ATTACH

MENT 6

Policy Consistency Analysis

The table below revises the policy consistency &l presented in the Hoop Structures
Ordinance Amendment Final Environmental Impact Re(@€iR). The analysis is updated to be
consistent with the revisions to the Final EIR thist recommended by the Board of Supervisors.

Crop protection structures taller than 20 feet neqa permit. Therefore, policy consistency will

be analyzed on a case-by-case basis as part

oéfemdual project’s permit review.

Comprehensive Plan Policies

Consistency Analysis

Land Use Element (L UE)

LUE Land Use Development Policy #4: Prior to
issuance of a development permit, the County shake
the finding, based on information provided

environmental documents, staff analysis, and

applicant, that adequate public or private serviand
resources (i.e., water, sewer, roads, etc.) argablato
serve the proposed development. The applicant

assume full responsibility for costs incurred irrveee
extensions or improvements that are required assaltf
of the proposed project. Lack of available public
private services or resources shall be groundsiémial
of the project or reduction in the density othemn
indicated in the land use plan.

Consistent. The proposed Project would amend
LUDC to clarify that hoop structures and sha3
bgtructures (also known as crop protection strusjuoé

thRy size (in generd)that are 20 feet or less in heid
would be exempt from permits, and that permits wd
be required for structures that would be tallemti2®
shaédlt. The installation and use of crop protect
structures would not require additional public dvate
services and resources. These structures are ltyp
thstalled over agricultural lands that are already
cultivation and are adequately accessed by exis
I$ublic and private roads. As discussed in Sectidro#
the environmental impact report (EIR), irrigatiomter
demand is unlikely to increase. Finally, the us¢hee
agriculture support structures does not increase
demand for new farm employees and therefore w
not result in a need for new roads, additional dsiing
water, or sewer services.
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LUE Hillside and Water shed Protection Policy #2: All
development shall be designed to fit the site toaolgy,
soils, geology, hydrology, and any other exist
conditions and be oriented so that grading andratie
preparation is kept to an absolute minimum. Nat
features, landforms, and native vegetation, suctiezs,
shall be preserved to the maximum extent feasleas
of the site which are not suited to developmentbse of
known soil, geologic, flood, erosion or other hazashall
remain in open space.

LUE Hillside and Water shed Protection Policy #3: For

necessary grading operations on hillsides, the lssta

practical area of land shall be exposed at anytone
during development, and the length of exposurel $ieg|
kept to the shortest practicable amount of timee
clearing of land should be avoided during the winéény
season and all measures for removing sediments

Consistent. The intent of these policies is to addr
development of permanent structures that wouldired
rgjteration of the natural terrain, including grag
necessary to create a structural building pad.
ialoposed Project, would exempt the use of ¢
protection structures 20 feet or less in hei
Installation of crop protection structures wouldt
require grading or site preparation. Rather, th
structures are oriented to follow the direction tbé
furrows of the cultivated fields, which are typiya
oriented in a direction that would conserve agtigall
soils. Furthermore, installing hoop structures ahdde
structures over lands historically grazed or uricated
natural habitats would not require grading assedi
TWith the development of structures.
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As the proposed Project would not require gradm

t

arehte a structural building pad, measures to piteve

1 size limitations may apply within the CVC and Deohays.
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stabilizing slopes should be in place before thgirbeng
of the rainy season.

LUE Hillsde and Watershed Protection Policy #4:
Sediment basins (including debris basins, desil
basins, or silt traps) shall be installed on thejqut site in
conjunction with the initial grading operations g
maintained through the development process to ren
sediment from runoff waters. All sediment shall
retained on-site unless removed to an approp
dumping location.

LUE Hillsde and Watershed Protection Policy #5:
Temporary vegetation, seeding, mulching, or of
suitable stabilization methods shall be used tateotq
soils subject to erosion that have been distribaleting
grading or development. All cut and fill slopes Ishze
stabilized as rapidly as possible with plantingnetive
grasses and shrubs, appropriate non-native plantsith
accepted landscaping practices.

LUE Hillsde and Watershed Protection Policy #6:
Provisions shall be made to conduct surface wais
storm drains or suitable watercourses to prevesgien.
Drainage devices shall be designed to accommg
increased runoff resulting from modified soil andface
conditions as a result of development. Water rusbéll
be retained onsite whenever possible to facili
groundwater recharge.

1

noeduce the amount of rain (to varying degrees)ctlire
ndalling onto agricultural fields, which can redudse

riateain event.

runoff and sedimentation from a construction stgch
as sediment basins, timing of construction grag
activities, and temporary seeding or mulching wo

.not be required.
ing

In addition, hoop structures and shade structui@ddy

beemount of sediment leaving any cultivated fieldidgn

However, hoop structures could generate concent
runoff from the impermeable plastic membranes du
hieeavy rain events potentially increasing the amanin
water, sediment, or pollutants leaving the agricalt
site. As discussed in detail in Section 4.4 ofEhR, the
State Water Quality Control Board's Central Co
Region Order No. R3-2017-0002 (Ag Order 3
addresses these issues by requiring farm opersid
manage runoff and water quality from cultivateddge
and therefore, reduce the amount of sedimen
rp{)llutants that could leave the site during raiergs.
Ag Order 3.0 includes direction to use, for exampl
qv riety of water quality protective measures tovpra
@gsion, reduce storm water runoff quantity 3
agxisting, naturally occurring riparian vegetativever,

?nong others. Shade structures, with their perree
membranes would not generate as much runoff as
rain would percolate through the cloth dependingt®
permeability; however, farm operators utilizing dé
structures must also manage runoff and water guali
compliance with Ag Order 3.0, as do farm operal
that do not employ any crop protection structures.

Hillsde and Watershed Protection Policy #9: Where
agricultural development and/or agricultu
improvements will involve the construction of see
roads and the clearance of natural vegetation ricnasd
and vineyard development and/or improvements
slopes of 30 percent or greater, cover croppingroy

other comparable means of soil protection, whichy mpermit would be required and conditions of apprd

include alternative irrigation techniques, shallutiéized
to minimize erosion until orchards and vineyarde
mature enough to form a vegetative canopy over
exposed earth, or as recommended by the CountycH
Works Department.

Consistent. The proposed Project would allow the
and installation of crop protection structures 26tfor
less in height without a permdver agricultural land
that are already in cultivation. Should crop prtitec
stiuctures be proposed on non-historically culéds
lands or on lands with slopes steeper than 209

applied to minimize erosion and protect the s
aconsistent with the requirements of Hillside

Weatershed Protection Policy #9. In any event, f
ufpberators must comply with Ag Order 3.0 to minim
the movement of soil sediments from cultivatedssita
addition, the County Grading Code requires
agricultural erosion control permit for the constian
of certain agricultural roads pursuant to SectidrBlof

protect the soils.

velocity, hold fine particles in place, and maintai
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the Grading Code in order to minimize erosion @nd
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LUE Hillsde and Watershed Protection Policy #7:
Degradation of the water quality of groundwateribss
nearby streams, or wetlands shall not result f
development of the site. Pollutants, such as clemi
fuels, lubricants, raw sewage, and other harmfusteyd
shall not be discharged into or alongside coastahms
or wetlands either during or after construction.

LUE Streams and Creeks Policy #1: All permitted
construction and grading within stream corridoralishe
carried out in such a manner as to minimize imp#ots
increased runoff, sedimentation, biochemical deafiad,
or thermal pollution.

Consistent. As mitigated by MM-BIO-3, as revised K
the Board of Supervisors (Revision Document RV

cinclude standards that require crop protectioncttines
1 to be setback from streams and creeks at leastéi0
This allows for the infiltration of some storm wat
runoff before it reaches a creek. As discussed @bod
in Section 4.4 of the EIR, farm operators must &
comply with Ag Order 3.0 to reduce the rate of fld
quantity, and quality of storm water runoff leaviag
site. Combined, these standards would mini
impacts to water quality and hydrology of stre
associated with the use of hoop structures.

LUE Flood Hazard Area Policy #1: All development,
including construction, excavation, and gradingcegt
for flood control projects and non-structural agtiaral
uses, shall be prohibited in the floodway unlest
setting improvements in accordance with H
regulations are provided. If the proposed develapn
falls within the floodway fringe, development mag
permitted, provided creek setback requirementsnage
and finish floor elevations are above the project66-
year flood elevation, as specified in the FloodiP
Management Ordinance.

LUE Flood Hazard Area Policy #2: Permitted
development shall not cause or contribute to fl
hazards or lead to expenditure of public fundsffood
control works, i.e., dams, stream channelizatiosts,

Consistent. The proposed Project does not include
development, grading, or construction of perma
structures that could affect the floodway or
ofloodway fringe (also known as the floodplain,
UBpecial Flood Hazard Area). However, cultiv
nagriculture and the use of crop protection strued
bmay occur anywhere within the floodway or floodw
fringe. As discussed in detail in the EIR Revis

e

ajjed

y
01,
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Document RV 01 dated March 12, 2019, the Col
aFlood Control District has determined that c
protection structures would not be inconsistenhlite

c

)%gnveyance capacities of the floodway are affebte
many other variables that far exceed the de min
encroachment of the crop protection structures I

sufficient energy to tear down crop protection cties

that crop protection structures would not ca
problems greater than the natural loading of tr
buildings, cars, and other debris that would beiedi
by such a flood.

nty
op

Floodplain Management Ordinance, Chapter 15A ofjthe
unty Code, and would not impede flood waters.

mis
eta

frame. A major flooding event that would haye

and carry them downstream would be of such capacity

lse
2es,

LUE Visual Resources Policy #2: In areas designated
rural on the land use plan maps, the height, seaid,
design of structures shall be compatible with theracter
of the surrounding natural environment, except wli
technical requirements dictate otherwise. Struststeall
be subordinate in appearance to natural landfostmal]
be designed to follow the natural contours of
landscape; and shall be sited so as not to intintdethe
skyline as seen from public viewing places.

h€onsistent. The proposed Project would exempt ¢
protection structures of any size (in general) Hrat20
feet or less in height and require permits foreta
gtructures. At 20 feet or less, the height of extecnpp
protection structures would be, in general, sulnaid
to landforms, would not intrude into the skylinendd
tiveould follow the natural contours of the land, &g
furrows of cultivated fields typically follow theatural
contours. Agricultural requirements dictate thagst
structures may be installed for several monthetesal
years and may cover many acres of a farm at any
time because they are used to provide protectiah
enhance the production of agricultural cro

one
an

Depending on crop type and agricultural practitks,
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membranes covering the frames may be tempor,

structures during certain times of the crop’s gtoand
production cycle.

Mitigation measure MM-VIS-1, as revised by Revis

minimize effects
structures as seen from public roadways or othest

of public use. This measure would limit the exeimp
for the use of crop protection structures to 4,8Q0are
feet per lot located within the Santa Ynez Val
Community Plan area Design Control Overlay on

that can be viewed from public roads or from arefa
public use. If larger, a permit would be requirted
allow the use. The Critical Viewshed Corridor Qagr
includes the same size limit/permit threshold.

In addition, as revised by the Board of Supervistirs
ordinance amendment would limit the exemption
crop protection structures to slopes averaging 209
less. By limiting the exemption, visual resoureesild
be better protected on hillsides, consistent whk
requirements of this policy, while requiring a pérfar
crop protection structures on slopes greater ttG¥
would allow consistency with this policy to
addressed on a site and project specific basis.

removed or rolled back reducing the visibility dfet
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Document RV 01, dated March 12, 2019, would further
resulting from crop protectipn
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Agricultural Element

GOAL I: The County shall ensure and enhance
continuation of agriculture as a major viable prctthn
industry in the County. Agriculture shall be encaged.
Where conditions allow (taking into acco\
environmental impacts) expansion and intensifica
shall be supported.

Policy I.B: The County shall recognize the rights
operation, freedom of choice as to the methodq
cultivation, choice of crops or types of livestocttation
of crops and all other functions within the traofital
scope of agricultural management decisions. Thigbésr
and freedoms shall be conducted in a manner wlsg
consistent with: (1) sound agricultural practicédsatd
promote the long-term viability of agriculture a
(2) applicable resource protection policies
regulations.

I.E. The County shall

[«

Policy recognize that t

generation of noise, smoke, odor, and dust is aralat In addition, the use of crop protection structunesy

consequence of the normal agricultural practicesiged
that agriculturalists exercise reasonable meastioe
minimize such effects.

a

t@mnsistent. The proposed Project would support
continuation of agriculture as a major viable prctéhn

npermit regulations for crop protection structuresd
isupport expansion and intensification taking
account environmental impacts. As mitigated in
0EIR, the Project would accomplish this by speclfica
oving
exemption, where no such allowance currently ex
exempting from permits the installation and uséhete
structures if 20 feet or less in height and meettiger
exemption criteria. Should crop protection struetube
hj N
proposed on lands that are not already historig
1%ultivated, a permit would be required. As discdsise
Ohapter 2.0 and Section 4.3 of the EIR, hoop girest
nd shade structures are especially effective
important tools that allow the production of highlue
herops such as raspberries, blackberries, and bituebg

minimize effects on adjacent properties such asksin

agricultural practices. Goal Il, as supported

Policy 1.G: Sustainable agricultural practices

Ifowing crop protection structures with a permit

sodor, and dust that are natural consequences afaigr

he

industry in the County because it would clarify the
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Dﬁ\gricultural Element Policies II.A through I11.D,
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agriculturally designated land should be encouraige
order to preserve the long-term health and viahdftthe
soil.

GOAL Il: Agricultural lands shall be protected fro
adverse urban influence.

Palicy I1.D: Conversion of highly productive agricultur
lands whether urban or rural, shall be discouragéduk
County shall support programs which encourage
retention of highly productive agricultural lands.

Policy 111.B. It is a County priority to retain blocks (
productive agriculture within Urban Areas whe
reasonable, to continue to explore programs to iy
that use, and to recognize the importance of thectibes
of the County’s Right-to-Farm Ordinance.

dfocused on protecting agricultural land from urh
influences such as flooding and silting from urk
development; vandalism, trespass, thievery,
ngoaming dogs; and the expansion of urban spherg
influence onto agricultural lands by the Local Aggmn
Formation Commission. No such urban influenges
alvould result from this Project and the policies aot
applicable. Thus, allowing the use of these stmast
tbeuld reduce the potential to convert highly prdoec
agricultural lands in both Urban and Rural Areakicl
fin turn encourages the retention of such lands.

réhe permit exemption allows flexibility for the faer
go make decisions regarding the choice of cropdase
economic, market, and other factors, while beirlg &b
respond quickly to a need to install and removesdhe
structures. The non-permanent nature of thesetstasg
allows a farmer to remove the structures to preflaee
fields to rotate in a different crop to maintaire thealth
and viability of the soil and allow their use as
integral part of crop production, and to relocatel
reuse them on other agricultural fields.
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Conservation Element

The Conservation Element contains
systems, mineral resources, agricultural resou
historic sites, archaeological sites, and consemvaind

energy.

numerp@onsistent. The proposed Project would conse
recommendations addressing water resources, ecaloggricultural resources by clarifying that crop euion

ve

cssuctures of any size (in general) that are 20deéess

in height are exempt from permits, allowing farmts
continue employing these agricultural structures
support active farming operations. The use of ¢
protection structures, which can be installed, resdo
and relocated over cultivated agricultural landseula
have no effect on water resources, mineral resey
historic sites, archaeological sites, or energy
because these structures are employed on culti
agricultural lands, and use of electricity or otHevices
requiring the use of energy sources is not allo
within these structures.
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As discussed in more detail in Section 4.4 of thie, B
the Project would not directly result in any ng¢w
groundwater wells, nor would it result in additibna
groundwater extraction, nor would the Project resu
any permanent impervious surfaces and even witlp oo
structures, precipitation would have the opporiumit
infiltrate across a farm field between each hoop.1
The area under hoop structures would still recg
groundwater recharge, but through more concentr
points of infiltration.

0
rive
ated

Conservation of ecological (i.e., biological) resms is

addressed by incorporating feasible mitigatjon
measures MM-BIO-1, as revised by the Boardﬂ of
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Supervisors (Revision Document RV 01, dated M3
12, 2019), and MM-BIO-3, as revised by the Board
Supervisors (Revision Document RV 01, dated Mg
12, 2019), into the ordinance amendment. Th

and requiring a permit for crop protection struetuif
proposed on lands that have not been historig
intensively cultivated.

rch
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include setback requirements from streams and sr¢ek

ally

Energy Element

The Energy Element provides a variety to goals

policies to improve energy efficiency, reduce netia on

fossil fuels, and reduce air emissions throughréetaof
actions.

use of electricity or other mechanical equipmeratt
would require the use of fossil fuels. Rather c
protection structures allow a farmer to harness
energy of the sun and by manually adjusting
impermeable or permeable membranes, to

advantage of passive heating and cooling to op#n
growing conditions while protecting the crop frd
frosts, freezes, wind, and extreme heat due taabkr
climatic conditions. Thus, the proposed Project hd
not result in any reliance on fossil fuels.

aBGdnsistent. The proposed Project would not allow the
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Environmental Resour ces Management Element

ERME is a compendium and synthesis of the Seis
Safety and Safety, Conservation, Open Space, agwi§

environmentatructures: movable agricultural structures thaé
such as p
agricultural lands, steep slopes, biological hakitzas,

Highways Elements and identifies
constraints on urban development,

floodplains and floodways, and geologic hazards.

ndonsistent. The proposed Project specifically clarifi
cthe use of and permit requirements for crop praiadg

rilecady being employed on agricultural lands. G
protection structures are installed over cultiva
agricultural lands, whether prime soils or notptotect
and enhance production of specialty agriculturapsr
The Project would not result in urban developmartt
would promote the continuation of agriculture ag
viable and important contributor to the Count
economy.
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Open Space Element

The Open Space Element addresses open space fir

health and safety, the managed production of ressu

rzoned for agriculture, most of which are locatethimi

pdnsistent. The proposed Project is located on lands

including agriculture, outdoor recreation and fhee Rural Areas of the County, which suppprt
preservation of natural resources. substantial open space areas. The Project woulgbsp
the continuation of agriculture as a viable ecormousie
without affecting public health and safety or owtdp
recreation.
Scenic Highways Element
The Scenic Highways Element contains seve@bnsistent. Three designated Scenic Highways traverse
preservation measures for scenic highways and fhbe rural areas of the County: U.S. Highway (US) 10

designation to assist in preserving and enhancieg

most scenic areas along designated roadways wtitlei

from the City of Goleta to the junction with St®Reute

n(SR) 1, SR 1 from its junction with US 101 to thityG
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County. The preservation measures within this Eten
include the regulation of land use to ensure
development in the scenic corridor will not cortfligith
the scenic objectives, a requirement for developn
plans for urban areas within the scenic corridong
overlays in rural areas, control of outdoor adgart,
regulation of grading and landscaping, and desifn
structures and equipment.

hef Lompoc, and SR 154. As discussed in Section

views of a rural agricultural landscape and opeaceq
n@n the South Coast, a Critical Viewshed Corri
a(CVC) Overlay applies to highly visible areas n&8

Rroject would limit the exemption for the use obg
protection structures within the CVC Overlay
4,000 square feet per lot to be consistent witts
overlay, and otherwise require a permit. Howe
larger crop protection structures would also bengpts

public viewing areas.

In addition, mitigation measure MM-VIS-1, as rewlg
by Revision Document RV 01, dated March 12, 20
would further minimize effects resulting from cr
protection structures as seen from public roadway
other areas of public use. This measure would lihet
exemption for the use of crop protection structue
4,000 square feet per lot located within the Safrtaz
Valley Community Plan area Design Control Over
on lots that can be viewed from public roads onfi
areas of public use. If larger, a permit would
required to allow the use, unless the crop praiad

public viewing areas. The Critical Viewshed Corrig
Overlay includes the same size limit/permit thrégho

The proposed Project would exempt crop protec
structures of any size (in general) that are 20deéess
in height and require permits for taller structur&s20
feet or less, the height of exempt crop protec
structures would be, in general, subordinate

would follow the natural contours of the land, ag
furrows of cultivated fields typically follow theatural
contours. Agricultural requirements dictate thagst
structures may be installed for several monthetesal
years and may cover many acres of a farm at any
time because they are used to provide protectiah
enhance the production of agricultural cro
Depending on crop type and agricultural practithks,
membranes covering the frames may be tempor,
removed or rolled back reducing the visibility dfet
structures during certain times of the crop’s gtoand
production cycle as viewed from Scenic Highways.

Rdisual Resources, these highways provide high-guali

structures would not be visible from public roads a

4.2

lor

101 within the Gaviota Coast Plan area. The prappse

to
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if they would not be visible from public roads anhd
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landforms, would not intrude into the skyline, and
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Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan

Policy EGV-6.2: Local cultivation of edible product
should be encouraged consistent with County codes.

continuation of agriculture as a major viable prctéhn

sConsistent. The proposed Project would support the

Policy LUA-EGV-1.1: Agricultural resources

industry in the County because it clarifies thenpief
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agricultural land uses and operations, and distiad

urban and rural agricultural characteristics shiad
preserved to the greatest extent feasible.

tregulations for crop protection structures, andvedl
the installation and use of these support strusturfe
any size (in general) without a permit if 20 feetl@ss
in height and meeting other exemption criteria.
discussed in Chapter 2.0 of the EIR, hoop and s
structures are valuable tools that allow the préidag

and blueberries. The permit exemption allg
flexibility for the farmer to make decisions on t
choice of crop based on economic, market, and ¢
factors while being able to respond quickly as
whether to install and remove these crop proteg
structures. The nature of these structures allow
farmer to remove the structures to prepare thediéd

viability of the soil and allow their use as aneigtal
part of crop production.

of high value crops such as raspberries, blackdxeiri

rotate in a different crop to maintain the healtid §

As
nade

WS
he
ther
to
tion
S a

OBJECTIVE RRC-EGV-1. Maximize solid waste

diversion and minimize solid waste generation.

Policy RRC-EGV-1.1: Opportunities for
recovery and landfill solid waste diversion shak
provided.

resourci

EIR, the materials used in crop protection striesgiare
recyclable, consisting of a steel frame and a iola
bmembrane cover. Steel is readily recyclable. Thstj
materials are also recyclable; however, whether

plastics are recycled once their usefulness hasheek

(D

market for plastics. The major barrier to agricraty
plastics recycling is the lack of a consistent ofiag
market for the plastics. Every effort continuesdoycle
plastics from current agricultural operations ahdse
efforts would continue into the future; no mg
effective measures have been identified.

an end (typically three years) depends on the tiecy¢

Consistent. As discussed in detail in Section 4.5 of {he

st

the

re

OBJECTIVE HYD-EGV-1: Minimize pollution of
streams, sloughs, drainage channels, groundwaséns)

estuaries, the ocean and areas adjacent to suehswat
Policy HYD-EGV-1.1:

intertidal areas, shall be eliminated or minimized.

Introduction of contaminate
urban and agricultural runoff into all coastal waté
including sloughs, rivers, streams, coastal wesaadd

Consistent. As mitigated (MM-BIO-3), the propose
aProject would include standards that require ¢
protection structures to be setback from streants
dcreeks at least 50 feet in Urban Areas, Inner R
'Areas, and EDRNSs, and 100 feet in Rural Areas. ]
allows for the infiltration of some storm water afh
before it reaches a creek. As discussed above ra
Section 4.4 of the EIR, farm operators must 4
comply with Ag Order 3.0 to reduce the rate of fld
quantity, and quality of storm water runoff leaviag
site. Combined, these standards would mini

associated with the use of hoop structures.

ize
impacts to water quality and hydrology of streﬂ‘ms

d
rop
an

ural
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W

OBJECTIVE HYD-EGV-2: Minimize potential flood

hazards.

Policy HYD-EGV-2.1: Adequate setbacks
floodways and flood hazards shall be required.

Policy HYD-EGV-2.2: Setbacks of a minimum of 5
feet from top of bank but adjusted upward as neddd

fro My

Consistent. The proposed Project does not include
development, grading, or construction of perma
structures that could impact the floodway or
loodway fringe (also known as the floodplain,
Special
Oagricultural and use of crop protection structunesy
doccur anywhere within the floodway or floodw

the
ent
he
or

Flood Hazard Area). However, -cultivajed

Ly
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adequately protect life and property from potentiabd
hazards shall be required as determined by CouotydH
Control.

fringe. As discussed in detail in the EIR Revis
Document RV 01, dated March 12, 2019, the Col

on
nty

Flood Control District has determined that c
protection structures would not be inconsistenhilite

Conveyance capacities of the floodway are affebtg
many other variables that far exceed the de min
encroachment of the crop protection structures Inj

sufficient energy to tear down crop protection ctures

that crop protection structures would not ca
problems greater than the natural loading of tr
buildings, cars, and other debris that would beiedi

minimum setbacks from streams and creeks of 50
to protect riparian biological resources. This aeky
would also ensure consistency with Policy HYD-EQ
2.2 requirements.

by such a flood. In addition, MM-BIO-3 requirgs

op

Floodplain Management Ordinance, Chapter 15A of|the
County Code, and would not impede flood watérs.

mis
eta

frame. A major flooding event that would haye

and carry them downstream would be of such capacity

lise
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feet
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Policy ECO-EGV-3.1: Habitats that shall be preserv
and enhanced include, but are not limited to:

Creeks, streams, and waterways, and fish passag
Wetlands and vernal pools

Riparian vegetation

Wildlife corridors between habitat areas
Roosting, nesting, and foraging habitat for b
species
Nesting and foraging habitat for subterranean gse

Policy ECO-EGV-3.3: In rural areas and where maj
wildlife corridors are present in urban areas, ttgwaent
shall not interrupt major wildlife travel corridossithin
Eastern Goleta Valley. Typical wildlife corridorgeg
provided by drainage courses and similar undevelg
natural areas.

Policy ECO-EGV-5.4: ESH and RC Habitat Type
Specific biological resources and habitats shall
considered environmentally sensitive.

1. ESH Habitat Typedn the Urban, Inner-Rural, EDRN
and Mountainous Areas ...

Riparian woodlands and riparian corridors
Monarch butterfly roosts

Sensitive native flora

Coastal sage scrub

Chaparral where it supports rare or vulnerablevag
vegetation alliances and/or sensitive native p
and/or animal species

eonsistent. In order for crop protection structures to
considered exempt from permits, crop protect
structures must be consistent with the Compreher
®Plan. The proposed Project is located on landsd
for agriculture, most of which are located withimet
Rural Area. However, Eastern Goleta Valley 4

idrban Area: the San Marcos Agricultural Area anel

South Patterson Agricultural Area. These lands H
Cbeen historically cultivated for decades and supfeay
of! . .
streams; therefore, native habitats would not fectdd
by the Project.

MM-BIO-3 identified in Section 4.6 of the EIR and
pevised by the Board of Supervisors (Revis
Document RV 01, dated March 12, 2019), requires
Lincorporation of creek setbacks
i g1endment (50 feet), which meet the requirement
these policies. In summary, the proposed Projex
mitigated, would be consistent with these policéthe
SEastern Goleta Valley Community Plan aimed at
protection of biological resources.

ant

Oak woodlands

be

ion
siv
ne

Iso

supports two blocks of productive farmland in the

th
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ative habitats with the exception of creeks @nd
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e Native grasslands
Wetlands

e  Critical wildlife habitat
»  Wildlife corridors

2. RC Habitat TypesOn lands designated Agriculture
the Rural Area ...

* Riparian woodlands and riparian corridors

Policy ECO-EGV-5.5: Minimum Buffer Areas for ESH
The minimum buffer strip and setbacks from streamd
creeks for development and activities within theHH|
overlay that are regulated by the County Zon
Ordinances shall be as follows, except on par
designated for agriculture in rural areas whereicyd
ECO-EGV-5.6 shall apply:

e ESH areas within the Urban Area and EDRNS:

minimum setback of 50 feet from either side of t
of-bank of creeks or existing edge of ripar
vegetation, whichever is further

Policy ECO-GV-5.6: Minimum Buffer Areas for RC:
The minimum buffer strip and setback from streamd
creeks for development and activity within the |
Overlay that are regulated by the County Zon
Ordinances shall be as follows: ... a minimum sethzfc
25 feet from the top of the bank or the edge oftaxg
riparian vegetation, whichever is further, minimgi
ground disturbance and vegetation removal,

prohibiting development of buildings within 50 feet
the top of bank or the edge of existing ripariagetation.

Policy ECO-EGV-6.1: Native woodlands, nativ
grasslands, and coastal sage scrub shall be pedsand
protected as viable and contiguous habitat areas.

DevStd ECO-EGV-6B: Native Woodland Buffer Areas:

Within urban areas and existing developed r
neighborhoods, native woodlands shall be presebye
providing a minimum 25-foot buffer around t
respective habitat area.

DevStd ECO-EGV-6C: Native Grassland and Coas
Sage Scrub Buffer Areas: Native grasslands andtao
sage scrub shall be preserved by providing a mimin
25-foot buffer vegetated with native species.

Policy ECO-EGV-6.4: Natural stream channels a
conditions shall be maintained in an undisturbexdesin
order to protect banks from erosion, enhance \&d
passageways, and provide natural greenbelts.

DevStd ECO-EGV-6l: No structures shall be locatg
within a riparian corridor.
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Policy HA-EGV-1.3: To the greatest extent feasib
significant historic and/or cultural landscapes lishue
preserved, including those emblematic of Naf
American tribes, early pioneers, ranch and aguicalt
operations, and the development of the communigr
the long term.

eConsistent. As discussed in Section 7.4.2 of the E
the proposed Project would not have significaneaf
ivan cultural resources. Pursuant to Public Resol

DYAmericans, listed by the Native American Heritg
Commission as requesting such notice, regarding
proposed Project and the commencement
environmental review. The County received
response from any of the notified individuals retlijag
any potential for the project to impact cultu

consistent with this policy.

R,

rces

Code (PRC) 21080.3.1, the County notified Natjve

ge
the
of
no

al

resources. Therefore, the proposed Project would be

OBJECTIVE HA-EGV-2: Protect and presery
significant tribal cultural resources in the Plaaaa

Policy HA-EGV-2.1: Significant tribal cultural resource

of concern to the Chumash Indians should be prxdedc

and preserved to the maximum extent feasible.

eConsistent. As discussed in Section 7.4.2 of the E
the proposed Project would not have significaneaff
on cultural resources. Pursuant to PRC 21080.8¢el

ounty notified Native Americans, listed by the Mat
merican Heritage Commission as requesting
notice, regarding the proposed Project and
commencement of environmental review. The Coy
received no response from any of the notif
individuals regarding any potential for the Projéat
impact cultural resources. Therefore, the propdg
Project would be consistent with these policies.

q

Ry
t
uch
the
nty
ed

sed

Policy VISEGV-1.1: Development should minimiz
impacts to open space views as seen from publias/
and scenic local routes and avoid impairment
significant visual resources.

Policy VIS EGV-1.2: Public Vistas and Scenic Local
Routes: Prominent views to and from the followir
Public Vistas and along and through Scenic LocaltBs
shall be preserved and enhanced:

Santa Ynez Mountains and rural foothills
Undeveloped skyline

Coastal resources, including sloughs, beac
wetlands, bluffs, mesas, the Santa Barbara Chg
and islands

Open space, or other natural area

Natural watershed resources, such as creek/rip
corridors, wetlands, vernal pools, habitat aretts, e
Rural agricultural and mountainous areas

Policy VISSEEGV-1.10: In hillside areas, structures sh
avoid the use of highly reflective materials, ordited to
minimize visible glare, with the exception of sofzanel
installations.

igrotection structures of any size (in general) the
PO feet or less in height and require permits &dlet
structures. At 20 feet or less, the height of exeonpp
protection structures would be, in general, sulnaid
to landforms, would not intrude into the skylinendd
ould follow the natural contours of the land, &g
furrows of cultivated fields typically follow theatural
contours. These structures may be installed foersd
months to several years and may cover many acras
farm at any one time because they are used toqw
heeotection and enhance the production of agricalt
rfifeps. Depending on crop type and agricul

temporarily removed or rolled back reducing
L Nigibility of the structures during certain time$ the
crop’s growth and production cycle.

t
practices, the membranes covering the frames mJJy be

eConsistent. The proposed Project would exempt cfiop

of
Vi
ur
ral

he

Gaviota Coast Plan

Policy NS-1: Watershed Planning. Planning efforts

Consistent. The proposed Project is located on la

nds

associated with long-term plans, programs, andepts

zoned Agricultural 1l (AG-1l), which covers
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shall be considered in light of the conditions afd in
context with, the local watershed. Where feasi
watershed health shall be enhanced thrg
implementation of these planning efforts.

Policy NS-4: ESH Criteria and Habitat Types. ...

Policy NS-6: Wildlife Corridors. Development shal
avoid to the maximum extent feasible and othery
minimize disruption of identified wildlife travelocridors.

Policy NS-7: Riparian Vegetation. Riparian vegetation

shall be protected to the maximum extent feasible
Specific biological habitats are
environmentally sensitive ... The list includes, Bihot
limited to:

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7
8)

Policy NS-9: Natural Stream Channels. With the
exception of local, state, or federal resource agg
permitted activities, natural stream channels
conditions shall be maintained in an undisturbedesto
the maximum extent feasible in order to protectkisg
from erosion, enhance wildlife passageways, andgigeq
natural greenbelts.

Dev Std NS-2: ESH Setbacks and Buffers. (INLAND)

Mapped riparian ESH-GAV overlay areas shall hayv
development area setback buffer of 100 feet from
edge of either side of the top-of-bank of creeksthar
existing edge of riparian vegetation, whicheveiuisher.

Development within other ESH areas shall be requios
include setbacks or undeveloped buffer zones fitoesd
areas as part of the proposed development.

Native Forests and Woodlands
Rare Native Chaparral and Coastal Scrub Habitat]
Rare Native Grassland and Herbaceous Vegetati
Coastal Wetlands

Marine mammal haulouts

Monarch butterfly habitat

Raptor nesting and breeding areas

Special status species habitats

considere,

significant area of the Inland Gaviota Coast Pleaag
blEhe Project, as mitigated by MM-BIO-1, would lin
utiie exemption for crop protection structures
agricultural lands that have been historically msigely
cultivated, which would protect the environmentg
sensitive habitats identified by the Gaviota Cdalsin
| natural resources stewardship policies.
vikecations, a permit would be required for n
cultivation employing crop protection structuredieh
would allow policy consistency to be determinedea
site-specific, case-by-case basis. With MM-BIO-3,
revised by the Board of Supervisors (Revis

would protect watersheds, wildlife corridors, rijsar
habitat, and natural stream channels through
inclusion of a 50-foot setback of crop protect
sstructures in Rural Areas from streams and cre

ocument RV 01, dated March 12, 2019), the Prqj

it
to

y

In other

W

n
a

on
ect

the
on
eks.

pidowever, pursuant to LUDC Subsection 35.20.02(.C,

any land use and structure, including any exempp
protection structures, must comply with applica
Comprehensive Plan policies and developn
standards, including community plan developm
standards such as Dev Std NS-2.

2N
and

—

Cr
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ent
ent

Policy CS-1: Cultural Resources Preservation &
Protection. Preserve and protect significant cultur
archaeological and historical resources to the mami
extent feasible.

Policy CS-2: Properties of Concern. Significant cultural
resources including historic structures, Rural éfist

Landscapes, archaeological sites, Traditional Cailfu

Properties, and Tribal Cultural Resources shall
protected and preserved to the maximum extentifleasi

Consistent. As discussed in Section 7.4.2 of the E
athe proposed Project would not have significaneetff
on cultural resources. Pursuant to PRC 21080.8el
County notified Native Americans, listed by the Nat|
American Heritage Commission as requesting 9
notice, regarding the proposed Project and
commencement of environmental review. The Col
eeceived no response from any of the notif
mdividuals regarding any potential for the Projéct
impact cultural resources. Therefore, the propg
Project would be consistent with these policies.

R,
t
uch
the
nty
ed

sed

Policy AG-1.A: Protect and Support Agricultural

Consistent. The proposed Project would support the
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Land Use. Land designated for agriculture shall
preserved and protected for agricultural use; tivegrity
of agricultural operations shall not be violated rtoyn-
compatible uses.

Policy AG-1.E: Rights of Operation. The County shal
recognize the rights of operation, freedom of caais to
the methods of cultivation, choice of crops or typd
livestock, rotation of crops and all other funcsamithin
the traditional scope of agricultural

decisions. These rights and freedoms shall be cedl

in a manner that is consistent with: (1) soundcadgural
practices that promote the long-term viability
agriculture and (2) applicable resource protecgiolicies
and regulations.

Policy AG-1.B: Long-Term Agricultural Production.
To the extent feasible, the County shall
agricultural land, continued agricultural uses athe
agricultural economy by sustaining agricultu

production and discouraging conversions or others(

that are
production.

Policy AG-1K: Sustainable Agricultural Practices.
Sustainable agricultural
designated land should be encouraged in orderetsepre
the long-term health and viability of the soil.

incompatible with long-term agricultu

managem Boduction of high value crops such as raspberf

prot

practices on agricultyrall

beontinuation of agriculture because the Project ld/q
clarify the permit regulations for crop protecti
structures. As mitigated in the EIR, the Projectuldg
accomplish this by providing an exemption frg
permits for the installation and use of crop protec
structures 20 feet or less in height and meetirgrg
exemption criteria. As discussed in Chapter 2.0
Section 4.3 of the EIR, crop protection structuaes
especially effective and important tools that alltve

)

blackberries, and blueberries.

ofhe permit exemption allows flexibility for the faer
to make decisions on the choice of crop based
economic, market, and other factors while being &b
respond to a need to install and remove thesetstas
eTpe non-permanent nature of these structures ali
farmer to remove the structures to prepare thedied

viability of the soil and allow their use as aneigtal
art of crop production, and to relocate and rebeen
n other agricultural fields.

r{j{f)tate in a different crop to maintain the healtid &

m

—

and

es,

on

WS

Policy VIS-1: Visual Compatibility. The height, scale
and design of structures shall be compatible with
character of the surrounding natural and agricalt
environment.

Policy VIS-2: Visually Subordinate Development.
Development shall be visually subordinate to thiunrad
and agricultural environment as seen from publ@wing
places. Visual subordinance shall be achieved girg
adherence to the Site Design Hierarchy and De
Guidelines. *“Visually subordinate” is defined

development that is partially visible but not doah or
disruptive in relation to the surrounding landscagsg
viewed from a public viewing place.

Policy VIS3: Skyline Intrusion. Where feasible
development shall be sited so as not to intrude ihe
skyline as seen from public viewing places.

Policy VIS-5: Lighting. The night sky and surroundin
land uses shall be protected from excessive
unnecessary light associated with development.

Policy VI1S-12: Critical Viewshed Corridor. Protection
of the ocean and mountain views of the Gaviota C
from Highway 101 is critically important. Therefora
Critical Viewshed Corridor Overlay, providing mo

, Consistent. The proposed Project would exempt ¢
tprotection structures of any size (in general) trat20
ufeet or less in height within the Inland Area of
Gaviota Coast, and require permits for taller stres.
Lands located nearest to US 101 are located i€the
Overlay. The proposed Project would limit t
exemption for the use of crop protection structy
within the CVC Overlay to 4,000 square feet pertto
e consistent with this overlay, and otherwise @
N quire a permit. However, larger crop protect
Rtructures would also be exempt if they would net
visible from public roads and public viewing arefs
order for crop protection structures to be consdg
exempt from permits, crop protection structurestrbeg
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. Theref
crop protection structures that would be locatethiwi
the CVC Overlay must follow the Site Desi
Hierarchy and Design Guidelines to be consisteri

g?]%ncy VIS-13.

At 20 feet or less, the height of exempt crop pide
structures would be, in general, subordinate

e

PRduld follow the natural contours of the land, as
furrows of cultivated fields typically follow theatural
[Contours. Agricultural requirements dictate thabpc

op

res

ul
on

-

pre,

jn
i

to

landforms, would not intrude into the skyline, and

[
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protective viewshed policies for development pesn

within the overlay, is designated for the Gaviotza&.

Policy VI1S-13: Development Visbility. Development
within the Critical Viewshed Corridor shall be sened
to the maximum extent feasible as seen from High
101. Screening shall be achieved through adherem

the Site Design Hierarchy and Design Guidelines.

niprotection structures may be installed for sev

W,

L

months to several years and may cover many acras
farm at any one time because they are used toqw
protection and enhance the production of agrical]
crops. Depending on crop
glyactices, the membranes covering the frames ma
emporarily removed or rolled back, reducing
visibility of the structures during certain time$ the
crop’s growth and production cycle. Lighting is 1
allowed in crop protection structures, and themfdne
project would be consistent with policies protegtthe
night sky from excessive light.

Policy VIS-6: Design Review. All permit applications

for structures, additions to structures, or signagghin
the Gaviota Coast Plan Area shall be reviewed
considered for approval by the County Board
Architectural Review unless exempt pursuant to

County Zoning Ordinances. P&D and the Board

Architectural Review shall apply the Gaviota CoBkin
Design Guidelines in approving future development.

Consistent. Structures that are exempt from permits
not required to undergo design review. However
amated above, to qualify for an exemption, the sife
afop protection structures would be limited to 4,
tegquare feet per lot within the CVC Overlay. Largeosp
pfotection structures would require a permit (usllest
visible from public roadways or other public viegi
areas), undergo design review, and must comply
the Site Design Hierarchy and Design Guidelineg
minimize visibility from US 101. Design review
intended to address visual and aesthetic conceyn
carefully locating a building or structure on thend
and considering good architectural design. Q
protection structures are simple, functional sties
intended to be used on actively cultivated agrisalt
land to protect and enhance the growing environrog
crops. The structures do not lend themselveg
architectural design solutions. Outside of the C
Overlay, larger crop protection structures talteart 20
feet would require a permit and in those instan

landscaping (pursuant to Gaviota Coast Plan pslic
to address these taller structures.

oral
of

Vi

ur

type and agricultyral
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he

ot
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design review may be required, which could incljyde

e

Policy TEI-14: Surface and Groundwater Pollution.

Pollution of surface and groundwater shall be aedig

Where contribution of potential pollutants of annd is

not prohibited and cannot be avoided, such corttghu

shall be minimized to the maximum extent practical.

Consistent. As mitigated by MM-BIO-3, as revised K
I the Board of Supervisors (Revision Document RV

include standards that require crop protectioncsitines
to be setback from streams and creeks at leasteiQ

runoff before it reaches a creek. As discussed @abod
in Section 4.4 of this EIR, farm operators musiba
comply with Ag Order 3.0 to reduce the rate of fld
quantity, and quality of storm water runoff leaviag
site. Combined, these standards would mini
impacts to water quality and hydrology of stre
associated with the use of hoop structures.

This allows for the infiltration of some storm wafie

y
01,

dated March 12, 2019), the proposed Project wguld

f
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W
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Mission Canyon Community Plan

GOAL BIO-MC-1: The native and created biologiq
diversity of Mission Canyon is an important asdwit1
shall be protected, preserved, and enhanced.

Policy BIO-MC-3: The following biological resource
and habitats, as identified and generally describethe
Community Plan, shall be presumed to
“environmentally sensitive,”

Habitats containing Nuttall's scrub oak or otk

special status animal or plant species or rareralffowever, such use is possible. In order for g

communities
Central and Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Fg
and Woodland

Coast Live Oak Woodland and Forest

California Sycamore Riparian Forest

Coast Live Oak/Olive Riparian Woodland

Central Coast Arroyo Willow Riparian Forest
Wetland Habitats

Native grasslands or other habitats with unders
dominated by native grass species

DevStd BIO-MC-3.3: Development shall be required
include the following ESH buffer areas:

Creeks and streams, including steelhead cri
habitat streams—50 feet

Central and Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Fg
and Woodland, Coast Live Oak/Olive Ripari
Woodland, California Sycamore Riparian Forest,
Central Coast Arroyo Willow Riparian Forest—
feet from edge of canopy

edge of canopy
Habitats containing Nuttall's scrub oak or oth

special status animal or plant species or rareralatu

communities—25 feet minimum
Wetland Habitats—50 feet from edge of wetlg
habitat.

DevStd BIO-MC-3.3: Development shall be required
include the following ESH buffer areas:

Creeks and streams, including steelhead cri
habitat streams-50 feet as measured from
geologic top of creek bank.

Policy BIO-MC-7: Natural stream corridors shall be

maintained in an undisturbed state to the maximui@ng
feasible in order to protect water quality, proteeinks
from erosion, enhance wildlife passageways, andigeq
natural greenbelts.

Coast Live Oak Woodland and Forest—25 feet floPRecific basis.

aConsistent. Agriculturally zoned lands in Missio
Canyon, where the Project would apply, are locite

located primarily on slopes that are mostly gretttan

n

ba(\and 40 percent. Relatively little of the land idtivated
and where it is cultivated, the primary crops
orchards. Cultivation of specialty crops that wo

drenefit from hoop structures is unlikely on a lasgale.

protection structures to be considered exempt f
r@&rmits, crop protection structures must be cosisis
with the Comprehensive Plan.

As mitigated, the proposed Project considers
protection of watersheds, wildlife corridors, rijar
habitat, and natural stream channels through
inclusion of a 50-foot setback of crop protect
structures from streams and creeks in the Urbama
t(iMM-BIO-3, as revised by the Board of Supervis
(Revision Document RV 01, dated March 12, 2019
t(%ddition, the proposed Project, as mitigated by M
structures to agricultural lands that have b
idnstorically intensively cultivated, which would giect
the environmentally sensitive habitats identifiedthe
r&Mission Canyon Community Plan biological resour
nRolicies and development standards. In other lonat
hAd permit would be required for new cultivati
s@mploying crop protection structures, which wo
allow policy consistency to be determined on a-g

er

nd
to

ical
the

the Urban Area, zoned Agricultural | (AG-l), and

40 percent and to a lesser extent between 20 e

10-1, would limit the exemption for crop proteati

h
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uld

rop
rom
t

the

the
on
Are
DI'S
In
M-

een

Les

N
uld
ite




Hoops Structures Ordinance Amendment
Attachment 6: Policy Consistency Analysis
Page 16

Comprehensive Plan Policies

Consistency Analysis

DevStd BIO-MC-8.1: Development shall be setback
minimum 50 feet from the geologic top of bank ofyg
stream or creek or outside edge of riparian veigetat

whichever is greater.

a
n

GOAL FLD-MC-1: Minimize flooding and drainag

problems in Mission Canyon.

Policy FLD-MC-1: Flood and drainage risks shall b

minimized through appropriate design and land
controls.

DevStd FLD-M C-1.1: Development shall not be allowgdanywhere within the floodway or floodway fringe.
within floodways except in conformance with Chapt
15A and 15B of the County Code, other applicg
statutes or ordinances, and applicable provisidnthe

Comprehensive Plan, including but not limited tdigies
regarding biological resources and public safety.

b Consistent. The proposed Project does not include
development, grading, or construction of perma
structures that could impact the floodway or
oodway fringe (also known as the floodplain,
u§%ecia| Flood Hazard Area). However, -cultiva
agriculture and crop protection structures may o

ediscussed in detail in the EIR Revision Document

District has determined that crop protection strces
would not be inconsistent with the Floodpl
Management Ordinance, Chapter 15A of the Co
Code, and would not impede flood waters. Conveya
capacities of the floodway are affected by manyen
variables that far exceed the de minimis encroacit

flooding event that would have sufficient energyéar
down crop protection structures and carry th
downstream would be of such capacity that ¢
protection structures would not cause problemstere
than the natural loading of trees, buildings, cars]

addition, MM-BIO-3, as revised by the Board
Supervisors (Revision Document RV 01, dated M3
12, 2019), requires minimum setbacks from stre
and creeks of 50 feet to protect riparian biololgy
resources, which also contributes to public safety.

bhd, dated March 12, 2019, the County Flood Cor

e
of the crop protection structures metal frame. Ajomlm1

other debris that would be carried by such a fldod|
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Policy FLD-MC-2: Erosion of soils and movement

sediment into natural and manmade drainages sked

minimized during construction activities.

pConsistent. The proposed Project does not include
lldevelopment, grading, or construction of permarn
structures. The amount of land zoned AG-l in

generally located on steep slopes. These land
farmed, are typically planted with orchard cropat ttio
not benefit from the use of crop protection struesu
This policy intends to address erosion of soilsiltew
from construction activities. Crop protection stwres
are movable structures erected over cultivg
agricultural fields without foundation or walls, damlo
not require grading or construction activities nder to
install them. Therefore, erosion of soils and moga
of sediment during construction activities wouldt
occur.

the
ent
the

Mission Canyon Community Plan area is small @nd

if

5!

ted

(0]

GOAL FLD-MC-2: Protect stream corridors fro
sedimentation, pollutants, or other impacts of ngash
development.

mConsistent. As mitigated by MM-BIO-3, as revised |

y

the Board of Supervisors (Revision Document RV

include standards that require crop protectionciines

01,

dated March 12, 2019), the proposed Project Wt“)md
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Policy FLD-MC-3: Impacts to the Mission Creg
watershed from development shall be minimized thho
site design and onsite management of storm wat#ret
maximum extent practicable.

kto be setback from streams and creeks at leagted0rf
uUrban Areas. This allows for the infiltration of ree
bstorm water runoff before it reaches a creek.

operators must also comply with Ag Order 3.0
reduce the rate of flow, quantity, and quality tdrm

of streams associated with the use of hoop strestur

discussed above and in Section 4.4 of the EIR, f

water runoff leaving a site. Combined, these stedsl
would minimize impacts to water quality and hydmpjd

As
arm

GOAL VISMC-1: Protect the visual and aesthe
resources of Mission Canyon, including public vieoifs
the mountains and ocean and the quality of thettigé
sky.

Policy VISMC-1: Development shall be sited al
designed to protect views as seen from public vigw
places.

Policy VIS-M C-2: The nighttime sky of Mission Canyg
shall be protected from excessive and unnecesggry
associated with new development and redevelopment]

protection structures of any size (in general) the
20 feet or less in height and require permits &dlet
structures. At 20 feet or less, the height of exeonpp

rotection structures would be, in general, sulvard

would follow the natural contours of the land, &g
furrows of cultivated fields typically follow theatural
ncontours. These structures may be installed foersé

protection and enhance the production of agrical]
crops. Depending on crop type and agricul
temporarily removed or rolled back reducing

visibility of the structures during certain time$ the

would be consistent with policies protecting thghti
sky from excessive light.

1.‘5)0 landforms, would not intrude into the skylinands

Imonths to several years and may cover many acras
. farm at any one time because they are used toqegvi

t
practices, the membranes covering the frames mJJy be

crop’s growth and production cycle. Lighting is 1
allowed these structures, and therefore, the projec

ti€onsistent. The proposed Project would exempt cfiop

of

ur
ral

he

ot

Orcutt Community Plan

Policy LUA-O-1: The County shall develop and prom(l)t@onsistent. The proposed Project would amend

programs to preserve agriculture in the Santa M
Valley.

akidDC to clarify that crop protection structures arfy
size (in general) that are 20 feet or less in Heigiuld

he

be exempt from permits when also meeting other

exemption criteria, and that permits would be resp
for structures that would be taller than 20 feele]
Project would aid in the preservation of agricugdtum
the Santa Maria Valley by allowing most farmers
respond quickly to market and climatic conditioms|

determining choice of crop and use of crop probecti

structures without incurring the time and expe
needed to obtain permits.

-

to

nse

Policy WAT-O-2: In order to be found consistent wi
Land Use Development Policy No. 4 (LUDP#4),

water demand of new discretionary development rhas
offset by long-term supplemental water supplieg tha
not result in further overdraft of the local growater
basin and that are adequate to meet the projettiwater
demand as determined by the County conside

tiConsistent. The proposed Project would amend

heUDC to clarify that crop protection structures ariy
tsize (in general) that are 20 feet or less in heighuld
be exempt from permits, and that permits would
required for structures that would be taller th@nfeet.
Permits are not required to convert grazing land

he

be

riother uncultivated lands to cultivated agricultudes
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Comprehensive Plan Policies Consistency Analysis

appropriate reliability factors as determined byufty | discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIR, irrigation evat
Water Agency. demand is unlikely to increase. Finally, the us¢heke
agriculture support structures does not increase| th
demand for new farm employees, and therefore, wpuld
not result in a need for new roads, additional dsiing
water, or sewer services.

Policy BIO-O-1: Important natural resources in OrcytiConsistent. In order for crop protection structures to [be
including sandhill chaparral, central dune scrubonsidered exempt from permits, crop protection
wetlands, oak trees and woodland, Bishop pine fofestructures must be consistent with the Comprehernsiv
specimen trees, and central sage scrub shall becped. | Plan. The proposed Project would be consistent pith

Palicy BIO-O-2: Consistent with necessary flood contr(;[ ese biological resources protection policies | by

ractices, natural stream channels and ripariaetaégn Ihcorporating _ the  feasible ~ mitigation ~measures
P ' o : P 9N identified in Section 4.6 of the EIR and revisedthyg
in Orcutt shall be maintained in an undisturbedesta

order to protect banks from erosion, enhance vfﬂ'aIcIiBoard of Supervisors (Revision Document RV 1,
P ' dated March 12, 2019), into the ordinance amendnjent
passageways.

These include (1) setback requirements from strgams
DevStd BIO-O-2.1: Development shall include: [aand creeks (50 feet), and (2) allowing the exenmptio
minimum setback of 50 feet from the outside edge @fly on lands that have been historically, inteelsiy
riparian vegetation or the top of creek bank (whigr is| cultivated. The creek setback directly protectsnign
further) ... ; hooding and directing lights away frahe | vegetation and allows for the infiltration of sosterm
creek; drainage plans shall direct polluting drgmaway| water runoff before it reaches a creek. In addjtias
from the creek or include appropriate filters; ardsion| discussed in detail in Section 4.4 of the EIR, Agl€d
and sedimentation control plans shall be implentent&0 addresses these issues by requiring farm apefat
during construction. to manage runoff and water quality from cultivajed
fields and, therefore, reduce the amount of sediraen
pollutants that could leave the site during raierds.
Finally, the proposed Project does not allow liggtin
crop protection structures.

Policy VIS-O-1: Significant scenic and visual natufaConsistent. Orcutt Community Plan development
resources in Orcutt shall be protected in ordgiréservel standards in support of these visual resourcexipsl|
the semi-rural character of the OPA. are focused on minimizing the permanent effecty of

Policy VIS-O-2: Prominent public view corridors (U.S.neW non-agricultural development.

101, State Routes 1 & 135, Clark Ave., Santa Mé&f&y, | The proposed Project would exempt crop protection
and Union Valley Parkway) and public view shedsdructures of any size (in general) that are 20deéess
(Orcutt/Solomon Hills, Casmalia Hills, and Orcute€k) | in height and require permits for taller structurks20
should be protected. feet or less, the height of exempt crop protection
structures would be, in general, subordinate| to
landforms, would not intrude into the skyline, and
would follow the natural contours of the land, &e |t
furrows of cultivated fields typically follow theatural
contours. These structures may be installed foersd
months to several years and may cover many acrag of
farm at any one time because they are used tod&ovi
protection and enhance the production of agricaltpr
crops. Depending on crop type and agricultyral
practices, the membranes covering the frames mdy be
temporarily removed or rolled back reducing fhe
visibility of the structures during certain time$ the
crop’s growth and production cycle.
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Santa Ynez Valley

Community Plan

GOAL LUA-SYV: Protect and support agricultural la
use and encourage appropriate agricultural expansio

Policy LUA-SYV-1: The County shall develop arn
promote programs to preserve agriculture in thets
Ynez Valley Planning Area.

Policy LUA-SYV-2: Land designated for agricultu
within the Santa Ynez Valley shall be preserved
protected for agricultural use.

h€onsistent. The proposed Project would amend
LUDC to clarify that crop protection structures arfy
ize (in general) that are 20 feet or less in heighuld

D
=]

exemption criteria, and that permits would be resgl
for such structures that would be taller than 29.f&he
eProject would aid in the preservation of agriciétumn
atite Santa Ynez Valley by allowing most farmers
respond quickly to market and climatic conditioms|

he

e exempt from permits when also meeting other

to

determining choice of crop and use of hoop and eslhad

structures without incurring the time and expe
needed to obtain permits.

nse

Palicy BIO-SYV-1: Environmentally sensitive biologicalConsistent. In order for crop protection structures to

resources and habitat areas shall be protected.

Policy BIO-SYV-4: Sensitive habitats shall be protect
to the maximum extent possible ... As listed in Ant
BIO-SYV-1.2, sensitive habitat types include: Ripar
Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh, Southern g
Pool, Valley Needlegrass Grassland, Coastal S€ahst
Live Oak Woodland, Valley Oak Woodland and Savar
streams and creeks, and wetlands. In addition,rddge
designated critical habitat for threatened or egdesd

. : N locations, a permit would be required for n
species shall also be 90n3|dered to be SenSItlbﬁ."’ma.cultivation employing crop protection structuregyigh
Natural stream corridors (channels and ripafig

vegetation) shall be maintained in an undisturbiateso
the maximum extent feasible in order to protectkisg
from erosion, enhance wildlife passageways andigeov
natural greenbelts. Setbacks shall be sufficienaltow
and maintain natural stream channel processes,
erosion, meanders).

DevStd BIO-SYV-4.1: Development shall include
minimum setback of 50 feet in the Urban and InneraR
areas, 100 feet in the Rural areas, and 200 fest the
Santa Ynez River, from the edge of riparian vedmtadr
the top of bank whichever is more protective.

DevStd BIO-SYV-4.2: Only fully shielded (full cutoff)
night lighting shall be used near stream corridaight
fixtures shall be directed away from the strearmadlea

DevStd BIO-SYV-4.5: To protect Coastal and Vallgy

Freshwater Marsh, Southern Vernal Pool, and ofperst
of wetland habitats, land use development propcteit

include a minimum setback of 50 feet in the Urbad g

Inner-rural areas and 100 feet in the Rural areas.

DevStd BIO-SYV-4.6: To protect Valley Needlegras
Grassland, Coastal Scrub and oak woodland hab
development shall include a minimum setback of dét

f

considered exempt from permits, crop protect
S ructures must be consistent with the Comprehen

lan. The proposed Project, as mitigated by MM-B
(0) L . .
1, would limit the exemption for crop protecti
rstructures to agricultural lands that have b
Ir'%lstoncally intensively cultivated, which would giect
the environmentally sensitive biological resouressl
"hbitat areas identified by the Santa Ynez Va

Community Plan biological resources policies. lheut

Would allow policy consistency to be determinedeao
site-specific basis. With MM-BIO-3, as revised the
oard of Supervisors (Revision Document RV
dated March 12, 2019), the Project would pro
é/vatersheds wildlife corridors, riparian habitatda
fidtural stream channels through the inclusion
setbacks from streams and creeks (50 feet). How
apursuant to LUDC Subsection 35.20.020.C, any |
use and structure, including any exempt crop ptiae(

structures, must comply with applicable Comprehansi
inclugling

Plan policies and development standards,
community plan development standards such as De
BIO-SYV-4.1.

In addition, as discussed in Section 4.4 of the, EARm
operators must also comply with Ag Order 3.0
reduce the rate of flow, quantity, and quality tdrm
water runoff leaving a site. Combined, the stanslaf

Ag Order 3.0 and the biological resources mitigatio

measures would minimize pollution of water qual
underground water basins, and areas adjacent to
waters. Finally, the proposed Project does notwa
dighting in crop protection structures.

tats,

in the Urban and Inner-rural areas and 30 feeterRural

be
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siv
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n
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sver
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3

vStd

ty,
suc
lo
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areas.
Policy BIO-SYV-5: Pollution of the Santa Ynez Rive

streams and drainage channels, underground watarsh)

and areas adjacent to such waters shall be miniimize

Policy BIO-SYV-10: Areas of one or more acres
central coastal scrub shall be preserved to thermar
extent feasible.

Policy BIO-SYV-11: Areas of chaparral shall b
protected from development to the maximum ex
feasible.

Policy BIO-SYV-12; Areas of native grasslands shall
preserved to the maximum extent feasible.

=

Policy HA-SYV-1: Archaeological resources shall
protected and preserved to the maximum extentifleasi

Policy HA-SYV-4: Traditional cultural, historical, an
spiritual properties of concern to the Santa Yneibal
Elders Council should be protected and preservetieg
maximum extent feasible.

b€onsistent. As discussed in Section 7.4.2 of the E
the proposed Project would not have significaneaf
on cultural resources. Pursuant to PRC 21080.8¢el
County notified Native Americans, listed by the Nat|
American Heritage Commission as requesting 9
notice, regarding the proposed Project and

commencement of environmental review. The Col
received no response from any of the notif
individuals regarding any potential for the Projéct
impact cultural resources. Therefore, the propg
Project would be consistent with these policies.

d

R,
t
uch
the
nty
ed

sed

GOAL VISSYV-1. Protect the Rural/Agriculturg
Character and Natural Features of the Planning A
Including Mountain Views, Scenic Corridors and Ruff,
Prominent Valley Viewsheds, and the Quality of |
Nighttime Sky.

Policy VIS-SYV-1: Development of property shou
minimize impacts to open space views as seen

public roads and viewpoints and avoid destructidn ©

significant visual resources.

Policy VISSYV-2: All plans for new or altere
buildings and structures within the Design Conf
Overlay shall be reviewed by the County Board
Architectural Review.

Policy VIS-SYV-3: The night sky of the Santa Yn¢
Valley shall be protected from excessive and unsesny
light associated with new development
redevelopment.

g

rpeotection structures of any size (in general) thia
20 feet or less in height and require permits &dlet
theructures. At 20 feet or less, the height of execnpp
protection structures would be, in general, sulvaridi
dto landforms, would not intrude into the skylinands
Wr%uld follow the natural contours of the land, &g
urrows of cultivated fields typically follow theatural

=
=0

contours. These structures may be installed foersd
months to several years and may cover many acras
i farm at any one time because they are used tod®(
rprotection and enhance the production of agricalt
ofops. Depending on crop type and agricul

| temporarily removed or rolled back reducing
‘%/isibility of the structures during certain time$ the
ngop’s growth and production cycle as viewed fr
cenic Highways, of which one traverses the S
Ynez Valley (SR 154). Lighting is not allowed indmp

consistent with policies protecting the night skgnf
excessive light.

In addition, mitigation measure MM-VIS-3, as rewg
by Revision Document RV 01, dated March 12, 20

t
practices, the membranes covering the frames ijy be

and shade structures; therefore, the project waeldg

| Consistent. The proposed Project would exempt clop

of
DVi
Lr
ral

he

DM
anta

19,

would further minimize effects resulting from cr

p
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other areas of public use. This measure would lihgt
exemption for the use of crop protection structure
4,000 square feet per lot located within the Siftaz
Valley Community Plan area Design Control Over

areas of public use. If larger, a permit would
required to allow the crop protection structuretess

roadways or other areas of public use.

protection structures as seen from public roadvways

on lots that can be viewed from public roads onfrip

7

ay
be

the structures would not be visible from pubic

Toro Canyon Plan

GOAL LUA-TC: Protect and support agricultural laf@gbnsistent. The proposed Project would amend
use and encourage appropriate agricultural expan&ioDC to clarify that crop protection structuresasfysize
while maintaining a balance with protection of dahgin general)that are 20 feet or less in height woulg
and natural resources and protection of publicthestd [exempt from permitsvhen also meeting other exemp
safety. criteria, and that permits would be required forch

Policy LUA-TC-1: The County shall develop a sc}ructures that would be taller than 20 feet. Thejee

. ) ould aid in the preservation of agriculture in fherg
promote programs to preserve agriculture in theo Q

I .
Canyon Plan Area. anyon area by allowing most farmers to respondidy

to market and climatic conditions in determiningpicie
Policy LUA-TC-2: Land designated for agricultufef crop and use of hoop arghade structures withg
within Toro Canyon shall be preserved and protefdedncurring the time and expense needed to obtaimiger
agricultural use.

U

Policy PS-TC-1: (NON-LCP) Resource conservation anc€onsistent. As discussed in detail in Section 4.5 of the

recovery shall be implemented to reduce solid wa&HR, the materials used in crop protection striegiare
generation and to divert the waste stream from preayclable, consisting of a steel frame and a iglg
landfills to the maximum extent feasible. membrane cover. Steel is readily recyclable. Thstjul
materials are also recyclable; however, whether
plastics are recycled once their usefulness hasheek
an end (typically three years) depends on the tecy
market for plastics. The major barrier to agricraty
plastics recycling is the lack of a consistent otiag
market for the plastics. Every effort continuesdoycle
plastics from current agricultural operations ahdse
efforts would continue into the future; no md
effective measures have been identified.

st

the

re

Policy BIO-TC-1: Environmentally Sensitive HabitatConsistent. In order for crop protection structures to
(ESH) areas shall be protected. considered exempt from permits, crop protect
structures must be consistent with the Compreher
Plan. The proposed Project, as mitigated by MM-B
1, would limit the exemption for crop protecti
structures to agricultural lands that have b
+  Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian forest corridorg historically intensively cultivated, which would giect

Action BIO-TC-1.1: The following biological resources
and habitats ... shall be presumed to be “environatkgnt
sensitive,” [inland habitats only]

e  Streams and creeks the ESH identified by the Toro Canyon Plan biolag
«  Wetlands resources policies. In other locations, a permititdde
« Coastal Sage Scrub required for new cultivation employing crop protent
«  Sensitive native flora structures, which would allow policy consistencybi®

. Coast Live Oak forests determined on a site-specific basis. With MM-BIO

be
ion
Siv
O-
n
pen

(9]

3,

as revised by the Board of Supervisors (Revig

on
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Scrub oak chaparral
Native grassland
Critical wildlife habitat/corridors

DevStd BIO-TC-1.4: (INLAND) Development shall b
required to include the following buffer areas frahe
boundaries of Environmentally Sensitive Habitat:

Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest corrido
100 feet in Rural areas and 50 feet in Urban, in
Rural areas, and EDRNSs, as measured from the
of creek bank

Coast Live Oak Forests - 25 feet from edge
canopy

Native grassland, a minimum ¥ acre in size - 25 f
Coastal Sage — minimum 20 feet

Scrub oak chaparral — 25 feet from edge of canop
Wetlands — minimum 100 feet

Policy BIO-TC-11: (INLAND) Natural stream channe
shall be maintained in an undisturbed state to
maximum extent feasible in order to protect barkenf
erosion, enhance wildlife passageways.

DevStd BIO-TC-12.1: Development shall not interruj
major wildlife travel corridors. Typical wildlife arridors
include oak riparian forest and other natural arees
provide connections between communities.

would protect watersheds, wildlife corridors, rijar
habitat, and natural stream channels through
inclusion of setbacks from streams and creeks €80).f

any land use and structure, including any exempp
protection structures, must comply with applica
rComprehensive Plan policies and developn

Lstandards, including community plan developm
%@dards such as DevStd BIO-TC-4.1.

of
ce
y

S
the

bt

Document RV 01, dated March 12, 2019), the Prqj

ect

the

FHowever, pursuant to LUDC Subsection 35.20.02(.C,

Cr
ble

ent
ent

Policy WW-TC-2: Pollution of surface, ground an
ocean waters shall be avoided. Where avoidancentis
feasible, pollution shall be minimized.

Policy FLD-TC-2: Short-term and long-term erosig
associated with development shall be minimized.

dConsistent. As mitigated by MM-BIO-3, as revised K
5 the Board of Supervisors (Revision Document RV

include standards that require crop protectioncsitines
"o be setback from streams and creeks at leaseei0)
This allows for the infiltration of some storm wat
runoff before it reaches a creek. As discusseceiti®n
4.4 of the EIR, farm operators must comply with
Order 3.0 to reduce the rate of flow, quantity, lfjyaf
storm water runoff, and sediment leaving a

Combined with revised MM-BIO-3, the standards

q

quality, underground water basins, and areas audljaog
such waters.

Ag Order 3.0 would minimize pollution of wate

y
01,

dated March 12, 2019), the proposed Project wguld

[¢)

Policy HA-TC-1: Archaeological resources shall
protected and preserved to the maximum extentifleasi

bE€onsistent. As discussed in Section 7.4.2 of the E
the proposed Project would not have significane
on cultural resources. Pursuant to PRC 21080.Bel
County notified Native Americans, listed by the Nat|
American Heritage Commission as requesting
notice, regarding the proposed Project and
commencement of environmental review. The Col
received no response from any of the notif
individuals regarding any potential for the projdot

q

Ry

uch
the
nty
ed

impact cultural resources. Therefore, the propd

sed
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Project would be consistent with this policy.

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

Policy VISTC-2: Development shall be sited a
designed to be compatible with the rural and semat
character of the area, minimize impact on openespaud
avoid destruction of significant natural resources.

h€Consistent. The intent of these policies is to addr
development of permanent structures. In cer
ircumstances, options for locating development
vailable. Crop protection structures differ beesatley
are movable structures without foundations, watdls
other permanent structural elements that are last
over actively cultivated agricultural fields.

h

The proposed Project would exempt crop protec]
structures of any size (in general) that are 20deéess
in height and require permits for taller structur&s20
feet or less, the height of exempt crop protec
structures would be, in general, subordinate

would follow the natural contours of the land, hs
furrows of cultivated fields typically follow theatural
contours. These structures may be installed foersd
months to several years and may cover many acras

protection and enhance the production of agrical]

practices, the membranes covering the frames mg
temporarily removed or rolled back, reducing
visibility of the structures during certain time$ the
crop’s growth and production cycle.

2SS
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landforms, would not intrude into the skyline, and

[

of

farm at any one time because they are used todwovi

Ur

crops. Depending on crop type and agricultyral

y be
he
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