policies

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 aut with less alteration of the
aalural fervain.

Policy 2: All developments shall be designed
ta fit the site topography, soils, geology,
hydrology, and any other existing conditions
and be oriented so that grading and other sife
preparation is kept fo an absolute minimuon.
Natural features, landforms, and native
vegelation, such as trees, shall be preserved to
the meaximum extent feasible. Areas of the site
which are not suited to development because of
known soil, geologic, flood, ervsion or other
hazards shall remain in open space.

Policy 3¢ For necessary grading operations on
hilisides, 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 lond should be avoided
during the winter rainy season and all
measures for removing sediments and
stabilizing slopes should be in place before the

Consistent: The proposed project would
require grading for improvements to existing
access roadways and driveways, construction
of new driveways to the RDEs, as well asthe
installation of utility lines. The RDEs:are
located in areas of the project site which do not
contain steep slopes or unstable areas and are
outside of flood zones. Therefore, any grading
associated with future construetion within the
RDEs would be minimized to the maxinmm
extent feasible. In addition, the proposed
access roadways and utility alignments have
been designed to minimize grading while
meeting fire safety requirements (i.e., turning
radius, roadway slope) for site access.

The water lines and infrastructure associated

| with the proposed water system would be

iocated within existing roadways and in areas

-of the site which do not contain steep slopes.

Any excess cut generated from grading
activities would be used as additional fill to
offset shrinkage and compaction of cut
material, or to supplement grades elsewhere on
the site. No offsite hauling of excess inaterial is
proposed.

As described in Section 4.4, Biological
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beginning of the rainy season.

Paolicy 5: Temporary vegelation, seeding,
mulohing, or other suilable stabilizarion
method shall be used fo protect soils subject to
erosion that have been disturbed during
grading or development, All cut and fill slopes
shall be stabilized as rapidiy as possible with
planting of native grasses and shrubs,
approprialte non-native plants, or with
accepted landscaping practices.

Policy 7: Degradation of the water quality of
groundwater basins, nearby streams, or
wetlands shall not resull from development of
the site. Poltlutants, such as chemicals, fuels,
lubricarts, raw sewage, and other harmful
waste, shall not be discharged into or
alongside coastal streams or wetlands either
during or afier construction.

Strecms and Creels Policy I: All permirted
consiruction and grading within stream
corridors shall be carried out in such g
marnner as 10 minhnize impacts from increased
runoff, sedimentation, biochemical
degradation, or thermal pollution.

Rescurces of the Final EIR {Aftachment C},
mitigation measures provided in the EIR
address the removal of native yegetation
required for future residential development
within the RDEs, and construction of the
proposed access roadways and utility
alignments. As a result, significant amounis of
native vegetation would not be removed.

The proposed RDEs are located outside of
drainages and stream corridors. IMowever, the
proposed access road alignments would cross
existing drainages and stream corridors.
Therefore, grading for development of access
road improvements and construction of
driveways accessing the proposed RDEs has
the potential to impact onsite stream
corridors/drainages. Mitigation measures
which have been included as conditions of
approval (Condition Nos, 23-27, 30 of
Attachments B.1, and B.2), would mitigate any
significant impacts to stream corridors and
drainages to less than significant levels. These
include avoidance measures where feasible,
habitat restoration requirements, agency
coordination, and the completion of a
jurisdictional delineation if impacts to wetlands
and drainages from roadway crossings cannot
be avoided.

In order to preveni degradation of the water
quality of groundwater basins, nearby streams,
or wetlands, futore grading and construction
activities on the newly created lots would be
required to adhere to standard County
requirements including a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), Best
Management Practices, and Erosion Control
Plans. These plans require exposed sails to be
minimized, avoidance of grading and
construction activities during the rainy season,
slope stabilization, and erosion control.
Compliance with these measures would ensure
that pollutants are not discharged into or along
coastal streams or wetlands either during or
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after construction. Therefore, the proposed
project would be consistent with these policies.

Historical and Archaeological Sites Policies

Policy 2: When developments are proposed
Jor lots where archaeological or other cultural
sites are located, profect design shall be
required which avoids impacts to such cultural
sites if possible.

Consistent: A Phase I survey of the project
site for the presence of cultural resources was
completed for the proposed project (Dudek,
2014). The survey was limited to the RDEs,
access roads, and areas where utility lines
would be installed with slopes of 30 percent or
less. Mo archaeological or cultural sites were
identified within the areas surveyed. However,
the possibility still exists that subsurface
archaeological remains could be encountered
during grading activities. Therefore, the Final
EIR prepared for the project (Attachment C)
includes a mitigation measure requiring all
work to be stopped or redirected immediately
in the-'event archaeclogical remains are
encountered during grading, construction,
landscaping or other construction related
activities. The applicant shall retain a P&D
approved archaeologist and Native American
representative to evaluate the significance of
the find in compliance with County Cultural
Resource Guidelines provisions for Phase 2
and Phase 3 investigations. This requirement
is included as Condition No, 33 of
Attachments B.1 and B.2. Therefore the
proposed project is consistent with these
policies.

Visual Resource Policies

Policy 2: In areas designated as rural on the
land use plan inaps, the height, scale, and
design of structures shall be compatible with
the character of the swrrounding natural
environment, except where technical
regquirements dictate otherwise. Siructures
shall be subordinate in appearance to natural
landforms; shall be designed fo follow the
natural conlowrs of the landscape; und shall be
sited so as not to inirude info the skyline as
seen from public viewing places.

Consistent: Future residential development on
the newly created lots would be located
entirely within proposed Residential
Development Envelopes (RIDEs), which
contain slopes of less than 20%. Three of the
13 proposed RDEs would be located in
portions of the site that are partially visible
fromn public viewpoints. The RDEs on
proposed lots 1 and 2 would be visible from
both Foxen Canyon Road and Alisos Canyon
Road. The RDE on proposed Lot 3 would be
visibie from Foxen Canyon Road.
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Policy 5: Utilities, including television, shall
be placed underground in new developments in
accordance with the rules and regulations of
the California Public Ulilities Commission,
except where cost of undergrounding would be
80 high as to deny service.

Mitigation measures from the Final EIR
requiring Board of Architectural Review and
approval for all future development within the
RDEs and compliance with Land Use and
Development Code requirements for Ridgeline
and Hillside Development would ensure that
the design of structures are compatible with the
character of the surrounding natural
enrvironment, and subordinate in appearance to
natural contours of the landscape. Any future
development on-site that triggers the LUDC’s
guidelines for hillside and ridgeline
development would also be subject to the
LUDC hillside and ridgeline development
standaxds. -

The project is conditioned (Condition No. 41of
Attachment B.1) 1o require all electrical
utilities to be installed underground. The
proposed water lines associated with the water
system would be instalied underground within
the existing access roads and proposed
driveways accessing the RDEs. Therefore, the
proposed project is consistent with these
policies. '

Agricultural Element

Land Use Element Regional Goal ~
Agriculture: Inrural areas, cultivated
agriculture shall be preserved, and where
conditions allow, expansion and infensification
should be supported. Land with both prime
and non-prime soils shall be reserved for
agricultural uses.

Goal I: Santa Barbara County shall assure
and enhance the continuation of agriculture as
a major viable production industry in Sania
Barbara County. Agriculture shall be
encouraged. Where conditions allow, (taking
into account environmental impacts) expansion
and intensification shall be supporred.

Policy LA: The integrity of agricultural

Consistent: Consistent: As described in
Section 4.2, Agricultural Resources, of the
Final EIR (Attachment C), the proposed
project would not significantly impair the long
term agricultural suitability and productivity of
the site. Thig conclusion is based on the results
of the weighted point system scores which
resulted in each lot scoring above the 60 point
threshold included in the County’s
Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines
Marual, which indicates that all of the newly

| created lots would be agriculturally viable.

Agriculfural uses on the project site consist of
a combination of cattle grazing (3,934-acres),
and cultivated farmland (563-acres). Cultivated
farmland located on proposed lots 1-9, and {1-
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aperations shall not be violated by
recreational or other non-compatible uses.

Palicy LD: The use of the Willicinson Act
(Agricultural Preserve Program) shall be
strongly encowraged and supported. The
County shall also explore and suppori other
agricultural land profection programs.

Paolicy LF: The quality and evailability of
water, air, and soil resources shall be
protected through provisions including but not
limited to, the stability of Urban/Rural
Boundary Lines, maintenance of buffer areas
around agricultural areas, and the promotion
of conservation practices.

Goal II: Agricultural lands shall be protected
from adverse urban influence,

Policy ILD: Conversion of highly produictive
agricultural lands whether wrban or rural,
shall be discouraged. The County shall
support programs which encourage the
retention of highly productive agricultural

lands,

Goal HI: Where it is necessary for
agricultural lands to be converted to other
uses, this use shall not interfere with remaining
agricultural uses.

Policy HILA: Expansion of urban development
inte active agricultural areas outside of urban
limits is to be discouraged, us long as infill
development is available.

13 are currently leased and includes a rotation
of various irrigated row crops and dryland
hay/grain crops, According o the EIR,
proposed lots 1 through 8 provide sufficient
arca for vineyards for a commmercially viable
winery operation or farming operations which
would ensure agricultural viability on these
lots. Proposed lots 9 through 13 are larger lots
{369.07-acres to 604-acres) allowing for
continued cattle grazing as weil as prime
production of row crops, orchards or
vineyards,

The proposed project is designed with lots that
are generally sized to conform io the lot sizes
of adjacent lots. Specifically, lots 1-4 and 5-8
range in size from 160.01-acres to 259.01-acres
which is stmilar in size to the lots located to
the south which range from 85 to 400-acres in
size. Lots 9-13 are larger lots which range in
size from 369.07-acres to 604.73-acres. These
iots are similar in size to iots located to the
north, east and west of the site which range in
size from 298-acres to 1,000-acres.

The existing agricultural uses on the project
site would remain, and there would be
adequate area available for the expansion and
intensification of onsite agricultural uses on
cach of the newly created lots. No recreational
or hon-compatible land uses are proposed. In
addition, in order to avoid interference with
existing agricultural uses on the site, the
proposed access roads and driveways wouid
follow existing agricultural roads, and RDE’s
would not be located in areas which contain
cultivated agriculture.

The project site was previously enrelied in the
Agricultural Preserve Program (67-AP-003B).
However, a request for non-renewal became
elfective on December 31, 2006, and the
Williamson Act contract for the property
expired on December 31, 2016, The proposed
project was reviewed by the Agricultural
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Preserve Advisory Committee {APAC) on
Ociober 8, 2008 and found to be consistent
with the Uniform Rules for Agricultural
Preserves and Farmland Secuority Zones.

All of the newly created lots are eligible to be -
enrolied under Williamson Act contracts.
Participation in the program is voluntary by the
County and by the eligible landowners. The
project description proposes replacement
contracts for Jots 9-13, which are larger lots
(369.07-acres (o 604-acres) that would be
primarily used as grazing iand for cattle. The
priviary agriculturat use on proposed ots [-8
(160.01-acres to 259.01-acres) would continue
to be cultivated agriculture. According 1o the
applicant, this type of agricultural use does not
offer the same benefits from the Agricuitural
Preserve Progrem as lots which are primarily
used for grazing land. However, these lots
would be eligible for Williamson Act contracts
if future land owners elect to enrolf them in the
program. The new contracts would be required
to be reviewed and approved by the APACto
ensure that they are consistent with the
Uniform Rules.

The project site is located in a rural area, The
proposed subdivision and future residential
development within the RDEs would not be
considered an urban use. As defined in the
Land Use Element, (residential) urban
development is defined as residential
development at a density higher than one unit
per five gross acres. The project would allow
for the development of one residential unit on
each lot, and the lot sizes range from 160-acres
to 605-acres.

The quality and availability of air, water, and
s0il resources on the project site would not be
adversely affected by the proposed subdivision
since Tuture residential development would be
timited to one main residenee and accessory
structures located within the proposed RDE's,
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and the project does not include urban
development (as defined by the Land Use
Blement) which would affect the stability of
the Urban/Rural boundary line. Therefore, the
proposed project is consistent with these
policies and goals.

6.3 Zoning: Land Use and Development Code Compliance
6.3.1 Compliance with Land Use and Development Code Requirernenis

Purpose of AG-IT Zone District (35.21,020.B.1): The AG-1I zone is applied to areas
appropriate for agricultural land uses on prime and non-prime agricultural iands located within
the Rural Area as shown on the Comprehensive Plan maps, The intent is to preserve these lands
for long-term agricultural use. The AG-H-100 zone district allows for the creation of new lots
provided the new lots meet the 100 acre minimum lot size requirement. The proposed lots would
range in size from 160 acres to 604.7 acres and would be consistent with the 100 acre minimum
lot size,

Water System: The proposed state small water system (5 or more connections) is allowed with
a Minor Conditionai Use Permit per LUDC Section 35.21.040 (Table 2-1).

6.4  Chapter 21, County Code (Subdivision Regulations)

The proposed Tract Map would be consistent with the rules and regulations of the County’s
subdivision regulations as described in the findings (Attachment A). The proposed lots would
conform fo the following applicable configuration requirements as outlined in Chapter 21,
Section 21-24:

Lot depth. No lot shall be created the vear ling of which is less than 100 feet from the front line
of the loi, excepr that one sideline may be less than one hundred feet in length if if terminates at a
corner curve or cul-de-sac turn-around curve. In the case of through lots or corner lots, at leust
one lot line nuust be parallel to and not less than one hundred feet distant from the street on
which the lot fronts. The rear line of a lot shall be considered ns any lot line other than a front
line which does rot intersect the right-of-way line of the street on which the lot fronts,

Consistent: The proposed project would not create rear property lines which are less than 100
feet from the front line of the lot.




Rancho La laguna EiR
Section 4.2 Agricultural Reseurces

Table 4.2-3
Consistency with Agriculfural Folicies in the
Comprehensive Plan Adriculiural Element and Land Use Element

Goal - Agricuiture: In rural areas, cuitivated
agriculture shall be preserved and; where
conditions ‘allow, expansion and intensification
should be supporied. Lands with both prime and
non-prime soils shall be reserved for agricultural
uses. :

Policy Consistency
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element Regional Consisfent -

The resuits of the Weighted Point System {WFS)
scores {with each fot scoring above the 60-point
threshold) indicafe fhat all of the newly created
parceis would be agricuffurally viable. The proposed
access roads, RDEs, and infrastrucfure would be
located in areas of the site which contain both prime
and non-prime soils. However, proposed access
roads and driveiways would foliow existing
agriculiural roads, and RDEs would nof be located in
areas which contain cultivated agriculture. Any future
widening of actess roads, or future development
onsite would be subject to applicable mitigation .
measures, The propused project improvements
would not resuit in a disruption of onsite agricuffursl
operations since future residential development on
tihie newly creatad parcels would be confined to RDEs
{77.3 acres), leaving approximately 3,856.4 acres of
tand {éxciuding access roads and drivevways)
avaitable for agriculfural uses {97% of the site}, The
existing agricultural uses on the subject parcel would
remain, and there would he adetuate area available
for the expansion and intensification of onsite
agricultural-uses on each of the newly created
parceis. In addition, based on compiiance with
existing zoning regulations and future Willfamson
Act coniracts on Lots 8 through 13, the project would
not convert agricuifural fand fo non-agricultural use,
Therefore, the project would be consistent with this
policy.

Policy LA: The integrity of agricultural operations
shalf not be viclated by recreational or other non-
compafible uses,

Consisfent

Future development within the RDEs wouid not
include recreatipnal or otlier non-compatible uses.
As described in impact AG-1, the project would not
significantly impair the long-term agricutturai
suitabilify and productivity-of the project site, based
on application of the County’s adopted weighted
point system and other site-speciilc considerations,
Further; as described in Impact AG-3, compiiance
with the County's Right-to-Farm Ordinance and
Uniform Rules would ensure that impacts related to
conflicts between residences and agricuffurai
operations remain less than significant. Therefore,
fhe project would be consistent with this policy.

Policy 1.00. The use of the Willamson Act {Agriculiural
Preserve Program} shall be strongly encouraged and
supported. The County shall also explore and support
other agricufiural land protection programs.

Consistent _

The project sile is curently under a Williamson Act
Contract. However, a request for non-renewal was
accepted by the Santa Barbara County Board of
Supervisors on November 1, 2006, and became effective
ort December 31, 2006, Theilliomsen-Acteentractor
thapropery-therefore-ends-on-December31,2015. The
Willilamson Act confract for the profect siie expired
on December 31, 2015, The applicant proposes naw
Williamson Act contracts for five of the 13 Tots (Lofs 9
through 13} prior to recordation of the proposed
subdivision map. For Lots 1 through 8, the future fot
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Table 4.2-8
Consisfency with Agriculiural Policies in the
Comprehensive Plan Agricultural Element and Land Use Element

Policy

Consisiency

owners would be responsible for determining whether to
enter info a Willlamson Act contract. Because the project
wouid not discourage enroliment in the Williamson Act,
the project would be consistent with ihis policy.

Policy 1L.D. Conversion of highly productive agricultural
lands whether urban or rural, shall be discouraged.
The County shall support programs which encourage
the retention of highly productive agriculiural jands.

Consistent

As described above, the project would not convert pime
agricuttural tand to non-agricuffural use based on the
WPS scores (wilh each Jof scoring above the B0-point
threshold). In addifion, based on compliance with existing
zoning regulations and futuye Willfamson Act contracts,
where applicable {as described below), the project would
not convert agicultural Iand fo non-agriculfural use.
Further, the potential conversion of grazing fand or ciop
{and to higher yield crops would notimpair agriculfural
fand productivity, and may actuaily increase productivity.
Therefore, the project would be consistent with this

policy.

Policy LA, Expansion of urban development info
active agriculiural areas outside of urban fimits is to be
discouraged, as fong as infill development is available

Consistent

The pmject site is lopated in g rural aréa. The proposed
subdivision and future residential development of the site
would not be considered an urban use. As defined.inthe
Land Use Elemeni, (residential} urban developmentis
defined as residential development at a density higher
than one unit per five gross acres. The project would
allow developrment of one un#t on each lot, and the lot
sizes range from 160 acres to 605 acres. Therefore, the
project would not introdues vrban development info an -
active agricultural area, consistent with this policy.

Lend Use Goal3-Agriculiure-in the-rutal areas;
enlfivated agrsulivre-ehall-be-presorved-andwhere
condiicrs-allows-sxpansion-and-inlensificalion-should
be-supporied:

Consistent
As-dessrbed-abovetheprojectwould not corvert
agredituraHland foner-agrsulituratuse-based-on-dhe
WES seares{with-eash-lebseodng-above the-60-palst
thresheld)-in-addition, based-en-complianeawih-axdsting
zeningreguiations-andfulure Willamsen-Astconlracls;
where-applicable-fas-desedbed-balow)-the prafechwauld
notsonveragrsulivralland fs nen-agrculiuraluse-The
srojectwould-allmwfor developmentof-enc-single-family
residense-op-each-prepesed-lotrelaining the-majordyaf
eachdetinagriouliure.Therefore, ihe prejoctwotld-ba
censislontwith-dhis-pellew

Agricuttural Commercial Designation: This category is
for commercially farmed, privately owned Jand located
within either Rural, innerRural, Existing Developed
Rural Neighborhoods or Urban Areas which meets the
following criteria:

1. Théland is subject fo a Williamsoen Act Contract,
including confracts that have been non-renewed
or,

2. Parcels fory (40} acres or greater, whether or not
currently being used for agriculiural purposes, but
otherwise eligible for Williamson Act Contract may
be included i they meet requirements of Uniform
Rute No.6.

This category includes eompatible land uses and fand

Consistent

The project site Is cufrently designated Agricultural
Commercial, and this designation would remain after
implementation of the project. As described above, the
project site was under a Williamson Act confract which
expired on December 31, 2015. The applicant proposes
new Willlamson Act eontracts for five of the 13 Iots (Lots
8 through 13} prior to recordation of the proposed
subdivision map. The remaining fofs would be ejigible for
Willlamson Act contract, and all 13 lofs would be greater
than 40 acres, The project would allow for the
development of ore single family residence on each jot.
According to the Uniform Rules, a single-family dwelling .
is a compatible use. Therefore, the project would be
consistent with the existing Comprehensive Plan

County of Sania Barbara
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Table 4.2-8
Consistency with Agricultural Policies in the
Comprehensive Plan Agriculfural Element and [Land Use Element

Policy Consistency

uses that are necessary and a part of the agriculiural designation of Agricuitural Commercial.
operations. All types of crops and livestock are -
included. Both “prime” and “non-prime” soifs (as
defined in the Willamson Act and the County's
Uniform Rule No.6j and inigated and non-inigated
fands are included. Parcels which are smaller than
forty {40) acres in size at the #ime of adoption of this
Element may be eligible for the AC designation if they
are “prime” or *super-prime” as defined by the County
Uniform Rules and are efigible for agriculiurat praserve
status. !

" Sowrce: Santa Barbara Counly, Planning and Development, republished May 2009.

The project sife is zoned AG-II-100 under the County’s LUDC. The intent of the AG-IT
zone is to preserve these lands for long-term agricultural use. The AG-II zone also
inchudes a minimum gross lot area designation that limits the subdivision potential of
land and in some cases affects the range of allowable land uses. The proposed new lots
wortld each retain the AG-II-100 zoning designation. Consistent with this zoning, each
lot would be greater than 100 actes it size. In addition, the AG-II zone allows for the
construzction of a one-family dwelling. Therefore, the subdivision of the project site and
future development within. the RDEs would not conflict with existing agrieudtural
zoning. In addition, as described under Discontinued Agricultural Use above, future
non-agricultural development would not be allowed in accordance with the zoning of
each lot (AG-TI-100).

o Viability of Confinued or Infensified Agriculturdal Operations. In February 2010, Rincont
Corporation performed a review of the property for the purpose of understanding the
viability of continued or intensified agricultural operations for the 13 proposed parcels
(Rincon Corporation, February 2010; refer to Appendix B). According to the report, Lots
1 through 8 provide sufficient plantable vineyard ground for a commercially viable
winery operation, or could provide commerdally viable prime farming. Parcels 9
through 13 are larger parcels, allowing for continued cattle grazing as well as prime
production of row crops, orchards, or vineysards. All 13 parcels could continue fo be
agriculturally viable, and may allow for intensification of agriculture,

o Conflicts with Williarson Act Contracts. The Williamson Act contract for the project site
expired on Decemiber 31, 2015. The applicant proposes new contracts for proposed Lots
8 through 13. For Lots 1 through 8, the future lot owmers would be responsible for
determining whether to enter into a Williamson Act contract. All 13 proposed lots were
reviewed on October 3, 2008 by the Agricultural Preserve Advisory Committee and
found to be consistent with the Uniform Rules. All proposed lots are therefore eligible
for agriculttral preserve contracts and the applicant has agreed, and will be requived as
a condition of project approval, to apply for the replacement contracts for Lots 9 through
13 prior to recordation of the proposed subdivision map. Foture lot owners of Lots 1
through 8 may also elect to enfer into a Williamson Act contract. Pursuzant to application
for replacement contracts, and compliance with the Uniform Ruleés (as discussed under
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