ATTACHMENT 5

COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA
CALIFORNIA

PLANNING COMMISSION

COUNTY ENGINEERING BUILDING
123 E. ANAPAMU ST.
SANTA BARBARA, CALIF. 93101-2058
PHONE: (805) 568-2000
FAX: (805) 568-2030

TO THE HONORABLE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA, CALIFORNIA

PLANNING COMMISSION
HEARING OF JANUARY 30, 2019

RE: Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment; 170RD-00000-00005

Hearing on the request of the Planning and Development Department for the County Planning
Commission to consider making recommendations to the Board of Supervisors regarding the
following:

a) 170RD-00000-00005. Recommend that the Board of Supervisors adopt an ordinance amending
the zoning regulations of the County Land Use and Development Code (County LUDC) in
compliance with Chapter 35.104, Section 35-1 of Chapter 35, Zoning, of the Santa Barbara
County Code, to address permitting requirements for hoop structures and shade structures; and

b) Recommend that the Board of Supervisors certify the Program Environmental Impact Report
(17EIR-00000-00004) pursuant to the State Guidelines for Implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). As a result of this project, significant effects on the
environment are anticipated in the following categories: Visual Resources, and Resource
Recovery and Solid Waste Management. :

The project involves lands zoned Agriculture-I and Agriculture-II located throughout the Inland Area
of the County. (Continued from 5/30/18, 7/11/18, 8/29/18, 11/07/18, and 12/05/18)

Dear Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors:

At the Planning Commission hearing of January 30, 2019, Commissioner Ferini moved, seconded by
Commissioner Blough and carried by a vote of 5 to 0 to:

1. Make the required findings for approval, including CEQA findings, and recommend that the Board
of Supervisors make the required findings for approval of the proposed amendment, including
CEQA findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations (Attachment A of the staff
memorandum dated January 22, 2019) as revised by the Planning Commission’s direction at the

hearing dated January 30, 2019;
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2.

Recommend that the Board of Supervisors certify the Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment
Program Environmental Impact Report (17EIR-00000-00004) (State Clearinghouse No.
2017101040) (Attachment B), as modified by the EIR Revision Document RV 01 dated January
30, 2019 (Attachment C of the staff memorandum dated January 22, 2019) as revised by the
Planning Commission’s direction at the hearing dated January 30, 2019; and

Adopt a resolution (Attachment D) recommending that the Board of Supervisors approve the Hoop
Structures Ordinance Amendment by adopting an ordinance amending the County Land Use and
Development Code (Case No. 170RD-00000-00005), Section 35-1 of Chapter 35, Zoning, of the
Santa Barbara County Code, to address permitting requirements for hoop structures and shade
structures (Attachment D of the staff memorandum dated January 22, 2019, Exhibit 1),
incorporating revisions to the Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment directed by the Planning
Commission on January 30, 2019.

As part of its recommendation to the Board of Supervisors, the Planning Commission directed staff to
make the following revisions to the ordinance amendment (Exhibit 1 of Attachment D):

1. Confirmed a revision to mitigation measure MM-BIO-1 as follows:

MM-BIO-1. Limit Exemption to Crop Protection Structures on Historically Intensively

Cultivated Agricultural Lands. Prior to approval of the Project, the Hoop Structures

Ordinance Amendment shall be revised to clarify that hoop structures and shade structures

(crop protection structures) shall be allowed with a permit exemption only on historically

intensively cultivated agricultural lands. Historically intensively cultivated agricultural lands

shall mean land that has been tilled for agricultural use and planted with a crop for at least
one_of the previous five-three years. i

2. Revised mitigation measure MM-BIO-3 as follows:

MM-BIO-3. Setbacks from Streams and Creeks. Prior to approval of the Project, the Hoop
Structures Ordinance Amendment shall be revised to require that crop protection structures
shall be located a minimum of 50 feet from streams and creeks- :
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and revised the recommended ordinance amendment to be consistent with revised MM-BIO-3.

3. Added a new slope criterion to determine when crop protection structures would be exempt and
when a permit would be required. The Planning Commission recommended that these
structures be allowed without a permit when located on slopes averaging 20% or less over the
area of the lot where crop protection structures are proposed to be used, and require a permit
when located on steeper slopes.

The Planning Commission also directed staff to revise the Findings for Approval (Attachment A) and
EIR Revision Document RV 01 dated January 30, 2019 (Attachment C), to support the Planning
Commission’s recommendation.

Commissioner Blough moved, seconded by Commissioner Ferini and carried by a vote of4to 0 to 1
(Brown abstained) to direct staff to: (1) inform the Board of Supervisors that the Planning
Commission also discussed the permitting requirements for nonexempt hoop structures and shade
structures located within the Santa Ynez Valley Design Control Overlay and the Gaviota Coast Critical
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Viewshed Corridor Overlay and whether the required permit for development larger than 20,000
square feet be a Land Use Permit instead of a Development Plan; and (2) asked the Board of
Supervisors to consider this permitting alternative within these overlays.

A

Sincerely, \
|
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5//
Jeff Wilsoh ’

Secretary to'the Planning Commission

cc:  CaseFile: 170RD-00000-00005
Planning Commission File
Dianne M. Black, Director
Jenna Richardson, Deputy County Counsel
Julie Harris, Planner

Attachments: Attachment A —Revised Findings for Approval
Attachment C — EIR Revision Document RV 01, as revised by the Planning

Commission

Attachment D — Resolution of the County Planning Commission including
Exhibit 1, as revised by the Planning Commission

Attachment E — Revised Policy Consistency Analysis
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ATTACHMENT A

REVISED FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL
AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS
HOOP STRUCTURES ORDINANCE AMENDMENT
Case No. 170RD-00000-00005

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) FINDINGS

FINDINGS PURSUANT TO PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE SECTION 21081 AND THE
CEQA GUIDELINES SECTIONS 15090 AND 15091:

CONSIDERATION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

The Final Program Environmental Impact Report (FIB&R) (County No. 17EIR-00000-
00004, State Clearinghouse No. 2017101040), iteragipes, and EIR Revision Document RV
01, dated January 30, 2019, were presented todbatZ Planning Commission, and all voting
members of the County Planning Commission haveevesi and considered the information
contained in the Final EIR, its appendices, and E&ision Document RV 01, dated January
30, 2019, prior to recommending approval of thejdtoto the Board of Supervisors (Board).
In addition, all voting members of the County PlagnCommission have reviewed and
considered testimony and additional informationspreged at or prior to their public hearings.
The Final EIR and EIR Revision Document RV 01 reethe independent judgment and
analysis of the County Planning Commission analegaate for this proposal.

FULL DISCLOSURE

The County Planning Commission finds and recommehassthe Board find and certify that
the Final EIR (17EIR-00000-00004), its appendicasd EIR Revision Document RV 01,
dated January 30, 2019, constitute a complete rate;iadequate, and good faith effort at full
disclosure pursuant to CEQA. The County Planningm@ission further finds and

recommends that the Board find and certify that Efie, its appendices, and EIR Revision
Document RV 01 were completed in compliance withQ@E

LOCATION OF RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

The documents and other materials which constithgeecord of proceedings upon which this
decision is based are in the custody of the Planaimd Development Department located at
123 East Anapamu Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93101.

GENERAL CEQA FINDINGS

The Final EIR has been prepared as a Program Etsugnt to CEQA Guidelines Section
15168. The degree of specificity in the EIR cqoewds to the specificity of the general or
program level standards of the Project and to ffexts that may be expected to follow from
the adoption of the Project.

The Project mitigates the environmental impacttheomaximum extent feasible as discussed
in the findings made below. Where feasible, charayad alterations have been incorporated



Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment Case No. 1708000-00005
Attachment A: Revised Findings for Approval
Page A-2

115

into the Project, which are intended to avoid oibstantially lessen the significant
environmental effects identified in the EIR.

The EIR identified mitigation measures designedrédduce potentially significant impacts
which might occur from development that could refn@m the Project. During the process of
incorporating mitigation measures into the Projgoime minor changes have been made that
do not substantially impact the effectiveness efrtitigation.

Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 and CEQAeBas Section 15091(d) require the
County to adopt a reporting or monitoring programm the changes to the project that it has
adopted or made a condition of approval in ordemvoid or mitigate to the maximum extent
feasible the environmental effects. The Proje@nsmendment to the County Land Use and
Development Code (LUDC) to allow exemptions fortaer hoop structures and shade
structures on agricultural lands countywide. Alh$ible mitigation measures identified in the
Final EIR (17EIR-00000-00004) have been incorparadéectly into the Hoop Structures
Ordinance Amendment, County LUDC Subsection 35421 Greenhouses, Hoop Structures,
and Shade Structures, as shown in Attachment DibExhy of the staff memorandum to the
County Planning Commission dated January 22, 20t&h is hereby incorporated by reference.
To ensure compliance with adopted mitigation messuturing project implementation, the
ordinance amendment includes development standardsach adopted mitigation measure
that identify the action required to ensure comqpdeéa Therefore, a separate mitigation
monitoring and reporting program is not necessamny, the County Planning Commission finds
and recommends that the Board find the amendmethedCounty LUDC sufficient for a
monitoring and reporting program.

FINDINGS THAT CERTAIN UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTSARE MITIGATED TO THE
MAXIMUM EXTENT FEASIBLE

The Final EIR (17EIR-00000-00004) and its apperslime the Hoop Structures Ordinance
Amendment identify four significant environmentatpacts which cannot be fully mitigated

and, therefore, are considered unavoidable (Clas3tese impacts involve aesthetics/visual
resources, and resource recovery and solid wastegeaent. To the extent the impacts
remain significant and unavoidable, such impacts aoceptable when weighed against the
overriding social, economic, legal, technical, aother considerations set forth in the

Statement of Overriding Considerations includeckimer

Aesthetics/Visual Resources

Impacts The Final EIR identified significant project-gpec and cumulative impacts related
to visual character changes (VIS-1); public scenéwvs and scenic resources (VIS-2); and
light and glare (VIS-3). Impact VIS-3 identifiedgsificant impacts only to glare, because
lighting, by definition, is not allowed within hoggiructures and shade structures (collectively
referred to as crop protection structures in tHe &hd the remainder of these CEQA findings).

Mitigation: Mitigation Measure MM-VIS-1 requires amendmeiittoe County LUDC to
require that the height of any new crop protecstmctures not exceed 12 feet within 75 feet
of the edge of right-of-way of a public road or aigsignated State Scenic Highway for a crop
protection structure to qualify for the permit exsman.
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Mitigation Measure MM-VIS-2 requires amendment bé tCounty LUDC to require crop
protection structures be setback 400 feet fromutivan boundary line of the following urban
townships: Santa Ynez, Ballard, Los Olivos, LosaAbs, Casmalia, Sisquoc, Garey, New
Cuyama, and Cuyama. Crop protection structurdsctranot be viewed from public roadways
or other areas of public use shall be exempt fiamdetback requirement; however, landscape
screening shall not be taken into considerationnvtletermining whether the structure is
visible from public roadways or other areas of pubke.

Mitigation Measure MM-VIS-3, as revised by EIR R&en Document RV 01, dated January
30, 2019, requires amendment of the County LUDCallow an area covered by crop
protection structures up to 4,000 square feet pewlth a permit exemption when located
within the Design Control (D) Overlay within ther§a Ynez Valley Community Plan area.
Crop protection structures that cannot be viewethfpublic roadways or other areas of public
use shall be exempt from this permit threshold; éxmv, landscape screening shall not be
taken into consideration when determining whethes structure is visible from public
roadways or other areas of public use. Visiblepgpootection structures larger than 4,000
square feet per lot may be allowed with approvad permit. This measure was incorporated
into the final County LUDC ordinance amendment.

No other feasible mitigation measures are knownclwiwill further reduce impacts. With
expansion of use of crop protection structures,aictg to visual character changes, public
scenic views and scenic resources, and glare willbe fully mitigated and will remain
significant and unavoidable.

Cumulative impacts to aesthetics/visual resourcesmatigated to the maximum extent feasible
with measures MM-VIS-1, MM-VIS-2, and MM-VIS-3. #ject approval would contribute to
cumulative impacts to aesthetics/visual resourse@ated with pending and future growth and
development projects countywide. The combined effet cumulative development is
anticipated to result in significant and unavoi@abumulative impacts to aesthetics/visual
resources.

Findings The County Planning Commission rejects mitigatieeasures MM-VIS-1 and MM-
VIS-2 as infeasible and recommends that the Boajects MM-VIS-1 and MM-VIS-2 as
infeasible for the reasons summarized below ini@ect.1.7, and discussed in detail in the
EIR Revision Document RV 01, dated January 30, 20E®ein incorporated by reference.
The County Planning Commission also finds, and meuends that the Board find, that
rejecting mitigation measures MM-VIS-1 and MM-VISa8 infeasible would not substantially
increase the severity of the impacts to aestheistsll resources.

The County Planning Commission finds, and recommaehdt the Board find, that mitigation
measure MM-VIS-3 (as revised by EIR Revision DocntrieV 01, dated January 30, 2019)
has been incorporated in the County LUDC, Secti®d2140.C, to further mitigate project-
specific and cumulative impacts to the maximum mixteasible. Property owners are required
to comply with this mitigation measure when croptpction structures that qualify for the
exemption are installed on agricultural lands wittlie Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan D
Overlay. Planning and Development Department (P&fajf would take enforcement actions
in response to a confirmed zoning violation (i.eancompliance with the adopted Hoop
Structures Ordinance Amendment). For crop praiacstructures not qualifying for the
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exemption, a permit will be required subject to tpeovisions of the County LUDC
amendment. This measure will be implemented (adicable) during the review of permit
applications for crop protection structures by P&aff, to mitigate project-specific and
cumulative impacts to aesthetics/visual resourcgbd maximum extent feasible. The County
Planning Commission finds that with mitigation gir@ject review standards implemented, the
Project and cumulative contribution to aesthetissi® resources impacts would remain
significant and unavoidable. Therefore, the CouRianning Commission finds, and
recommends that the Board find, the residual ingdot aesthetics/visual resources are
acceptable due to the overriding considerations shpport adoption of the Hoop Structures
Ordinance Amendment discussed in the Statementvefrding Considerations section of
these Findings (Section 1.1.9).

Resour ce Recovery and Solid Waste M anagement

Impacts The Final EIR identified significant project-gpec and cumulative impacts related
to solid waste management (Impact RR-1) associat#id plastic waste generation. The
Project would not directly result in the generatioh solid waste, as the County LUDC
amendment in itself does not involve any constamgtdemolition, or other waste-generating
activity. However, a previously effective agriautl plastics recycling program operated by
the Santa Maria Landfill ended on May 1, 2018, raftee recycling market for agricultural
plastics collapsed, and it is unknown whether phaggram or an equivalent will be established
in the future. In addition, it is anticipated thiaplementation of the Project would result in an
expansion of use of crop protection structures uphout the County on lands zoned
Agricultural | (AG-I) and Agricultural 11 (AG-II),which would increase the amount of plastic
waste generated.

Mitigation: Mitigation to reduce the resource recovery amidisvaste management impacts to
a less-than-significant level were considered; hareno feasible measures were identified as
recycling is the only effective mitigation and istrcurrently available.

Findings The County Planning Commission finds, and recemas that the Board find, that
there are no feasible mitigation measures to iraate into the Hoop Structures Ordinance
Amendment to reduce the significant environmentééces identified in the Final EIR.
Therefore, the County Planning Commission findg] ecommends that the Board find, the
residual impacts to resource recovery and solidtavase acceptable due to the overriding
considerations that support adoption of the HoopcBires Ordinance Amendment discussed
in the Statement of Overriding Considerations sectif these Findings.

FINDINGS THAT CERTAIN IMPACTS ARE MITIGATED TO INSIGNIFICANCE
BY MITIGATION MEASURES

The Final EIR (17EIR-00000-00004) and its apperglidentify one subject area for which the
Project is considered to cause or contribute toifsagnt, but mitigable environmental impacts
(Class 1l). For each of the Class Il impacts idestt by the Final EIR, feasible changes or
alterations have been required in, or incorporateal the Project which avoid or substantially
lessen the significant environmental effect, asuised below.
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Biological Resources

Impacts The Final EIR, as revised by EIR Revision DocamBYV 01, dated January 30,

2019, identified potentially significant but mitigi@ project-specific and cumulative impacts to
unique, rare, threatened, or endangered plant lHifei species (Impact BIO-1); sensitive

habitats or sensitive natural communities (Impald-B); the movement or patterns of any
native resident or migratory species (Impact BIQ&)d conflicts with adopted local plans,

policies, or ordinance oriented towards the pradecand conservation of biological resources
(Impact BIO-4). Impacts would primarily result fnothe potential to place crop protection
structures, without permits, on lands that havebsa&n historically cultivated, where sensitive
species and habitats might be located.

Mitigation: The Final EIR, as revised by EIR Revision DocatrRV 01, dated January 30,
2019, identifies two mitigation measures that wordduce potentially significant impacts to
less-than-significant levels.

Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-1, as recommended to bedified by the County Planning
Commission (EIR Revision Document RV 01, dated aan30, 2019, herein incorporated by
reference), requires amendment of the County LUD¢h $hat crop protection structures shall
only be exempt from permits when located on histdly intensively cultivated agricultural
lands. Historically, intensively cultivated agrittiral lands shall mean, for the purpose of this
requirement, agricultural land that has been tifedagricultural use and planted with a crop
for at least one of the previous three years. Tmessure mitigates Impacts BIO-1, BIO-2,
BIO-3, and BIO-4, and was incorporated into theaffiCcounty LUDC amendment. The
impacts to biological resources would remain Iésstsignificant with the revisions to MM-
BIO-1, as discussed in the EIR Revision Document(RV

Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-2 required amendment bé tCounty LUDC so that to qualify
for the permit exemption, any crop protection sinoe located within 1.24 miles of a known or
potential California tiger salamandehnfbystoma californiense) (CTS) breeding pond shall
maintain a minimum gap of one foot between groumdase and hoop structure plastic to
allow free movement of CTS. However, as discussdtie EIR Revision Document RV 01,
dated January 30, 2019, herein incorporated byardée, the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) submitted new substantial evidem¢be record, which stated that (1) it is
usually beneficial to allow passage for dispersinigllife, (2) MM-BIO-2 would expose CTS
to hazards associated with agricultural activitiasd (3) it is better overall to exclude CTS
from the hoop structures. USFWS recommends rermgoMiM-BIO-2 since the USFWS
believes the measure may subject CTS to addititmahts and would be more detrimental
than beneficial. Therefore, based on this new eawdd the County Planning Commission
recommended deleting MM-BIO-2. Residual impact€i5 would not significantly change,
as MM-BIO-1 would continue to mitigate potentialpacts to CTS.

Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-3 as recommended to be modified by the County Riann
Commission (EIR Revision Document RV 01, dated dan30, 2019, herein incorporated by

reference)requires amendment of the County LUDC to requied trop protection structures
be Iocated a minimum of 50 feet from streams aeekmn—upb&n—AFeasmner—Rwal—A#e&s

nd
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creeks—in—Rural-Areas This measure mitigates Impacts BIO-1 and BlOaad was
incorporated into the final County LUDC amendment.

Findings The County Planning Commission finds, and recemas that the Board find, that
MM-BIO-1, as modified by EIR Revision Document RY,@ated January 30, 2019, and MM-
BIO-3, as modified by EIR Revision Document RV 01, dajeduary 30, 201%ave been
incorporated into the Hoop Structures Ordinance Adneent. Property owners are required to
comply with these mitigation measures when croptgmtmn structures are installed on
agricultural lands. P&D staff would take enforceractions in response to a confirmed
zoning violation (i.e., noncompliance with the athp Hoop Structures Ordinance
Amendment). In any case, a property owner mu#timply with the federal and state
Endangered Species Acts even if the crop protecéiomctures are exempt from County
permits.

As discussed in detail in the EIR Revision Docunmight 01, dated January 30, 2019, herein
incorporated by reference, the County Planning Cmsion finds, and recommends that the
Board find, that MM-BIO-3, as drafted, is infeagibland revise MM-BIO-3 to reduce the
setback from 100 feet to 50 feet in the Rural Aréhe Comprehensive Plan does not require a
100-foot setback from all streams and creeks ikl areas, but only within community
planning areas where such a setback is prescripedllzy or development standard (currently
the Gaviota Coast Plan, Santa Ynez Valley Commubliéy, and Toro Canyon Plan). Other
Comprehensive Plan policies provide general diwecfor the protection of streams, creeks,
and riparian habitats. Although the Planning Cossion recommended revising MM-BIO-3,
pursuant to LUDC Subsection 35.20.020.C, any Isseland structure, including exempt crop
protection structures, must comply with applicallB®mmprehensive Plan policies and
development standards, including community plaretigment standards. Thus, within these
community planning areas, the more restrictiveasklvequirement would apply.

In _addition, several Planning Commissioners cometehat such a requirement may have
negative _consequences for cultivated agriculturthout significantly reducing impacts to
streams and creeks. Agricultural operations arstmaccessful when employing economies of
scale to maximize efficiency and crop productidgks originally proposed MM-BIO-3, which
would require a 100-foot setback from streams ameks, would prevent the use of crop
protection structures within 100 feet of a streancreek, even if land within that setback has
already been farmed, and riparian habitat is ntdrgx Revising the setback to 50 feet would
provide greater flexibility for farmers to remaiompetitive and respond quickly to rapidly
changing agricultural conditions and market opputies, allowing flexibility for the farmer to
make decisions regarding the choice of crop basedconomic, market, and other factors,
while continuing to provide a setback for riparibabitats to support the various functions
these habitats provide to other biological resasirce

For crop protection structures not qualifying ftwe texemption, a permit will be required
subject to the provisions of the amendment. Unber scenario, P&D staff would review
permit applications to verify that MM-BIO-3 is inghented as development standards
required by the LUDC, which would mitigate projepecific and cumulative impacts to
biological resources to the maximum extent feasibla addition, a property owner must
comply with the federal and state Endangered Spediels regardless of whether crop
protection structures require a County permit @ exempt. Therefore, the County Planning
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Commission finds, and recommends that the Boad flmat implementation of MM-BIOlas
modified by EIR Revision Document RV 01, dated Japu30, 2019,and MM-BIO-3 as
modified by EIR Revision Document RV 01, dated #agu30, 2019 ,would reduce the
significant project-specific environmental effeotdated to biological resources (Impacts BIO-
1, BIO-2, BIO-3 and BIO-4) to a less-than-significéevel (Class II).

In addition, the County Planning Commission fintattimplementation of MM-BIO-1 and
MM-BIO-3 would reduce the Project’s contribution gignificant, cumulative impacts to
biological resources, such that the Project woutd make a cumulatively considerable
contribution and, therefore, the Project’s contiidau to cumulative impacts to biological
resources would be less than significant with ratimn (Class I1).

FINDINGSTHAT IDENTIFIED MITIGATION MEASURES ARE NOT FEASIBLE
Aesthetics/Visual Resources

Impacts The Final EIR identified significant project-gpec and cumulative impacts related
to visual character changes (VIS-1), public scaméws and scenic resources (VIS-2), and
light and glare (VIS-3). Impact VIS-3 identifiedgsificant impacts only to glare, because
lighting is not allowed within hoop structures asttade structures pursuant to the definitions
of hoop structure and shade structure.

Mitigation: Mitigation Measure MM-VIS-1 would amend the Copm.UDC to require that
the height of any new crop protection structuresexaeed 12 feet within 75 feet of the edge
of right-of-way of a public road or any designatgdte Scenic Highway for a crop protection
structure to qualify for the permit exemption.

Mitigation Measure MM-VIS-2 would amend the CouriyDC to require crop protection
structures be setback 400 feet from the urban ksryrithe of the following urban townships:
Santa Ynez, Ballard, Los Olivos, Los Alamos, Casmaisquoc, Garey, New Cuyama, and
Cuyama. Crop protection structures that cannatid&ed from public roadways or other areas
of public use would be exempt from this setbackunemment; however, landscape screening
would not be taken into consideration when deteimginvhether the structure is visible from
public roadways or other areas of public use.

The Final EIR also determined that cumulative impao aesthetics/visual resources would be
mitigated by measures MM-VIS-1 and MM-VIS-2. Puaijeapproval would contribute to
cumulative impacts to aesthetics/visual resourese@ated with pending and future growth
and development projects countywide. The combiekéelct of cumulative development is
anticipated to result in significant and unavoi@albumulative impacts to aesthetics/visual
resources.

No other feasible mitigation measures were idesdifthat could further reduce impacts.
Although the two mitigation measures would reduegpacts to aesthetics/visual resources,
none of the measures could reduce any of the imgactess-than-significant levels. Thus,
with expansion of use of crop protection structumegacts to aesthetics/visual resources will
not be fully mitigated and will remain significaand unavoidable.
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Findings The County Planning Commission rejects mitigatiseasures MM-VIS-1 and MM-
VIS-2 as infeasible and recommends that the Boajdcts the mitigation measures as
infeasible for the reasons summarized below andudsed in detail in the EIR Revision
Document RV 01, dated January 30, 2019, and herearporated by reference. The County
Planning Commission also finds, and recommendstigaBoard find, that rejecting mitigation
measures MM-VIS-1 and MM-VIS-2 as infeasible wontut substantially increase the severity
of the impacts to aesthetics/visual resources.

As discussed in detail in the EIR Revision Docuniglit 01, dated January 30, 2019, herein
incorporated by reference, the County Planning Cmsion finds, and recommends that the
Board find, that MM-VIS-1 is infeasible. Agriculial operations are most successful when
employing economies of scale to maximize efficieang crop production. Implementation of
MM-VIS-1 may result in a farmer having to: (1) @&l property using two different heights of
crop protection structure, which may result in @aged costs to use different structures for the
same crop and different agricultural practices agdipment within the structures due to the
height difference; (2) limit crop choice or otheriaultural practices to those that would not
need structures taller than 12 feet and use 12sfibattures over the entire property; (3) farm a
different crop within the narrow setback area scibje the 12-foot height limitation (i.e., farm
two different crops) without crop protection sturets and use larger structures on the rest of
the property; or (4) leave the land fallow withihet area subject to the 12-foot height
limitation, thereby not using the agricultural latedits full agricultural potential; however, the
fallow area would still warrant dust and rodenttpotion for crops located adjacent to the
fallow area. As a consequence, MM-VIS-1 would t#ea specific economic burden on
agricultural operations leading to farming ineffiecies and increased costs that would
compromise the first objective identified in then&li EIR (to simplify the permit process to
allow more efficient agricultural operations) wititcadequately meeting the last objective to
reduce or minimize potential adverse effects; thmsking application of the mitigation
measure infeasible.

As discussed in detalil in the EIR Revision Docunieit 01, dated January 30, 2019, herein
incorporated by reference, the County Planning C@sion finds, and recommends that the
Board find, that MM-VIS-2 is infeasible. As disa@sl above, agricultural operations are most
successful when employing economies of scale toimmae efficiency and crop production.
Implementation of MM-VIS-2 would affect the agritwial-zoned lands surrounding the
following unincorporated urban townships: SantaeX,nBallard, Los Olivos, Los Alamos,
Casmalia, Sisquoc, Garey, New Cuyama, and Cuya@ap protection structures provide
more options for farmers to remain competitive amdpond quickly to rapidly changing
agricultural conditions and market opportunitiekovaing flexibility for the farmer to make
decisions regarding the choice of crop based omau@, market, and other factors, while
being able to respond quickly to install and rema¥ese structures when needed.
Implementation of MM-VIS-2 would limit a farmer'sptions on lands surrounding these
townships to: (1) farm two different crops — ohattbenefits from crop protection structures
and, within the 400-foot setback, another that dussrequire hoops to be productive, which
may result in increased costs to farm differenpsraithin a limited area that might otherwise
be more productive; (2) leave the land fallow witthie 400-foot setback; or (3) farm the entire
property with a crop that does not require cropgmiion structures to produce the crop. As a
result, the lands would not be used to their fgili@ltural potential and would effectively
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limit the feasibility of using crop protection stitures on the agricultural-zoned lands adjacent
to the unincorporated urban townships. As a camsece, MM-VIS-2 would create a specific
economic burden on agricultural operations leadmdarming inefficiencies and increased
costs that would compromise the first objectiventdeed in the Final EIR (to simplify the
permit process to allow more efficient agricultuoglerations) without adequately meeting the
last objective to reduce or minimize potential adeeeffects; thus, making application of the
mitigation measure infeasible.

As discussed in detail in the EIR Revision Docuniglt 01, dated January 30, 2019, herein
incorporated by reference, the rejection of MM-MlI&nd MM-VIS-2 would not substantially

increase the severity of impacts identified in Hieal EIR or result in any new significant

environmental impacts. Notwithstanding these $iggmt and unavoidable impacts, the
County Planning Commission finds, and recommends the Board find, the impacts to
aesthetics/visual resources are acceptable duketmverriding considerations that support
adoption of the Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendnaiatussed in the Statement of
Overriding Considerations section of these Findings

Biological Resour ces

Impacts: The Final EIR, as revised by EIR Revisismcument RV 01, dated January 30,
2019, identified potentially significant but mitipie project-specific and cumulative impacts to
unique, rare, threatened, or endangered plant lolif@i species (Impact BIO-1); sensitive
habitats or sensitive natural communities (ImpakD-B); the movement or patterns of any
native resident or migratory species (Impact BIO&8)d conflicts with adopted local plans,
policies, or ordinance oriented towards the pradacind conservation of biological resources
(Impact BIO-4). Impacts would primarily result frothe potential to place crop protection
structures, without permits, on lands that havehsan historically cultivated, where sensitive
species and habitats might be located.

Mitigation: The Final EIR, as revised by EIR Rew®is Document RV 01, dated January 30,
2019, identifies two mitigation measures that wordduce potentially significant impacts to
less-than-significant levels, MM-BIO-1 and MM-BIQ-&s discussed under fining 1.1.6,
above.

Findings: The County Planning Commission rejectigigation measure MM-BIO-3, as
originally proposed, as infeasible and recommehdsthe Board reject the mitigation measure
as infeasible for the reasons summarized belowdisalissed in the EIR Revision Document
RV 01, dated January 30, 2019, and herein incotpdrhy reference. The County Planning
Commission also finds, and recommends that thedfiaal, that rejecting mitigation measure
MM-BIO-3 as infeasible, and modifying the measweaédduce the setback from streams and
creeks in the Rural Area from 100 feet to 50 festild not substantially increase the severity
of the impacts to aesthetics/visual resources.

As discussed in detail in the EIR Revision Documielt 01, dated January 30, 2019, herein
incorporated by reference, the County Planning C@sion finds, and recommends that the
Board find, that MM-BIO-3, as drafted, is infeagibland revise MM-BIO-3 to reduce the
setback from 100 feet to 50 feet in the Rural Aréae Comprehensive Plan does not require a
100-foot setback from all streams and creeks ikl areas, but only within community
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planning areas where such a setback is prescripedlizy or development standard (currently
the Gaviota Coast Plan, Santa Ynez Valley Commuplign, and Toro Canyon Plan). Other
Comprehensive Plan policies provide general divector the protection of streams, creeks,
and riparian habitats. Although the Planning Cossmoin recommended revising MM-BIO-3,

pursuant to LUDC Subsection 35.20.020.C, any lsseland structure, including exempt crop
protection structures, must comply with applicall®mmprehensive Plan policies and
development standards, including community plaretigment standards. Thus, within these
community planning areas, the more restrictiveaeklvequirement would apply.

In _addition, several Planning Commissioners cometehat such a requirement may have
negative _consequences for cultivated agriculturthout significantly reducing impacts to
streams and creeks. Agricultural operations arstmaccessful when employing economies of
scale to maximize efficiency and crop productidgks originally proposed MM-BIO-3, which
would require a 100-foot setback from streams ameks, would prevent the use of crop
protection structures within 100 feet of a streancreek, even if land within that setback has
already been farmed, and riparian habitat is ntdrgx Revising the setback to 50 feet would
provide greater flexibility for farmers to remaiompetitive and respond quickly to rapidly
changing agricultural conditions and market opputies, allowing flexibility for the farmer to
make decisions regarding the choice of crop basedconomic, market, and other factors,
while continuing to provide a setback for riparibabitats to support the various functions
these habitats provide to other biological resasirce

FINDINGS THAT IDENTIFIED PROJECT ALTERNATIVESARE NOT FEASIBLE

The Final EIR (17EIR-00000-00004) evaluated a nojgut alternative and two additional
alternatives (Alternative 1: Furtherance of Pol€gnsistency and Alternative 2: Visual
Character and Scenic Views Protection) as methdd®ducing or eliminating significant
environmental impacts. The County Planning ComimisBnds that the identified alternatives
are infeasible for the following reasons.

1. NoProject Alternative

The No Project Alternative addresses the potepti@ironmental impacts that could result if
the proposed Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendmentotsadopted and the mitigation
measures are not implemented. Under the No Prdjietnative, the County would not
amend the County LUDC to change the current regitamechanisms which govern the
development of hoop structures and shade structuréand zoned Agricultural 1 (AG-1) and
Agricultural Il (AG-Il) in the unincorporated inlahareas. Hoop structures and shade
structures would continue to be permitted in thenesamanner as greenhouses in areas
regulated by the County LUDC, requiring a Land Wsarmit for hoop structures less than
20,000 square feet in area, and a DevelopmentfBtdmop structures that are 20,000 square
feet or more in area. A Development Plan alsoiregienvironmental review and a hearing
before the County Planning Commission (County LUB%&tion 35.42.140).

Under the No Project Alternative, impacts relatectonflicts with applicable land use plans,
policies, or regulations (LU-1), and land use cotifqigy (LU-2) would be slightly greater
since the Project’s objective to revise the peaih for hoop structures and shade structures
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from one of greater complexity and uncertainty ne ¢hat is clear and less complex would not
be achieved under the No Project Alternative. lotpaof the No Project Alternative on
aesthetic/visual resources (VIS-1, VIS-2, and V)S»®uld be similarly significant (Class 1).
The analysis of the Project identified beneficrapacts to agriculture by reducing the potential
to directly convert prime agricultural land, andsddhan-significant impacts to land use
compatibility at the agricultural interface. The IRroject Alternative would result in greater
impacts to agriculture by removing the beneficrapact of fewer land conversions. Water
resources impacts, including impacts to water ¢ugWWR-1), groundwater supply (WR-2),
runoff and drainage (WR-3), and flooding (WR-4)ural to be less than significant (Class lll),
would be similar under the No Project AlternatiiResource recovery and solid waste (RR-1)
impacts, including associated cumulative impactsild/doe the same as the Project (Class 1).
Finally, impacts of the No Project Alternative alsould be significant and more severe than
the Project for all biological resources impactsare, threatened, or endangered plant or
wildlife species (BIO-1), sensitive habitats/comnti@s (BIO-2), movement of native or
migratory species (BIO-3), and conflicts with admpplans, policies, or ordinance protecting
biological resources (BIO-4).

The No Project Alternative fails to achieve the embives of the Project, as it would not
simplify or streamline the permit process for hadpctures and shade structures, would not
expressly allow these structures on lands zoneccélgire, would not exempt hoop structures
and shade structures of a given height, and wooldapply development standards to reduce
or minimize potential adverse effects. Thereftie, County Planning Commission finds, and
recommends that the Board find, that the Projest rfedified by incorporation of EIR
mitigation measures including revisions documentethe EIR Revision Document RV 01,
dated January 30, 2019) is preferable to the NgeBrd\lternative because the No Project
Alternative fails to meet most project objectives.

2. Alternative 1: Furtherance of Policy Consistency

Alternative 1 is similar in most respects to thej€ct but also furthers certain policy objectives
of the Comprehensive Plan, including community pjahat protect biological resources and
visual resources, which would be included as auoli development standards. This
alternative also includes policies that supporticadure by requiring a Zoning Clearance
instead of a Development Plan for certain non-exegmpp protection structures, with

incorporation of additional standards to protecidmical and visual resources.

Alternative 1's impacts to land use would be ldsmntsignificant, and similar to the Project,
yet residual impacts associated with Impact LU-lulddbe slightly reduced compared to the
Project due to additional development standards Wwauld further policy consistency.
Alternative 1 results in fewer impacts to aesttstisual resources; however, they would
continue to be significant and unavoidable (Clgss Alternative 1 would result in overall
fewer impacts to biological resources comparedhé¢oRroject.

Impacts related to Land Use Compatibility (Impatt-2) and cumulative impacts would be
the same under Alternative 1 as with the Projecabse the proposed Alternative 1 ordinance
standards would not affect these issue areas.dditi@n, impacts to agricultural resources,
water resources and flooding, and resource recamtysolid waste management would be the
same as the Project.
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Alternative 1 primarily results in similar envirommtal impacts and reduces some impacts to
land use, aesthetics/visual resources, and bi@bggsources relative to the Project. However,
the reduction would not be substantial enough imieate unavoidably significant (Class I)
impacts to aesthetics/visual resources. In additioe additional height reduction setback to
enhance visual resources protection would not anbatly lessen the significant impacts to
aesthetics/visual resources, as the visual chaistate of crop protection structures do not
differ substantially between heights of 12 feet &0dfeet and the effectiveness of the height
reduction as a mitigation diminishes the furthermagvirom a public road the structures are
located.

The primary difference between Alternative 1 ang Bimoject is that Alternative 1 is a planning
permit option that reduces the permit requiremennbn-exempt crop protection structures of
20 feet or less in height, located on lands withid4 miles of CTS breeding ponds and not
historically intensively cultivated, from a Developnt Plan, which requires a County Planning
Commission hearing, to a Zoning Clearance, appraweithe Director without a hearing. This
alternative also would facilitate coordination betém property owners and regulatory agencies,
which is already required for similar agricultugadactices (e.g., converting grazing land to
cultivation) that do not require a Land Use Permithus, Alternative 1 would not reduce
impacts to the environment.

The additional development standards, while praygjdncremental reductions in impacts to
aesthetics/visual resources and biological ressumeuld not reduce any impacts to less-than-
significant levels, and would decrease flexibility the farmers. This would conflict with a
basic objective to allow farmers more flexibilitpchefficient agricultural operations in support
of the County’s agricultural economy. Therefordtefmative 1 has been found infeasible for
social, economic, and other reasons. TherefoeeCibunty Planning Commission finds, and
recommends that the Board find, that the Projestnf@dified by incorporation of the EIR
mitigation measures including revisions documentethe EIR Revision Document RV 01,
dated January 30, 2019) is preferable to Altereativbecause Alternative 1 fails to avoid
significant environmental effects.

3. Alternative 2: Visual Character and Scenic Views Protection

Alternative 2 is similar to the Project in most pests, but addresses impacts to
aesthetics/visual resources by limiting the perximption to crop protection structures 12
feet or less in height (instead of 20 feet or léss)ughout the AG-1 zone. Alternative 2 also
would revise the ordinance amendment to limit tkeenpt exemption for crop protection
structures to 12 feet or less in height on all lotsated adjacent to designated State Scenic
Highways (instead of only within 75 feet from desated State Scenic Highways).

Alternative 2 would result in substantially similampacts to land use, water resources and
flooding, resource recovery and solid waste managénand biological resources as would
occur with the Project; however, Alternative 2 webgsbmewhat reduce the beneficial impacts
to agriculture (Impact AG-1) compared to the Prbigcreducing the exemption height limit to
12 feet on land zoned AG-I and on entire lots aghato designated State Scenic Highways.
The lower height would somewhat reduce flexibilioy farmers to install crop protection
structures at a taller height that may benefit sanops. Alternative 2 would not introduce



Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment Case No. 1708000-00005
Attachment A: Revised Findings for Approval
Page A-13

1.19

incompatible development adjacent to agricultuteeréfore, impacts related to land use
compatibility/agriculture interface conflicts woute similar to the Project.

Potential adverse impacts related to light andeg(émpact VIS-3) would be the same as the
Project because the reduced height would not suiteitg change the potential glare impact.
Alternative 2 would reduce potential visual impa@tapacts VIS-1 and VIS-2) compared to
the Project by reducing the height of crop protecttstructures in some locations that would
gualify for the exemption.

Although impacts to aesthetics/visual resourcesldvdae reduced under Alternative 2, the
reduction would not be substantial enough to elat@nunavoidably significant (Class 1)

impacts. The additional height reductions to ecbavisual resources protection would not
substantially lessen the significant impacts totres/visual resources, as the visual
characteristics of crop protection structures do differ substantially between heights of 12
feet and 20 feet and the effectiveness of the haigtiuction as mitigation diminishes the
further away from a public road the structureslaoated. Furthermore, reducing the height
will lessen flexibility of agricultural operator® tgrow crops that may benefit from a taller
structure.

In addition, although Alternative 2 would meet soofethe Project objectives, it would not
fully achieve a basic objective to allow farmers rendlexibility and efficient agricultural
operations in support of the County’'s agricultuegbnomy. As such, it has been found
infeasible for social, economic, and other reason3herefore, the County Planning
Commission finds, and recommends that the Board, fihat the Project (as modified by
incorporation of the EIR mitigation measures inahgdrevisions documented in the EIR
Revision Document RV 01, dated January 30, 2019referable to Alternative 2 because
Alternative 2 fails to meet most project objectiaxl fails to avoid significant environmental
effects.

STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

The Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendments, incotpdrdnerein by reference, include

amendments to the County LUDC that set forth persquirements to expressly allow hoop

structures and shade structures (collectively refeto as crop protection structures in the EIR)
in the Agricultural zones (AG-I and AG-Il) of thenimcorporated, inland areas of the County
of Santa Barbara. The Hoop Structures Ordinancen@iment is incorporated into the County
LUDC and is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

The Final EIR (17EIR-00000-00004) for the Hoop Stmies Ordinance Amendment project,
its appendices, and the EIR Revision Document Rvd@ied January 30, 2019, incorporating
EIR mitigation measures, identify project impaaisaesthetics/visual resources, and resource
recovery and solid waste management as signifieantironmental effects which are
considered significant and unavoidable. Therefdfee County Planning Commission
recommends that the Board make the following Statgnof Overriding Considerations for
approval of the Project, despite the Project’s ificant, unavoidable impacts to the
environment (aesthetics/visual resources and resaecovery and solid waste management).
With respect to each of the environmental effettthe Project summarized above, the County
Planning Commission finds, and recommends thaBiberd find, that the stated overriding
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benefits of the Project outweigh the significarfeefs on the environment. Pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 21081(b) and CEQA Guidefeesions 15043, 15092 and 15093,
any remaining significant effects on the environiare acceptable due to these overriding
considerations:

A.

Agriculture is one of the largest industries in t8aBarbara County, with agricultural
commodities accounting for gross revenues of $1330591 in 2017. The County is
moving away from animal industries and dry farmiagnore intensive types of farming,
which greatly increases the income potential ofcafjural acreage. High value crops
such as raspberries, blackberries, and bluebewiesh benefit from the use of crop
protection structures, had combined gross reveati&84,579,482, or 53% of the total
gross revenues for 2017 (Santa Barbara County égrral Production Report 2017).

. Agriculture is a major component of the local ecogdhat gives diversity and stability to

our County and State economies.

. Agricultural lands are necessary for the mainteeariche economy of the State and for

the production of food and fiber.

The Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment (1) suppbet continuation of agriculture
and the County’s agricultural economy by allowiagniers more flexibility and efficient
agricultural operations by revising the County LUD& set forth clear standards and
procedures to allow the use of crop protectionctiines with an exemption and to provide
a permit path for those structures not qualifyiogthe exemption; (2) protects agriculture
(Agricultural Element Goal I); (3) preserves theass rural agricultural character; and (4)
balances the needs of future residents with thésnaleexisting residents.

The Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment has thenfialt to reduce adverse impacts
to biological resources and contribute to the Iterga protection of the environment,
while preserving viable agriculture in the County.

The Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment includegldement standards to ensure
the orderly development of crop protection struesuwithin the County and ensure
their compatibility with surrounding land uses irder to protect public health, safety,
and natural resources.

. The Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment supposdts g the Agricultural Element

by allowing a permit exemption for most crop praitat structures 20 feet or less in
height as an integral part of many agriculturaffar

. The Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment, as méibdty the EIR, supports

valuable, actively-farmed agricultural lands byoaling a permit exemption for most
crop protection structures 20 feet or less in heigh effective tool which allows
farmers to: (1) respond quickly to climate, ecormnand market conditions; (2)
remove the structures to prepare fields to rotatéifferent crops, thereby maintaining
the health and viability of the soil; and (3) redteand reuse crop protection structures on
other agricultural fields.
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I. The Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment clarifies germit requirements for crop
protection structures taller than 20 feet, which mduce the amount of future project-
specific review, environmental review, time, unagrty, and cost in the permit process.

J. The Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment, as méihdty the EIR, provides
reasonable development standards to allow crope@roh structures while reducing
impacts to biological resources to a less-thandsogmt level by limiting the
exemption to agricultural lands that have beerohisdlly intensively cultivated.

K. The Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment, as méibdty the EIR, supports the
ability for farmers to continue growing high valugops, such as raspberries,
blackberries, and blueberries, which had combimedsgyrevenues of $84,579,482, or
53% of the total gross revenues for 2017 (Santbd@arCounty Agricultural Production
Report 2017). Such crops benefit from crop pratecstructures, which enhance the
growing environment by moderating temperaturesteetong crops from dust and
moisture that can cause disease, and extendirgyaiaeng season.

L. The Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment, by sujpygpthe use of crop protection
structures, may minimize effects on adjacent proggersuch as smoke, odor, and dust
that are natural consequences of normal agriclijpneatices.

ADMINISTRATIVE FINDINGS

Findings required for all Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, Development Code,
and the County Zoning Map. In compliance with Section 35.104.060.A (Findinfpr
Comprehensive Plan and Development Code) of theaSarbara County LUDC, the review
authority shall make the findings below in orderaggprove a text amendment to the County
LUDC.

Therequest isin theinterests of the general community welfare.

The Hoop Structure Ordinance Amendment will exgyeaiow hoop structures and shade
structures on lands zoned Agricultural (AG-1 and-A); and clarifies and reduces the permit
requirements for these structures by allowing angteexemption on most agricultural lands,
and requiring development standards to reduce @mwiental impacts where feasible. In
doing so, the Project is in the interests of thaegal community welfare and supports the
continuation of agriculture and the County’s agtizal economy by allowing farmers more
flexibility and efficient agricultural operationshie reducing impacts to biological resources.
Further, the Project is consistent with applicabamprehensive Plan policies as discussed in
the policy consistency analysis, Attachment E of $haffmemoerandum—te—th€ounty
Planning CommissionAction Letter dated January2230, 2019, herein incorporated by
reference.

Therequest is consistent with the County Comprehensive Plan, the requirements of State
Planning and Zoning L aws, and the County LUDC.

As discussed in Attachment E of theff-memorandum-te-th€ounty Planning Commission,
Action Letterdated Januarg230, 2019, which sets forth an analysis of the Hoop@tires
Ordinance Amendment’s consistency with applicalden@rehensive Plan policies, the Project
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is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, inclgdive Agricultural Element and community
plans. As discussed in the County Planning Comansstaff report dated May 22, 2018,
herein incorporated by reference, the Project issisbent with the requirements of State
Planning and Zoning Laws, and the County LUDC. Pheject is an ordinance amending the
County LUDC to expressly allow hoop structures ahdde structures on lands zoned AG-I
and AG-Il, and to clarify and streamline the permiocess for these structures allowing a
permit exemption on most agricultural lands, anguineng development standards to reduce
environmental impacts where feasible. Adoptionthef ordinance amendment provides more
effective implementation of the State Planning &othing Laws by providing clear zoning
standards that will benefit the public. The ordice amendment is also consistent with the
remaining sections of the County LUDC that are nievised. Therefore, the Hoop Structures
Ordinance Amendment is consistent with the Comprsive Plan including the community
plans, the requirements of State Planning and gobaws, and the County LUDC.

Therequest is consistent with good zoning and planning practices.

As discussed in the County Planning Commissiorf segfort dated May 22, 201&nd the
staff memoranda dated July 3, 2018, August 21, 20t&ber 30, 2018, November 28, 2018,
and January 22, 2019, dierein incorporated by reference, the Hoop Strastrdinance
Amendment clearly and specifically addresses hoagtsires and shade structures within the
unincorporated area of Santa Barbara County. Tdi@ance is consistent with sound zoning
and planning practices to regulate land uses fer dberall protection of agriculture, the
environment, and community values because it egpyredlows hoop structures and shade
structures on lands zoned AG-I and AG-Il, and @iksiand streamlines the permit process for
these structures allowing a permit exemption on traagicultural lands, and requiring
development standards to reduce environmental itepabere feasible. In doing so, the
Project supports the continuation of agriculturel @he County’s agricultural economy by
allowing farmers more flexibility and efficient agultural operations while reducing impacts
to biological resources. As discussed in Findinh 2 above, the ordinance amendment is
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, includimg ¢community plans and County LUDC.
Therefore, the proposed ordinance is consisterit sound zoning and planning practices to
regulate land uses.

G:\GROUP\COMP\Ordinances\Hoop Structures\Publicridiga\PC\2019-1-30\PC Action\Attachment A Revisé@ihgs.docx



ATTACHMENT C

COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

MEMORANDUM
TO: Santa Barbara County Planning Commission
FROM: Daniel T. Klemann, Deputy Director, Long Rarfglanning
Staff Contact: Julie Harris, Senior Planner
DATE: January 30, 2019
RE: Revisions (RV01) to the Final Environmental ImpactReport (17EIR-

00000-00004) — Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment:Planning and
Development Case Number 170ORD-00000-00005

NTRODUCTION

The County of Santa Barbara prepared a Final Enmemntal Impact Report (Final EIR) for the
Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment Project. There been subsequent changes to the
Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment Project asw@tref public review, public comments,
and County Planning Commission recommendationsjext or delete four mitigation measures
identified in the EIR and modifjse-threemitigation measures. This EIR revision document
evaluates the rejection and modification of theigation measures and two revisions of the
Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment project desenpas recommended by the County
Planning Commission.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) @eilines Section 15088.5 describes the
circumstances under which a lead agency is reqtareecirculate an EIR when new information
is added to the EIR after public notice is giventltd availability of the Draft EIR for public
review, but before EIR certification. Significamew information that would require
recirculation includes a new significant impacttth@uld result from the project or a substantial
increase in the severity of an environmental impa&tcording to CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5, “information” can include changes in thej@ct or environmental setting as well as
additional data or other information. New inforioat added to an EIR is not “significant”
unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprivesptliiblic of a meaningful opportunity to
comment upon a new substantial adverse environineffitat of the project or a feasible way to
mitigate or avoid such an effect. Section 15088.5{ates, “Recirculation is not required where
the new information added to the EIR merely clasgfior amplifies or makes insignificant
modifications in an adequate EIR.”

The County Planning Commission recommends thatFihal EIR (17EIR-00000-00004) as
herein amended by the attached EIR Revision Docuraealysis may be used to fulfill the
environmental review requirements for the Hoop &trres Ordinance Amendment. None of the
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changes recommended by the County Planning Cononigguld result in any new significant,
environmental effects or a substantial increaghénseverity of previously identified significant
effects, or deprive the public of a meaningful oppoity to comment. Hence, pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b), the proposedsians described in this document have
not been recirculated. The Final EIR for the H&ipuctures Ordinance Amendment is hereby
amended by this revision document, together idedtés 17EIR-00000-00004 RVO1.

Enclosure: Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendmerdl IR 17EIR-00000-00004 Revision
Document (RV 01)

G:\GROUP\COMP\Ordinances\Hoop Structures\Publicridiga\PC\2019-1-30\PC Action\Attachment C Revisé® Revision Document.docx
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l. BACKGROUND

Pursuant to California Environmental Quality AcHQA) Guidelines Section 15168, a Program
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (17EIR-00000-0000SCH #2017101040) was prepared
for the Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment (Ptpjethe Project would amend the County
Land Use and Development Code (LUDC) to allow andngpt from zoning permit
requirements hoop structures and shade structco#sdtively, crop protection structures) of 20
feet or less in height on lands zoned Agricultuk&{l and AG-Il) and allow crop protection
structures taller than 20 feet with the approvataiing permits.

The Draft EIR was released for public comment onuday 30, 2018. Two publicly noticed
Draft EIR comment hearings were held on February2®2d8, and March 5, 2018. Public and
agency comments were received until the end ottmement period on March 15, 2018. The
County responded in writing to comments receivedhenDraft EIR in accordance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088. Responses to the consnuscribe the disposition of significant
environmental issues raised and changes to thertalde in response to the comments, including
text changes. The EIR evaluated three projectrateres in addition to the proposed project:
the No Project Alternative; Alternative 1, which wd incorporate additional development
standards into the ordinance to qualify for thenegton and streamline the permit process for
nonexempt crop protection structures; and Alteweafl, which would further limit the height
within which to qualify for the exemption in the Agulture-1 zone and on lots located adjacent
to State Scenic Highways.

The Final EIR concluded that the Project would ltesusignificant and unavoidable (Class I)

impacts to aesthetics/visual resources and resoecosery/solid waste. The Project would also
result in significant but mitigable (Class II) ingia to water resources (flooding) and biological
resources.

The County Planning Commission considered the Prdjering public hearings on May 30, July
11, August 29, October 3, November 7, and DeceniheR018, and January 30, 2019.
Subsequent to publishing the proposed Final EIRMiawy 2018 and during the Planning
Commission hearings, Planning and Development (PRBpartment staff consulted with the
resources agencies (United States Fish and WilSkfevice and California Department of Fish
and Wildlife) regarding potential impacts to biolcgj resources as a consequence of proposed
changes to biological resources mitigation meastiras were discussed during the hearings.
Relevant information provided by these agenciesdiseussed further in this EIR Revision
Document.

. REVISIONS TO THE EIR ANALYSIS

On January 30, 2019, the County Planning Commisgoommended rejecting four mitigation
measures and modifying two mitigation measures asesubstantial evidence in the record.
Specifically, the County Planning Commission recamoed: (1) the rejection of two measures
intended to mitigate impacts to aesthetics/visaaburces as infeasible; (2) the deletion of one
measure intended to address flooding impacts aednoeasure intended to address impacts to
biological resources, due to new evidence submiijectlevant experts regarding each issue that
modifies the previous conclusions of the EIR arel keed for mitigation measures; and (3) the
modification of one measure addressing visual nessuandene-two measure addressing
biological resources. In addition, the County Riag Commission recommended two revisions
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to the project description: (1) to change the @,8Quare foot size limit for crop protection

structures located within the Critical Viewshed @or Overlay within the inland Gaviota Coast

Plan area to a permit threshold, and (2) to adeéva slopes threshold to distinguish between
when crop protection structures are exempt or requpermit. No other revisions to the project
description resulted from the County Planning Cossioin’s direction.

The County Planning Commission’s recommended riejeaif, and modification to, mitigation
measures identified in the EIR require correspapdgvisions to the ordinance amending the
LUDC (Exhibit 1 of Attachment D of the Staff Memoated January 22, 2019). The
corresponding ordinance amendment has been retasesdlect this direction. In addition, the
County Planning Commission made two revisions &dhginal project description. Therefore,
this EIR Revision Document discusses the impactltiag from the County Planning
Commission’s recommended direction to reject andifganitigation measures identified in the
Final EIR, and to revise the project description.

As discussed below in more detail, the revisionsudzented in this EIR Revision Document do
not require recirculation of the EIR pursuant to@EGuidelines Section 15088.5(b), as they do
not involve new significant environmental effects a substantial increase in the severity of
previously identified effects, and do not deprivee tpublic of a meaningful opportunity to
comment.

A. Analysis of the Rejection of Aesthetic/Visual Reources Mitigation Measures due to
Infeasibility (MM-VIS-1 and MM-VIS-2)

The Final EIR (Section 4.2) analyzed the effectthefProject on aesthetics/visual resources and
identified three potentially significant impacts.

* Impact VIS-1 determined that the Project couldratte visual character of certain areas,
as seen from public viewing locations, where craptgrtion structures are located
adjacent to urban townships, within County Urbareat, Existing Developed Rural
Neighborhoods, and Inner Rural Areas, and withieasrof the Santa Ynez Valley
Community Plan area where the Design Control (D¢ray applies.

* Impact VIS-2 determined that the Project would haveotentially significant visual
impact related to public scenic views and scengoueces from many public roads,
including designated State Scenic Highways (Statatés 1 and 154, and U.S. Highway
101 through the Gaviota Coast area).

* Impact VIS-3 determined that hoop structures mayseaa glare effect due to reflected
light that creates the effect of bright light te thiewer, particularly when hoop structures
are installed on land with sloping topography, aegending on the angle of the sun’s
reflection.

The Final EIR identified three mitigation measutesaddress these impacts. Although each of
the three mitigation measures would partially redeach impact, none of the three, individually
or combined, would reduce any of the impacts tg-tean-significant levels. The Final EIR
concluded that the type and quality of public scaessources, views, and visual character are
variable throughout the County, and specific laoatj massing, and overall quantity of future
crop protection structures are unknown and speaealatherefore, all of the residual impacts
would nevertheless remain significant and unavdelébBlass ). No mitigation was identified
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that could reduce any of the impacts to less-thgm{fgcant levels. The County Planning
Commission identified substantial evidence in theord that identifies the infeasibility of MM-
VIS-1 and MM-VIS-2 and, therefore, recommends tthe mitigation measures be rejected
based on the conclusions that the mitigation measare infeasible. These conclusions, along
with an analysis of the impacts associated with réjection of each mitigation measure, are
discussed further below.

1. MM-VIS-1 Height and Setback Requirements

MM-VIS-1 would revise the LUDC amendment so thagtlify for the permit exemption, crop
protection structures located within 75 feet ofubl road right-of-way shall be limited to a
height of 12 feet or less instead of 20 feet adfa#h in the project description. The 20-foot
height limit for a permit exemption would contintee apply to the remainder of a lot. Several
Planning Commissioners commented that such a exgeint may have negative consequences
for cultivated agriculture while it would not sidicantly reduce impacts to aesthetics/visual
resources. Substantial evidence in the record wgooh the analysis below is based, include
comments submitted by the following experts in @agtural operations, incorporated by
reference: Claire Wineman, President, Grower-Shigkssociation of Santa Barbara and San
Louis Obispo Counties (PowerPoint presentationifpubbmment May 30, 2018, and letters
dated March 15, 2018 and July 9, 2018), and theaSRBarbara County Agricultural Advisory
Committee (letter dated March 15, 2018) (Attachnignt

Agricultural operations are most successful whermleging economies of scale to maximize
efficiency and crop production. ImplementationMi¥1-VIS-1 may result in a farmer having to:
(1) farm a property using two different heightscobp protection structure, which may result in
increased costs to use different structures forsdme crop and different agricultural practices
and equipment within the structures due to thehtaiifference; (2) limit crop choice or other
agricultural practices to those that would not ns&dctures taller than 12 feet and use 12-foot
structures over the entire property; (3) farm dedént crop within the narrow setback area
subject to the 12-foot height limitation (i.e., fatwo different crops) without crop protection
structures and use larger structures on the rasegbroperty; or (4) leave the land fallow within
the area subject to the 12-foot height limitatithereby not using the agricultural land to its full
agricultural potential, however, the fallow areawbstill require dust and rodent protection. As
a consequence, MM-VIS-1 would create a specifimenac burden on agricultural operations
leading to farming inefficiencies and increasedi€dlat would compromise the first objective
identified in the Final EIR (to simplify the pernpirocess to allow more efficient agricultural
operations) without adequately meeting the lastatbhje to reduce or minimize potential adverse
effects, thus making application of the mitigatrmeasure infeasible.

Implementation of MM-VIS-1 would only marginally deease impacts to visual resources and
would not reduce the impact to a less-than-sigaificlevel. The LUDC requires that all
structures comply with standard setbacks of theliegige zone unless the structure is
specifically allowed within a setback (for examdiences are allowed within setbacks). Within
the AG-l and AG-Il zones, the setback for a streetis 50 feet from a road centerline and 20
feet from the road right-of-way, whichever is fueth Thus, within the first 20 feet of the 75-foot
height limit setback prescribed by MM-VIS-1, no grprotection structures would be allowed,
and the 12-foot height limit would apply to the @mng 55 feet while allowing a height up to
20 feet on the remainder of the property. Thighiereduction over a relatively narrow strip of



Hoops Structures Ordinance Amendment
EIR Revision Document

January 30, 2019

Page 4

land would only marginally mitigate visual impacismpared to the overall impacts of the crop
protection structures, especially hoop structudesg to the appearance of the crop protection
structures, which cannot be modified due to theincfional technical requirements. The
functional requirements of hoop structures dicthtsr appearance in shades of white to gray
with reflective properties that can also causeeglaifhe visual impacts associated with this
design are not substantially decreased with a heggguction from 20 feet to 12 feet. As a
consequence, rejection of MM-VIS-1 would not substdly increase the severity of impacts
identified in the Final EIR or result in any newpactts. Therefore, impacts to aesthetics/visual
resources would remain significant and unavoiddBliass 1), as originally concluded in the
Final EIR.

2. MM-VIS-2 Urban Township Setback Requirement

MM-VIS-2 would revise the LUDC amendment so thabpciprotection structures on lands

adjacent to the County’s unincorporated urban ttwpss must be setback 400 feet from the
urban boundary line, unless the structures woutdoraseen from public roads or other areas of
public use. Several Planning Commissioners comedetitat such a requirement may have
negative consequences for cultivated agricultugev@ould be infeasible. Substantial evidence
in the record upon which the analysis below is daseclude comments submitted by the

following, incorporated by reference: Claire Wiream President, Grower-Shipper Association
of Santa Barbara and San Louis Obispo Countiew((ldated March 15, 2018), and the Santa
Barbara Agricultural Advisory Committee (letter edtMarch 15, 2018) (Attachment 1).

As noted regarding MM-VIS-1 above, agricultural g®ns are most successful when
employing economies of scale to maximize efficieaogl crop production. Implementation of
MM-VIS-2 would affect the agricultural-zoned langsrrounding the following unincorporated
urban townships: Santa Ynez, Ballard, Los Olivaxs Alamos, Casmalia, Sisquoc, Garey, New
Cuyama, and Cuyama. Crop protection structuregiggomore options for farmers to remain
competitive and respond quickly to rapidly changiagricultural conditions and market
opportunities, allowing flexibility for the farmeéo make decisions regarding the choice of crop
based on economic, market, and other factors, vidgileg able to respond quickly to install and
remove these structures when needed. ImplememtafidM-VIS-2 would limit a farmer’s
options on lands surrounding these townships 19:fafm two different crops — one that benefits
from crop protection structures and, within the 406t setback, another that does not require
hoops to be productive, which may result in inceglasosts to farm different crops within a
limited area that might otherwise be more prod&ti2) leave the land fallow within the 400-
foot setback; or (3) farm the entire property wattcrop that does not require crop protection
structures to produce the crop. As a result, @neld would not be used to their full agricultural
potential and would effectively limit the feasilyliof using crop protection structures on the
agricultural-zoned lands adjacent to the small cmiporated urban townships. As a
consequence, MM-VIS-2 would create a specific engndburden on agricultural operations
leading to farming inefficiencies and increasedisdlat would compromise the first objective
identified in the Final EIR (to simplify the pernptrocess to allow more efficient agricultural
operations) without adequately meeting the lastabje to reduce or minimize potential adverse
effects, thus making application of the mitigatimeasure infeasible.

Implementation of MM-VIS-2 would only marginally dease impacts to aesthetics/visual
resources. The agricultural-zoned lands that woldffected by the mitigation measure, and
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thus, by the elimination of the mitigation measwaee limited to the nine unincorporated urban
townships. Further, the mitigation would only apglthe crop protection structures would be
visible from a public road or other public view areThe nine unincorporated townships have a
combined area of 3,216 acres. (See Table 1 beldwwiler a worst case scenario, a 400-foot
setback applied to the agriculture-zoned lands osading the townships would affect
approximately 1,693 acres of agricultural-zonedd$an This amounts to 0.21% of the lands
zoned AG-I and AG-II (814,104 acres) located owsifithe Los Padres National Foresthus,

the amount of land that could potentially be usadclltivation with crop protection structures
absent MM-VIS-2 would be relatively limited and timapacts to aesthetics/visual resources
would not cause a substantial increase in seweritythe rejection of MM-VIS-2.

Table 1 Small Unincorporated Urban Townships: Acrage
and 400-ft Setback Area for Lands Zoned AG-I and AGl

Urban Township Size (acres) 400-ft Setback
(acres)
Cuyama 70 124
New Cuyama 426 228
Garey 25 60
Sisquoc 45 73
Casmalia 68 115
Los Alamos 58( 305
Los Olivos 305 145
Ballard 107 108
Santa Ynez 1,590 535
Total 3,216 1,693

In addition, the specific locations, massing, anetrall quantity of future crop protection
structures are unknown and the amount of crop ghiote structures that would be located
immediately adjacent to the nine unincorporatecnrownships cannot be determined with any
certainty at this time.

As a consequence, rejection of MM-VIS-2 would nab&tantially increase the severity of
impacts to aesthetics/visual resources identiffretheé Final EIR or result in any new significant
environmental impacts. Therefore, impacts to a&b'visual resources would remain
significant and unavoidable (Class ), as origpathncluded in the Final EIR.

B. Analysis of the Deletion of Water Resources (Fbmling) and Biological Resources
Mitigation Measures Based on New Evidence Regardingmpacts (MM-WR-1 and
MM-BIO-2)

The Final EIR identified MM-WR-1 to address a patgnmpact to flooding and MM-BIO-2 to
address a potential impact to the California tiggiamande(Ambystoma californiens¢CTS).
New substantial evidence was submitted into therte¢hat results in different conclusions
regarding the identified potential impacts thanvpesly included in the EIR. Therefore, these

! As noted in the Final EIR, most lands within theslPadres National Forest are owned by UnitessState
government. There is no agricultural potentiatiese lands.
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two mitigation measures are deleted based on thelusions, discussed further below, that
mitigation is no longer necessary.

1. Mitigation Measure MM-WR-1

The Final EIR (Section 4.4) analyzed the poterft@ding impacts that could result from the
Project. The Final EIR concluded that installatajrcrop protection structures within a Federal
Emergency Management Association (FEMA) designdieatdway could cause a potentially
significant impact for two reasons: (1) a floodwisythe location of stronger flood flows
compared to the floodplain, and the placement gp @rotection structures within the floodway
could impede flows if floodwaters rose to a levdiene they could be impeded by the plastic
coverings; and (2) placement of crop protectioncitires within a floodway could exacerbate
flooding hazards as heavy flows could have themi@teto tear down the structures, washing
them downstream during large storms. The Final id#tified mitigation measure MM-WR-1
to clarify in the LUDC amendment that crop protentistructures located within a floodway
would not qualify for the permit exemption. Pumstto this mitigation measure, crop protection
structures would be allowed with a permit providedvil engineer provides a no-rise certificate
determining that the structures as proposed woatdcause floodwaters to rise during a storm
event.

Following the release of the Final EIR and commera& of County Planning Commission
hearings, the County Planning Commission requestkelitional information to understand the
implications of rejectingMM-WR-1 and removing the corresponding developmstaindard
from the LUDC amendment. Public Works Deputy DioecThomas D. Fayram of the Flood
Control District provided a letter dated July 3,180(Attachment 2), concluding, “The Flood
Control District...does not recommend the inclusidrin@ Floodway regulatory considerations
of hoop structure in Agricultural zoned areas.” s&a upon further consideration, the Flood
Control District determined that crop protectiorustures, “being supported by 3” metal pipes
[metal frame] on a 21-27 foot span results in at@dt1% or less obstruction by area,” would
not constitute massive obstructions (such as housess, bridges, shopping centers) to the
floodway that would offer a real risk to surroungliproperties. Thus, crop protection structures
would not impede floodwaters or be inconsistenhwiite Floodplain Management Ordinance.
In the Floodplain Management Ordinance: (1) “eaclonents” are prohibited in the floodways
(including new construction, substantial improvememd other new development) (Ch. 15A-
21); (2) “encroachments” are those that “may impedalter the flow capacity of a floodplain
(Ch. 15A-5(18)), which the Flood Control Districadrdetermined is not the case here; (3) plus
“development” is defined to mean “buildings or ath&tructures (Ch. 15A-5(17)); (4)
“building” is defined as “See ‘Structure’™; and (Structure” is defined as a “walled and roofed
building” (Ch. 15A-5(69)), which does not encomphesp structures.

In addition, as described in the letter and cladfby Flood Control Engineering Manager Jon
Frye at the County Planning Commission hearingudf 11, 2018, conveyance capacities of the
floodway are affected by many other variables thatexceed the de minimis encroachment of
the crop protection structures metal frame. A mémoding event that would have sufficient

energy to tear down crop protection structures eamdy them downstream would be of such
capacity that crop protection structures would natise problems greater than the natural
loading of trees, buildings, cars, and other dethrad would be carried by such a flood. Thus,
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the use of crop protection structures in the floagwvould not cause a significant flooding
impact, and their contribution to flooding wouldtr@ significant or cumulatively considerable.

This new substantial evidence, therefore, requaresvision to the flooding impacts associated
with a FEMA-designated floodway that were identifim the Final EIR (Impact WR-4) from
potentially significant to less than significantAs a consequence, MM-WR-1 is no longer
necessary to mitigate impacts to a less-than-sogmt level and the County Planning
Commission recommends its deletion from the Find® Bnd deletion of the corresponding
development standard from the LUDC amendment. drakiimpacts to flooding are therefore
revised from significant but mitigable (Class )less than significant (Class IlI).

2. Mitigation Measure MM-BI10O-2

The Final EIR (Section 4.6) analyzed the potentigbacts to biological resources that could
result from the Project. In particular, the FiER identified potential impacts to dispersal
patterns of the federal and state threatened GT8e Santa Barbara County population is also
considered to be an endangered distinct populategment.) Section 4.6 of the Final EIR
discussed the potential for hoop structures toterearriers to CTS movement between breeding
ponds and suitable upland habitat within 1.24 mdé®reeding ponds that could result if the
hoop structures plastic covering were extendetiéagtound (Impact BIO-1 and Impact BIO-3).
The Final EIR identified mitigation measure MM-BI®+to require, for the zoning permit
exemption, a minimum gap of one foot between tloengd surface and hoop structure plastic to
allow free movement of CTS though the fields.

Following several Planning Commissioners’ requdstsadditional information regarding the
necessity of maintaining a height of 12 inches leetwthe plastic and the ground surface, P&D
staff consulted again with the United States Figld aVildlife Service (USFWS) and the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFWhe resource agencies responsible for
administering the federal and state Endangeredi&pécts, respectively, in a conference call
on June 5, 2018. Additionally, the County receigetetter from USFWS on June 15, 2018
(Attachment 3). USFWS biologists Kendra Chan aadHgl Henry confirmed that 1.24 miles is
the standard distance from a known or potential @Ff&ding pond within which a CTS
individual might disperse between its breeding tedbn a pond and its upland habitat where it
spends the remainder of the year outside of thedimg season.

USFWS further considered the MM-BIO-2 requiremenintaintain a gap between the ground
and the hoop structure plastic and consulted fikependent CTS biologists. The biologists
unanimously agreed:

[A]lthough it is usually beneficial to allow passador dispersing wildlife, in this
case doing so would expose California tiger saladeais to hazards associated with
agricultural activities ... and it is better overalo exclude California tiger
salamanders from the hoop structures. The Sereicemmends removing MM-BIO-
2 from this ordinance because we believe this nreasiay subject California tiger
salamanders to additional threats and would be mde&imental than beneficial.
(Letter from Stephen P. Henry, USFWS, to Julie KBai€ounty of Santa Barbara,
dated June 15, 2018) (Attachment 3)

Based on the new substantial evidence provided WS, the lowering of hoop structures
plastic to the ground surface would not cause aifsignt impact to the movement of the CTS
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from breeding ponds to suitable upland habitat. aAsonsequence, MM-BIO-2 is no longer
necessary as it could potentially result in harnCitS and the County Planning Commission
recommends its deletion from the Final EIR and titsleof the corresponding development
standard from the LUDC amendment. However, eveugh MM-BIO-2 will no longer be
required, a property owner must still comply witle federal and state Endangered Species Acts
and consult with federal and state wildlife authes even if the crop protection structures are
exempt from County permits. Residual impacts t&@iould not significantly change, as MM-
BIO-1 would continue to mitigate potential impatdsCTS, and residual impacts would remain
significant but mitigable (Class II).

C. Analysis of Modifications to Aesthetics/Visual Rsources Mitigation Measure MM-
VIS-3 Design Control (D) Overlay Limitation

The County Planning Commission recommended thagatibn measure MM-VIS-3 be revised
to change the 4,000-square foot size limit for guogtection structures located within the Design
Control (D) Overlay within the Santa Ynez Valleyr@munity Plan (SYVCP) area to a permit
threshold with two components. First, crop pratetistructures that are no more than 4,000
square feet in area per lot would be consideredhpkd they meet all other exemption criteria.
Second, crop protection structures larger than ¥ ffuare feet per lot would not require a
permit if they are not visible from public roadwaysother areas of public use. To qualify for
this second exemption, landscape screening shadll beotaken into consideration when
determining whether the structures are visible frnrlic roadways or other areas of public use.
Visible crop protection structures larger than 8,G@uare feet per lot may be allowed with
approval of a permit.

MM-VIS-3. Design Control (D) Overlay Limitation. Prior to approval of the
Project, the Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendmeait ble revised as follows:

» Crop protection structures-shat-be-limited d64,000 square feet or leger lot
when located within the Design Control (D) Ovenaighin the Santa Ynez Valley
Community Plan area may be exempt from pernhitgger Scrop protection
structures that cannot be viewed from public roagsvar other areas of public
use _also may be exempt from pernsisal-be-exemptirom—thisrequirement.
Landscape screening shall not be taken into congide when determining
whether the structure is visible from public roagwar other areas of public use.
Visible crop protection structures larger than 4006quare feet per lot may be
allowed with approval of a permit.

As discussed in the Final EIR, the D Overlay idegithe highly scenic township and valley
gateway parcels and community separators of the(@¥¥rea, and addresses the aesthetics of
new development on these parcels. The D Overlgjiepmostly along the SYVCP area’s
primary public roadways, such as State Route 15de&gnated State Scenic Highway), State
Route 246, and Alamo Pintado Road. The purposieeoD Overlay is to apply design review to
new buildings and structures, including agricultustuctures larger than 1,000 square feet to
ensure new buildings and structures are compaitilikethe visual character of the SYVCP area.
Crop protection structures that would be exempnhfpermits would also be exempt from design
review. Thus, the Final EIR identified impactsvisual resources associated with changes to the
visual character of the SYVCP area, and to viewsfpublic roads and other areas of public
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use. The Final EIR identified mitigation measurdMIS-3 to address these potential visual
impacts by limiting the size of crop protectiorustures to 4,000 square feet per lot within the D
Overlay.

As discussed in this EIR Revision document abogécaltural operations are most successful
when employing economies of scale to maximize ieificy and crop production.
Implementation of a size limit could affect the iagltural-zoned lands of the SYVCP area that
are located within the D Overlay. Crop protectsbructures provide more options for farmers to
remain competitive and respond quickly to rapidhaging agricultural conditions and market
opportunities, allowing flexibility for the farmeéo make decisions regarding the choice of crop
based on economic, market, and other factors, vidgileg able to respond quickly to install and
remove these structures when needed.

Revising the size limit to a permit threshold aidveing unlimited crop protection structures
without a permit if not visible from public roadwayvould marginally increase impacts to
aesthetics/visual resources. Specific locationassimg, and overall quantity of future crop
protection structures are unknown and speculatiMge exemption, under the revised MM-VIS-
3, would continue to apply only to those crop pecttan structures no larger than 4,000 square
feet, and to larger structures only if they are wistble. Thus, this aspect of the mitigation
would not change. The marginal increase in impactsid be associated with the allowance of
larger, visible structures with approval of a pernh permit process for visible crop protection
structures would allow a site-specific assessmentingpacts to visual resources in the
aesthetically-sensitive D Overlay by (1) allowingpg protection structures to be reviewed
through the permit and design review process, @yessing aesthetics/visual resources on a
site-specific basis, and (3) including permit cdiotis to comply with SYVCP visual resources
protection policies.

As a consequence, modification of MM-VIS-3 to revithe 4,000 square foot size limit to a
permit threshold and allow a permit exemption &ger structures when not visible from public
roads would not substantially increase the sevefiiynpacts identified in the Final EIR or result
in any new significant environmental impacts. H®fere, impacts to aesthetics/visual resources
would remain significant and unavoidable (Clasa$)priginally concluded in the Final EIR.

D. Analysis of Modifications to Biological Resource Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-1
Limit Exemption of Crop Protection Structures on Historically Intensively
Cultivated Agricultural Lands

The Final EIR (Section 4.6) analyzed the potentigbacts to biological resources that could
result from the Project. In particular, the FiBdR identified potential impacts to unique, rare,
threatened or endangered species and sensitiviatsabi he Final EIR identified MM-BIO-1 to
address four potential impacts to biological resesrincluding Impact BIO-1 (rare, threatened,
and endangered species listed on the federal atel Bhdangered Species Acts (special status
species)), Impact BIO-2 (other sensitive habitatd aensitive natural communities, including
oak woodlands and savanna, native grasslands,iarian habitats), Impact BIO-3 (movement
patterns and wildlife corridors), and Impact Bl@sfreams and creeks). As originally proposed,
MM-BIO-1 would apply to all grazing lands and othHands that have not undergone intensive
agricultural cultivation because these lands maypstt special status plant or animal species
(listed federal and state threatened and endangpesties and their habitats) or other sensitive
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habitats and sensitive natural communities. MM-Bl@ould address these impacts by limiting
the permit exemption for crop protection structutesonly those agricultural lands that have
been historically intensively cultivated. In adoiit, MM-BIO-1 defined historically intensively
cultivated agricultural land as land that has beked for agricultural use and planted with a
crop for at least three of the previous five years.

The County Planning Commission requested additiomébrmation to understand the
implications of modifying the timeframe used to idefhistorically intensively cultivated from
three of the previous five years to an alternatiféree alternative timeframes were mentioned
for consideration: one year of the previous teargeone of the previous five years and one of
the previous three years. P&D staff consulted Wit8FWS biologists to understand the
potential effects that alternative timeframes migate on special status plant or animal species.
USFWS considered all three alternative timefram&SFWS concluded that cultivating one
year out of five or ten years would leave a farmidfifallow long enough to allow the re-
establishment of habitat for at least one listeécss, the California tiger salamander
(Ambystoma californienséiCTS) (Kendra Chan, Fish and Wildlife BiologistSBWS, emails
dated December 4, 2018, and December 7, 2018)cfAttants 4 and 5). USFWS stated:

Cultivating sometime in the last 5 years is toaylof a time frame for this measure to be
effective. A farm field left alone for up to 4 sseaould allow the area to return to CTS
habitat. Cultivating sometime in the last 3 yemrsan adequate measure to include in
this exemption. From the salamander and groundrsgjls perspective, this would have
the same effect as a field in cultivation 3 outhef past 5 yeargKendra Chan, Fish and
Wildlife Biologist, USFWS, email dated Decembe20,18]

Based on this new evidence, the County Planning rGiseion recommended the following
modification to the mitigation measure, to readadi®ws:

MM-BIO-1. Limit Exemption to Crop Protection Structures on Historically
Intensively Cultivated Agricultural Lands. Prior to approval of the Project, the
Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment shall be rdvise clarify that hoop
structures and shade structures (crop protectioncstires) shall be allowed with a
permit exemption only on historically intensivelyltivated agricultural lands.
Historically intensively cultivated agricultural tels shall mean land that has been
tilled for agricultural use and planted with a crdpr at least-threeone of the

prewous—twethree years —'Fhe—t&nd—dees—net—neees&anJy—need—te—baee—aeWely
)-

The revised timeframe was based on the evidenarited by USFWS that clarifies how long a
field may be left fallow after previous cultivatidrefore which sensitive species habitats may
begin to re-establish. The conclusion is thatiating for at least one year within the previous
three years (and no more than two consecutivewajlears) is adequate, and would have the
same effect as cultivating for three years witliea previous five years. Therefore, this revision
to MM-BIO-1 would continue to mitigate impacts to lass-than-significant level. As a
consequence of this recommendation, the LUDC amentras been revised to define the
timeframe for historically intensively cultivatedyrécultural lands to one year of the previous
three years. The revised timeframe would allowagge flexibility to farmers while still
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protecting listed federal and state threatenedeamldngered species and their habitats, as well as
other sensitive habitats and natural communities.

This modification to MM-BIO-1 would not result img new significant environmental impacts,
or cause a substantial increase in the severitymplacts BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-3, or BIO-4
analyzed in the Final EIR. In any case, a propewyer must still comply with the federal and
state Endangered Species Acts even if crop protediructures are exempt from County
permits. In addition, the County’s Oak Tree Protec Ordinance would continue to apply to
new cultivation with or without crop protection wttures to reduce impacts to oak woodlands
and savannas (Impact BIO-2). Also, a relativelyabmsubset of the County’s inland agricultural
lands are located within community plan areas éwample, Santa Ynez Valley Community
Plan, Goleta and Eastern Goleta Valley Communign®l and Toro Canyon Plan), and within
these agricultural lands crop protection structumesst comply with the applicable community
plan policies and development standards that proietogical resources. Therefore, impacts to
biological resources would remain significant butigable (Class II), as originally concluded in
the Final EIR.

E. Analysis of Modifications to Biological Resourcg Mitigation Measure MM-BI0O-3
Setbacks from Streams and Creeks

As mentioned in Section II.D above, the Final EtRentified four potential impacts to unique,
rare, threatened or endangered species and senséhitats. The Final EIR identified MM-
BIO-3 to address potential impacts to streams aeeks, i.e., riparian habitats (Impact BIO-2)
that support other biological resources includistet species (Impact BIO-1), wildlife corridors
(Impact BIO-3), and conflicts with adopted plangl goolicies oriented toward the protection of
biological resources (Impact BIO-4).

As originally proposed, MM-BIO-3 would require satks from streams and creeks of 100 feet
in Rural Areas and 50 feet in Urban and Inner-Raralas and Existing Development Rural
Neighborhoods. The purpose of this mitigation measvas to reduce impacts to riparian
habitats and species that depend on riparian habida food, forage, shelter, and wildlife
corridors, and ensure consistency with Comprehen$tlan policies that identify specific
structural setback distances from streams and sreek

The County Planning Commission recommended revibiyBIO-3 to decrease the setback
from streams and creeks in the Rural Area fromf&60to 50 feet, as follows:

MM-BIO-3. Setbacks from Streams and Creeks. Prior to approval of the Project, the

Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment shall be rdviseequire that crop protection

structures shall be located a minimum of 50 feeinfistreams and creek&m—um&n—and
e A aS

The Comprehensive Plan does not require a 100sketbiack from all streams and creeks in all
rural areas, but only within community planning emevhere such a setback is prescribed by
policy or development standard (currently the Ghvidoast Plan, Santa Ynez Valley
Community Plan, and Toro Canyon Plan). Other Cemgnsive Plan policies provide general
direction for the protection of streams, creeks] aparian habitats. Although the Planning
Commission recommended revising MM-BIO-3, pursuent_UDC Subsection 35.20.020.C,
any land use and structure, including exempt crogeption structures, must comply with
applicable Comprehensive Plan policies and devedmpratandards, including community plan
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development standards. Thus, within these commusldnning areas, the more restrictive
setback requirement would apply.

In_addition, several Planning Commissioners comegkrihat such a requirement may have
negative consequences for cultivated agriculturéhomt significantly reducing impacts to
streams and creeks. Agricultural operations arstraccessful when employing economies of
scale to maximize efficiency and crop productiofis originally proposed MM-BIO-3, which
would require a 100-foot setback from streams arebks, would prevent the use of crop
protection structures within 100 feet of a streantreek, even if land within that setback has
already been farmed, and riparian habitat is ntdargx Revising the setback to 50 feet would
provide greater flexibility for farmers to remaimmpetitive and respond quickly to rapidly
changing agricultural conditions and market opputies, allowing flexibility for the farmer to
make decisions regarding the choice of crop basegtonomic, market, and other factors, while
continuing to provide a setback for riparian habkiteo support the various functions these
habitats provide to other biological resources.

As a conseguence, modification of MM-BIO-3 to reglibe creek setback from 100 feet to 50
feet within the Rural Area would not substantialigrease the severity of impacts identified in
the Final EIR or result in any new significant aovimental impacts. Therefore, impacts to
biological resources would remain significant butigiable (Class II), as originally concluded in

the Final EIR.

EF.  Analysis of a Revision to the Project Descriptiomo the Crop Protection Structure
Size Limit within the Critical Viewshed Corridor Ov erlay

The County Planning Commission recommended thegrdiescription be revised to change the
4,000-square foot size limit for crop protectiorustures located within the Critical Viewshed
Corridor (CVC) Overlay within the inland Gaviota &3t Plan area to a permit threshold with
two components. First, crop protection structihed are no more than 4,000 square feet in area
per lot would not require a permit. Second, crogtgrtion structures larger than 4,000 square
feet per lot would not require a permit if they ad visible from public roadways or other areas
of public use. To qualify for this second exempfitandscape screening shall not be taken into
consideration when determining whether the strestare visible from public roadways or other
areas of public use. Visible crop protection dutes larger than 4,000 square feet per lot may
be allowed with approval of a permit.

As discussed in the Final EIR, U.S. Highway 101 108) between the City of Goleta and State
Route 1 is a designated State Scenic Highway, wingsterses the Gaviota Coast Plan area. The
CVC Overlay, adopted as part of the Gaviota Co&st Bn November 8, 2016, applies to lands
with critical near-field views both north and sowthUS 101. Of the lands zoned Agricultural
within the CVC Overlay, approximately 4,613 acrég%) are located within the Coastal Zone
south of US 101 and are not within the Project .arégproximately 2,226 acres (33%) are
located within the inland area, within the Projaata, and are primarily north of US 101.

Pursuant to LUDC Subsection 35.28.070.A, the CVCrfdy is applied to property in the
Gaviota Coast Plan area to provide enhanced pratetd the critical coastal viewsheds of the
Gaviota Coast from inappropriate development. inkent is to ensure that development is sited
and/or screened in a manner that will reduce ingpgcthe public viewshed while allowing for
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reasonable development. The CVC Overlay limitssike of greenhouses to no more than 4,000
square feet per lot.

The original Hoop Structures Ordinance AmendmenR Firoject description included a
proposed size limit of 4,000 square feet for croptgrtion structures located within the CVC
Overlay, similar to the existing CVC Overlay sizenit on greenhouses. Crop protection
structures, especially hoop structures, have simikual characteristics as greenhouses, and if
unlimited in size, could result in similar impadts the visual resources of the Gaviota Coast.
However, the Final EIR concluded that, even with $ize limit, potentially significant impacts
to public scenic views within the CVC Overlay costil occur.

Agricultural operations are most successful whemleying economies of scale to maximize
efficiency and crop production. Implementationaosize limit could affect the agricultural-

zoned lands within the CVC Overlay. Crop protettsgtructures provide more options for

farmers to remain competitive and respond quicklyapidly changing agricultural conditions

and market opportunities, allowing flexibility fahe farmer to make decisions regarding the
choice of crop based on economic, market, and d#wtors, while being able to respond more
quickly to install and remove these structures wieeded.

Revising the size limit to a permit threshold ahidveing unlimited crop protection structures
without a permit if not visible from public roadwayvould marginally increase impacts to
aesthetics/visual resources. The agricultural-ddaeds that would be affected by the size limit
(approximately 2,226 acres) are limited to thosthefCVC Overlay area that are located within
the inland portions of the Gaviota Coast Plan avdaich lie primarily north of US 101, a
designated State Scenic Highway. Much of the tmpagraphy is characterized by moderate to
steep slopes (20% slope and greater), which isrgiyn@ot suited for crop protection structure
use. The amount of land that could potentiallyused for cultivation with crop protection
structures absent the size limit would be relagiwehall such that the impacts to aesthetics/visual
resources would not result in a substantial in@aasseverity by changing the size limit to a
permit threshold. Those crop protection structuhed would be larger than 4,000 square feet
and visible from public roadways would be reviewdtough the permit process and
aesthetics/visual resources would be addressedsbe-specific basis, including requirements to
comply with Gaviota Coast Plan visual resourcestgutin policies. In addition, specific
locations, massing, and overall quantity of futarep protection structures are unknown and
speculative, and conversions of significant arefsand to cultivation with crop protection
structures have not been seen in the Gaviota Gdastarea as have been seen in other areas
such as the Los Alamos and Santa Maria valleysus;Th is not reasonably foreseeable that
significant quantities of crop protection structneould be located within the CVC Overlay
Zone if the size limit was changed to a permitshied.

As a consequence, revising the 4,000 square foetlisnit to a permit threshold and allowing a
permit exemption for larger structures when noibles within the CVC Overlay would not
substantially increase the severity of impacts tified in the Final EIR or result in any new
significant environmental impacts. Therefore, ictgato aesthetics/visual resources would
remain significant and unavoidable (Class ), agioally concluded in the Final EIR.
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FG. Analysis of the Addition of a Steep Slopes Critéon for the Exemption of Crop
Protection Structures

The County Planning Commission recommended theegraiescription be revised to add steep
slopes as an additional criterion to determine wtr@p protection structures would be exempt
from a permit. Pursuant to this change, crop ptaie structures located on slopesraging
where the proposed area to be developed avel@%sor less would be considered exempt if
they meet all other exemption criteria; structuesated on slopes averaging greater than 20%
would require a permit. The purpose of averagilupes is to prevent minor topographic
variations that exceed 20% on a parcel that isratlse mostly less than 20% from requiring a
permit. Averagige slopes would not serve tés—netintended-to-beused-avoid a permit
process wherethe majority of a propertyarea proposed for developmetmn5|sts of slopes
steeper than 20% ; ;

Limiting the permit exemption to areas with no &spr lesser slopes (averaging 20% or less)
would reduce impacts to aesthetic/visual resouasaswould prevent an unlimited exemption of
the use of crop protection structures on much efstieeply sloping lands throughout the County,
which are highly visible from public roadways anehgrally less suited to cultivation of crops
that rely on the use of crop protection structurés crop protection structures could still be
allowed on steeper slopes with a permit (insteadrofexemption), the change to the project
description would not substantially increase theeggy of impacts to aesthetics/visual resources.
On_steeper slopes where a permit is required, iaddlt staff review would be conducted,
including the need to make the relevant Land UsenRer Development Plan findings, and
potentially additional CEQA review, depending uptre proposed project. Thus, while
beneficial to the protection of aesthetics/viswasaurces (and reducing impacts), impacts would
continue to be significant and unavoidable (Class |

lll.  CONCLUSION

The County Planning Commission recommended thectrefe of two mitigation measures
identified in the EIR as infeasible; the deletioh tawo mitigation measures based on new
substantial evidence in the record; the modificatid two-three mitigation measures; and two
revisions to the project description. Therefor@responding revisions were made to the Hoop
Structures Ordinance Amendment that would amendCihwnty LUDC. None of the changes
that the County Planning Commission recommendedldvoesult in any new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increaghénseverity of previously identified significant
effects, or deprive the public of a meaningful oppoity to comment.
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Grower Shipper

ASSOCIATION
of Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo Counties

July 9, 2018

County of Santa Barbara
Planning Commission

Re: July 11,2018 Item 3-Hoop Structures Proposed Ordinance Amendment and Environmental Impact Report

Dear Commissioners:

We continue to appreciate and support the project’s objective “...t0 allow farmers more flexibility and
efficient agricultural operations in support of the County's agricultural economy.”

We appreciate the Planning Commission’s leadership and engagement on this issue, which has both
immediate and precedential importance for agriculture in Santa Barbara County and beyond. In this letter we will
focus on outstanding issues from our previous letters and those of the Santa Barbara County Agricultural Advisory
Committee.

More specifically, we ask the Planning Commission to continue with its progress in directing staff to
prepare an Ordinance amendment that fulfills the Board of Supervisors’ intent and thoughtfully assesses
the costs, benefits, and basis of proposed mitigation measures and development standards. We are
cognizant of the factors limiting EIR recirculation but continue to see value in an Alternative 3 in a
recirculated EIR that more accurately characterizes baseline condition, project impact, and scientifically
sound proposed mitigation measures.

Our comments in response to the July 11, 2018 Staff Report and Attachment C are as follows:

1. MM-VIS-1. Height and Setback Requirements. We particularly appreciate the Planning Commission’s
thoughtful discussion on this issue. As discussed in previous comment letters, the impacts to visual resources
are identified as significant and unavoidable and the additional setback would not necessarily lessen impacts
to visual resources but would certainly impact agricultural resources. We support the rejection of MM-
VIS-1, although do not necessarily agree with the basis for the rejection. We do not find the setbacks
originally proposed in MM-VIS-1 to be adequately substantiated in the EIR; however, identifying MM-VIS-
I as infeasible and rejecting it would accomplish the same result.

2. MM-VIS-2. Urban Township Setback Requirement. As described in our comments on MM-VIS-1, we
do not find the proposed 400 foot setback to be adequately substantiated in the EIR. We remain supportive
of a 20 foot setback from the urban boundary lines of the following urban townships: Santa Ynez,
Ballard, Los Olivos, Los Alamos, Casmalia, Sisquoc, Garey, New Cuyama, and Cuyama.

3. MM-VIS-3. Design Control Overlay Limitation. Since the May 30, 2018 Planning Commission hearing
we had a member come forward who utilizes hoops within the Santa Ynez Design Control Overlay. We hope
our member will be able to attend on July 11 and articulate their concern and the impact of the proposed
mitigation measure. We reassert that the impact to visual resources would remain significant and are now
aware of the negative impact the measure would have on agricultural operations in the area. We do not find
the proposed 4,000 square foot per lot to qualify for the exemption to be adequately substantiated in the EIR
We support the rejection of MM-VIS-3.
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MM-WR-1. Crop Protection Structures within a Floodway. We support the removal of MM-WR-1
based on the Flood Control District’s July 3, 2018 letter stating “we do not recommend the inclusion of
the Floodway regulatory considerations of hoop structures in Agricultural zoned areas.” We are concerned
with the impact of MM-WR-1, particularly on the western portion of the Lompoc Valley, and the difficulty
of the permitting requirements and the limited viability of these lands.

MM-BIO-1. Limit Exemption—to—CropProtection—Structures—onHistorieally Jntensively Cultivated
Agrieultural- lands: The EIR Consultant’s response to questions at the May 30, 2018 Planning Commission
meeting raises the question of whether the Draft EIR confused the impact of the use of hoops with the baseline
condition of cultivation. These are separate issues and the baseline condition must be adequately recognized.
Existing law regulates the protection of Endangered Species, including the California Tiger Salamander. The
proposed mitigation measure would duplicate existing protections and create a severe hurdle for organic
cultivation. Instead, it would be sufficient to specify or defer to existing requirements that operations
shall comply with provisions of California and Federal Endangered Species Acts where applicable.

M'BIO 2 eqiH HH " Oxn ¥ ' ~ -
Plastie: We support the rejectlon of MM—BIO-2 based on the lack of smentlf ic merit as dctalled in the June
15, 2018 USFWS letter explaining “we believe this measure may subject California tiger salamanders to
additional threats and would be more detrimental than beneficial.”

MM-BIO-3. Setbacks from Streams and Creeks. We remain critical of the current mitigation measure as
written because it would result in a greater impact to rural lands than urban areas, does not provide a scientific-
justification for the setback distance, is subject to broad and subjective interpretation of a stream and creek,
and would not have the same impact as permanent structural development. Instead, we maintain that the
requirement should be a setback of 20 feet from a waterbody assessed under Section 303(d) of the federal
Clean Water Act. There are already protections in place by regulatory agencies including the Regional Water
Quality Control Board, State Water Board, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, among others. The
proposed revision would provide greater clarity and more closely match the nature of the project and limit the
expansive definition currently included. Although we have concerns with quantitative setbacks, particularly
in rural areas, this would be less detrimental to agriculture than the current proposal.

As a reminder, our most significant environmental and policy concerns include:

I.

We continue to disagree with the fundamental classification of hoops as a structure treated in a similar way
as a permanent building, as opposed to a standard agricultural tool or equipment. Based on this fundamental
classification, we further disagree with the resulting characterization of impact from the use of hoops
compared to baseline conditions, proposed mitigation measures, limited permit exemptions, and
recommended development standards.

We continue to believe that the proposed ordinance amendments fail to achleve the primary project objective
and would instead represent a concerning direction for all agricultural operations in the County.

Our members continue to express that the proposed limitations on what would qualify for a permit exemption
and the proposed development standards would be unworkable. We are also concerned with future expansions
of definitions such as floodway and State Scenic Highway designations contained in the Zoning amendments
that would further impact agricultural viability.

We disagree with the prioritization of views of rural agricultural landscapes over the functional health and
vitality of the agricultural lands themselves and the communities they support.

Thank you for your careful consideration of these comments and corresponding revisions moving forward.

Sincerely,

C,Ealu_c_ LQ) ARG e

Claire Wineman

President

Grower-Shipper Association of SB and SLO Counties Page 2 of 2
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President



~ Top Issues:

Purpose

Feasibility

Process and Precedent




Purpose




* Why Hoops?

* Tool for agricultural production

* Fierce competition and increasing pressures
® Access narrow windows of opportunity

* Provide option for farmers and farmworkers
* Height:

0 Farmworker ergonomics and comfort

A Airflow to manage disease

d Access for machines and equipment



e g

- Board of Supervisors Direction
®7/25/2017

e Up to 20 feet

e Exempt from permits

e Simple

® Straightforward

Fails to fulfill purpose

A




Feasibility




Visual




~ VIS-1 Critique

*'Two sets of production practices infeasible
(crop type, equipment, management)
® Public roads are ubiquitous in ag areas

® Arbitrary numeric values won't provide
additional protection of visual resources

e Significant and unavoidable impacts

* Proposed height and setback requirements
would negatively impact ag without
additional benefit



imated 30 ft from road
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~ VIS-1 Revision

AG-II:

20 foot front setback
from edge of road

12



~ VIS-2 Revision

20 foot setback from
township urban
boundary line

13



Water Resources




MM-WR-1




Biological
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" BIO-2 Critique

e Existing alternatives for migration,
dispersal pathways

* Doesn’'t match current, limited
understanding of species life history

* Ability to provide additional protection
essential for certain crops during certain
times of year—reason for using hoops

* Large geographic impacts if linking to any
potential CTS pond location
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~ BIO-2 Revision

Does not meet project
objectives

Significant impacts to ag

20



" BIO-1 Revision

Shall comply with
provisions of CA and
Federal Endangered
Species Acts where

applicable

21



~ BIO-3 Revision

20 foot setback from

303(d) assessed
waterbodies

22



Process and Precedent




Grower Shipper

ASSOCIATION
of Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo Counties

March 15, 2018

County of Santa Barbara

Planning and Development Department
Long Range Planning Division

Attn: Julie Harris

123 East Anapamu Street, First Floor
Santa Barbara, CA 93101
hoopstructures@countyofsb.org

Re: Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment Draft Program Environmental Impact Report dtd January 2018
Dear Ms. Harris:

We appreciate and strongly support the project’s objective “fo simplify and streamline the permit process for
hoop structures and shade structures to allow farmers more flexibility and efficient agricultural operations in
support of the County’s agricultural economy.”

Agriculture is facing unprecedented challenges that have increased exponentially in the past three years.
In recent years, the cost to farm has dramatically increased due to significant changes to wage and hour
requirements, rising land rents, ongoing labor shortages proliferating pests and diseases, expanding agrichemical
material application restrictions, and increasing regulatory compliance cost and complexities. At the same time,
competition from other counties, states, and countries that require only a fraction of the regulatory compliance
mandates continues to increase. Santa Barbara County farmers and ranchers need the support and
engagement of all stakeholders, including the County, to remain competitive to provide the multitude of
economic, social, and environmental benefits of local agriculture. The ability to quickly adapt to rapidly
changing market opportunities and conditions is of the utmost importance in preserving a viable
agricultural economy in Santa Barbara County.

In many cases the draft EIR correctly characterizes both the challenges and opportunities facing local farmers, as
well as the important role that hoops play in keeping Santa Barbara County farmers competitive. We particularly
where the draft EIR has refrained from duplicating existing local, state, and federal regulations. Unfortunately,
we do not find the range of alternatives and proposed mitigation measures presented by the EIR to reasonably
achieve the main project objectives. We ask that the EIR be revised to more correctly characterize project
impacts, fulfill the project’s objective, and be consistent with policies in the Santa Barbara County
Comprehensive Plan. As much as we would like an expedient resolution to this process for our members,
we would rather see the EIR be recirculated with substantive revisions to the draft characterization of
impacts and proposed mitigation measures than to lock our members into infeasible mitigation measures
that would render hoops unattainable to Santa Barbara County farmers.

We will further detail our concerns in the following pages.

GROWER-SHIPPER ASSOCIATION OF SANTA BARBARA AND SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTIES
P.O.Box 10 ¢ 245 Obispo Street ¢ Guadalupe, CA 93434 < (805) 343-2215




OVERARCHING CONCERNS

We appreciate the project’s stated intention (emphasis added) “to simplify and streamline the permit process
for hoop structures and shade structures to allow farmers more flexibility and efficient agricultural operations
in support of the County’s agricultural economy.” (page S-2). Throughout this letter, we will identify where
the characterization of impact and/or the draft mitigation measures fail to achieve the primary project

objective.

We continue to disagree with the fundamental classification of hoops as a structure subject to development
standards and permits, rather than a standard agricultural tool or equipment. This is reinforced by the limited
scope of the exemption as contained in the project description (emphasis added): “To qualify for the permit
exemption, hoop structures and shade structures shall not have electrical wiring, plumbing, mechanical (such
as heaters), permanent footings, or foundations, and shall only be used to protect plants grown in the soil or in
containers upon the soil.” (page 2-4 and Appendix B, page 5). Throughout this letter, we will identify where the
characterization of impact and/or the draft mitigation measures are inappropriate due to the unique, non-
permanent characteristics of the project as opposed to the characteristics of a permanent building or
structure with permanent footings and/or foundations.

The draft EIR appropriately recognizes agriculture as the County’s single largest industry and via the
multiplier effect, has a local impact in excess of $2.8 billion and provides 25,370 jobs (page 4.3-1). The
continued economic vitality of agriculture is paramount to the economy, employment, and social structure
of the County. Although the ordinance would be countywide, it is essential to be mindful of the impacts of the
individual draft mitigation measures and cumulative draft mitigations measures on individual agricultural parcels.
An agricultural parcel cannot reasonably relocate. Any crop that can support the high cost of hoops, including
raspberries, blackberries, blueberries, and strawberries, are highly perishable crops; as such, planting decisions
are often limited by proximity to cooling infrastructure and other essential agribusiness support infrastructure
such as employees and equipment. Throughout this letter, we will identify where proposed mitigation
measures are infeasible or otherwise prohibitive to reasonable implementation.

We are concerned with encumbering conventional agriculture with cannabis land use permitting
restrictions. Since cannabis is still not federally legal and subject to restrictions associated with the Racketeer
Influenced and Corrupt Organizations (RICO) Act, many of our members choose not to risk their business
operations due to concerns with the federal position and comingling of funds. We are concerned that the
County’s land use permitting path for cannabis will compromise the viability of conventional agriculture
conforming to ALL APPLICABLE local, state, AND federal laws and regulations and ask that
conventional growers not be penalized in the analysis of individual and cumulative impacts. By placing
development standards on conventional agriculture due to cumulative impact analyses from cannabis, we are
placing our local farmers at a competitive disadvantage with both cannabis growers and other agricultural regions.

Finally, we recognize that CEQA focuses on the assessment of actual conditions and present circumstances and
will discuss our objections to the assessment of impacts and proposed mitigation measures with that focus.
However, we are deeply concerned that future expansions of the following will further impact agricultural
viability:
e Extent of native plant communities and environmentally sensitive habitat areas
Designation as a floodway
Lands not historically cultivated
Location of public roads, designation as a State Scenic Highway, and expansion of right-of ways
Extent of urban townships, Urban Areas, Inner Rural Areas, and EDRNs
Design Control Overlays and Critical Viewshed Corridor Overlays
Location of known and potential California Tiger Salamander breeding ponds

Grower-Shipper Association of SB and SLO Counties Page 2 of 9



CONSISTENCIES WITH PLANS AND POLICIES

We generally agree with the discussion regarding the differences in non-permanent construction and operation of
hoops versus permanent structures, as well as avoiding duplicative regulations. We further agree with the
description of hoops as “especially effective and important tools” that can “reduce the potential to convert highly
productive agricultural lands” and the need for “flexibility for the farmer to make decisions regarding the choice
of crop based on economic, market, and other factors, while being able to respond quickly to a need to install and
remove these structures.” We also agree with the need to “maintain the health and viability of the soil” but would
add that this can take the form of not only rotating crops, but also rotating agricultural activities, including
fallowing lands and grazing lands. We fully recognize the importance of considering environmental impacts and
resource protection policies as described in the Ag Element and elsewhere. However, we generally do not agree
with the characterization of project impacts being greater than the baseline condition. We further disagree
with the determination that the imposition of the proposed mitigation measures and resulting development
standards are consistent with the County’s goals and policies detailed in the Ag Element.

The development standards imposed with the Project and Alternative 1 are inconsistent with the Goals and
Policies contained in the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan Agricultural Element (emphasis
added), including:

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

“Policy I.B. The County shall recognize the rights of operation, freedom of choice as to the methods of cultivation,
choice of crops or types of livestock, rotation of crops and all other functions within the traditional scope of agricultural
management decisions. These rights and freedoms shall be conducted in a manner which is consistent with: (1) sound
agricultural practices that promote the long-term viability of agriculture and (2) applicable resource protection policies
and regulations.”

“GOAL Il. Agricultural lands shall be protected from adverse urban influence.”

“GOAL Ill. Where it is necessary for agricultural lands to be converted to other uses, this use shall not interfere with
remaining agricultural operations.”

“GOAL V. Santa Barbara County shall allow areas and installations for those supportive activities needed as an
integral part of the production and marketing process on and/or off the farm.”

“Policy V.B. Santa Barbara County should allow areas for supportive agricultural services within reasonable distance
and access to the farm user.”

Furthermore, the Consistency Analysis for the Conservation Element and Environmental Resources Management
Element fall short in its consideration of the benefits associated with hoops. In terms of the Scenic Highways
Element, we disagree with the prioritization of “high-quality views of a rural agricultural landscape” over
the functional health and vitality of the agricultural lands themselves and the communities they support.
We will not address the Community Plans in the Consistency Analysis in these comments but are always mindful
of the potentially precedential aspects of decisions.
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LAND USE AND PLANNING

We AGREE with the following characterization of LU Impacts, which accurately capture the need and purpose
of the project:

LU-1: “The Project would be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan in that it seeks to protect and support the viability and
sustainability of agricultural land uses. The Project would support Comprehensive Plan policies to preserve cultivated agriculture
in Rural Areas, support environmentally sustainable production methods, and provide necessary flexibility to farmers regarding
methods of cultivation. The Project would also be consistent with the County Building Code, which provides that a building pe rmit
is not required for “shade cloth structures constructed for nursery or agricultural purposes” or for hoop structures that are 20 feet
orless in height.... Overall, potential conflicts with applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations would be less than significant.”

LU-2: “..Regarding neighborhood incompatibility impacts, the policy goals of the County that support and encourage agricultural
land uses within agricultural zones further support that the use of crop protection structures would be compatible with land uses
within AG-I and AG-Il zoned lands as those lands are intended to support and encourage agricultural production Overall, potential
land use incompatibility impacts would be less than significant.”

LU Cumulative Impacts Analysis: “Regarding cumulative land use plan consistency impacts, the Project would implement a number
of Comprehensive Plan policies that support agricultural production within Rural Areas and support providing flexibility to farmers
regarding the method of operation in order to maintain agricultural competitiveness. In addition, the cumulative projects ide ntified
in Tables 3-5 and 3-6 would also be consistent with appllcable pol:aes as pollcy consistency would be a required element
supportive of agriculture ** R R et 5 y (with the exception of this phrase
as explained in the Overarchlng Concerns” portion at the beginning of this Ietter)** and streamline permitting requirements for
agricultural land uses. Therefore, a significant cumulative impact related to land use was not identified when considering
cumulative projects in combination with the Project. Therefore, cumulative impacts would be less than significant.”

We DO NOT NECESSARILY OPPOSE the following characterization of LU Impacts. Although we believe
there is merit and justification for hoops over 20 feet in height and potential need for electrical systems, we believe
the 20 foot exemption is adequate in the immediate future and do not foresee our members needing to employ
hoops in the Gaviota Coast Critical Viewshed Corridor Overlay:

LU-1: “In addition, the Project would require the preparation of a Development Plan for crop protection structures over 20 feet
tall. Implementation of a Development Plan permit for such structures would ensure crop protection structures comply with the
ordinance development standards included within the proposed LUDC amendment that address neighborhood compatibility.”

LU-2: “The Project incorporates features that would address potential land use incompatibility, such as requiring a Development
Plan permit for hoop structures and shade structures taller than 20 feet in the AG-l and AG-Il zones and allowing the permit
exemption for hoop structures and shade structures located within the Gaviota Coast Critical Viewshed Corridor Overlay only if
they do not exceed 4,000 square feet per lot. The Project also specifies that in order to qualify for the permit exemption, hoop
structures and shade structures shall not have electrical wiring, plumbing, mechanical, permanent footings, or foundations, and
shall only be used to protect plants grown in the soil or in containers upon the soil. For crop protection structures taller than 20
feet that require a Development Plan permit, those structures would be regulated as greenhouses and would require landscaping
to be installed that complies with Section 35.34.050, Agricultural Zones Landscaping Requirements.”
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AESTHETICS/VISUAL RESOURCES

We OPPOSE the following characterization of VIS Impacts.

VIS-1: “The Project could alter the visual character of certain areas, as seen from public viewing locations, where crop protection
structures are located adjacent to urban townships, or within County Urban Areas, Existing Developed Rural Neighborhoods, and
Inner Rural Areas. The potential expansion of crop protection structures could further alter existing agricultural landscapes by
further reducing public views of cultivated fields and crops to views dominated by crop protection structures. Crop protection
structures taller than 20 feet could further affect visual character as taller structures could provide a greater contrast between the
character of an open agricultural field and an agricultural operation with taller crop protection structures. These visual changes
can affect the overall scenic quality enjoyed by residents and visitors in the County, resulting in a potentially significant impact.
Therefore, impacts would be potentially significant.”

We are cognizant that CEQA requires the analysis of certain aesthetic parameters. However, we urge the EIR to
recognize agriculture as an industrial workplace, rather than a public view, scenic resource, or open space. This
distinction is recognized in the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan Agricultural Element as discussed
elsewhere in this letter. There are many visual and environmental benefits to agriculture, but it cannot come at
the expense of agriculture’s ability to act as a thriving industry.

We CONTEST THE FEASIBILITY of the following proposed VIS Mitigation Measures.

MM-VIS-1. Height and Setback Requirements. Prior to approval of the Project, the Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment shall
be revised so that, in addition to the standard structural setback in each zone, to qualify for the permit exemption crop protection
structures: Shall not exceed a height of 12 feet within 75 feet of the edge of right-of-way of a public road or any designated State
Scenic Highway.

MM-VIS-2. Urban Township Setback. Requirement. Prior to approval of the Project, the Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment
shall be revised as follows: Crop protection structures shall be setback 400 feet from the urban boundary line of the following
urban townships: Santa Ynez, Ballard, Los Olivos, Los Alamos, Casmalia, Sisquoc, Garey, New Cuyama, and Cuyama. Crop
protection structures that cannot be viewed from public roadways or other areas of public use shall be exempt from the above
setback requirement. Landscape screening shall not be taken into consideration when determining whether the structure is visible
from public roadways

Hoops are an important tool for the cultivation of specialty crops in Santa Barbara County, particularly for fresh
berries. The height of the hoops is important for airflow to manage humidity and diseases such as mold and
mildew, as well as create a unique microclimate to achieve commercially sustainable production. A 20 foot height
also enables advances in farmworker ergonomics and comfort. Furthermore, a 20 foot height also allows
equipment and machinery to pass under the hoops during the crop cultivation that isn’t possible with a 12 foot
height limit, particularly for the rows under cultivation at the shoulder of the hoops. For all of these reasons, a
12 foot height limit for a portion of a field represents a severe restriction on the usability of that land and those
rows of crops. It is not reasonably feasible to expect a producer to have two different sets of cultivation standards
and practices to accommodate the differences in height. In many situations, especially on smaller parcels bordered
by multiple public roads and/or in close proximity to urban townships, the 12 foot height limit would effectively
prohibit farmer from the best and highest use of agricultural lands and would have a greater detrimental impact
on agricultural resources than characterized in the draft EIR. Furthermore, it is even more concerning that the
mitigation measure setback is measured from the edge of the right of way; in some cases, including Main
Street/Highway 166 in Santa Maria, the right-of-way is much, much greater than the actual roadway. For these
reasons the proposed mitigation measures in MM-VIS-1 are not feasible.
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We have further concerns with the overreach of the draft mitigation measures regarding setbacks. The current
setbacks in the LUDC for AG-II is a front setback of 50 feet from the road centerline and 20 feet from the edge
of right-of-way and no setbacks for side or rear. The current setbacks for AG-I are the same as AG-II for the
front, 5 to 20 feet for side, and 20 to 25 feet for rear setbacks. These setbacks are intended for permanent
structures—not even the non-permanent hoops encompassed by this project. The draft mitigation measure
limiting height to 12 feet for a setback of 75 feet from the edge of the right-of-way of a public road or any
designated State Scenic Highway would result in a significant restriction on the viability of many parcels and the
ability to fully utilize agricultural lands to their maximum potential.

While the height limitation effectively prohibits hoops on a significant portion of agricultural lands, the 400 foot
urban township setback explicitly prohibits their use on a significant portion of agricultural lands. There is no
basis or justification for the 400 foot urban township setback, although it is our recollection that Staff made a
passing reference to the County’s own Agricultural Buffer Ordinance as the potential source of the setback. We
object to the misapplication of the setbacks contained in the Agricultural Buffer Ordinance to agricultural lands—
the very resource the Ordinance was intended to protect. We further note that 400 feet is the absolute maximum
value allowed by the Ordinance. Regardless of the basis for the 400 foot urban township setback, this mitigation
measure, especially in combination with other mitigation measures, would effectively prohibit the feasibility of
hoops on many parcels countywide. We find that this is an inappropriate taking of private property rights,
inconsistent with County’s own policies, and detrimental to agricultural resources and the economic and social
contributions of the agricultural community. We are further concerned with the inconsistency of this proposed
mitigation measure with the Ag Element as agricultural lands and operations are being adversely impacted by
urban influences.

The adverse impacts to agricultural resources detailed above would be even greater and more difficult to quantify
if one or more of the setbacks contained in Alternative 1 were adopted.

MM-VIS-3. Design Control (D) Overlay Limitation. Prior to approval of the Project, the Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment shall
be revised as follows: Crop protection structures shall be limited to 4,000 square feet per lot when located within the Design
Control (D) Overlay within the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan area. Crop protection structures that cannot be viewed from
public roadways or other areas of public use shall be exempt from the above setback requirement. Landscape screening shall not
be taken into consideration when determining whether the structure is visible from public roadways or other areas of public use.

We are concerned with the precedent of this mitigation measure. As stated above, we are further concerned with

the inconsistency of this proposed mitigation measure with the Ag Element as agricultural lands and operations
are being adversely impacted by urban influences.

WATER RESOURCES AND FLOODING

We OPPOSE the following characterization of WR Impacts. For the reasons discussed throughout this letter,
hoops would not have the same potential impact as a permanent structure. We further disagree that the project
would result in a greater impact than the baseline condition for other standard agricultural cultivation practices
currently allowed in floodways.

WR-4. Based on the Floodplain Management Ordinance in the County Code, crop protection structures would be allowed within
the floodplain portion of a Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHA) without restriction. Thus, future development of crop protection
structures within the floodplain would be less than significant. However, development within a floodway has additional restrictions
as this is the location of stronger flood flows and the placement of structures within a floodway could impede flows and exacerbate
flooding hazards. Floodwaters would have the potential to tear down the structures, washing them downstream during large
storms, impeding floodwaters and further contributing to flooding. Based on existing County policy within the Comprehensive Plan
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and compliance with the County’s Floodplain Management Ordinance, installation of crop protection structures within a FEMA
designated floodway would be considered potentially significant.

We CONTEST THE FEASIBILITY of the following proposed WR Mitigation Measure.

MM-WR-1. Crop Protection Structures within a Floodway. Prior to approval of the Project, the Hoop Structures Ordinance
Amendment shall be revised to clarify that crop protection structures located within a floodway would not qualify for the permit
exemption. Crop protection structures proposed within a floodway shall be assessed on a case-by-case basis by a civil engineer as
part of the Development Plan permit process. Crop protection structures within a floodway would be allowed provided a civil
engineer provides a no-rise determination indicating that the structures as proposed would not result in a rise of floodwaters
during a storm event.

We are particularly concerned with the impact of the proposed mitigation measure of our members farming in the
Lompoc Valley. Using the current floodway definitions, over 2,700 acres on the west side of the Lompoc Valley
would be impacted by this mitigation measure. The farmland in western Lompoc Valley is some of the most
productive and fertile agricultural land in the world and is an irreplaceable agricultural resource. Additional
acreage to the north and south of the Santa Ynez River would be impacted in Lompoc, along with farmland near
Buellton.

We are concerned that the additional permitting process, including a Development Plan and no-rise determination,
would create an insurmountable technical and financial obstacle and would compromise the value and long-term
viability of these agricultural lands. These obstacles would be in direct conflict with the project’s objective,
would undermine the County’s Ag Element, and would constitute a regulatory taking.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

We OPPOSE the following characterization of BIO Impacts. For the reasons discussed throughout this letter,
hoops would not have the same impact as a permanent structure. We further disagree that the project would result
in a greater impact than the baseline condition for other standard agricultural cultivation practices currently
allowed on agricultural lands. We question whether a different impact classification would be more appropriate.

BIO-1. Potential impacts to special-status species associated with habitat modifications could indirectly occur as a result of the
Project if a crop protection structure is installed on land that was not historically intensively cultivated, resulting in a potentially
significant impact to unique, rare, threatened, or endangered plant or wildlife. Therefore, impacts related to unique, rare,
threatened, or endangered plant or wildlife species would be potentially significant.

BIO-2. If crop protection structures are installed on land that has not been subject to historic intensive agricultural production (e.g.
tilling), their use could indirectly affect sensitive habitats or sensitive natural communities due to the indirect effect of adoption of
the exemption for crop protection structures that could encourage expansion of agriculture. Thus, potential impacts to sensitive
habitats or sensitive natural communities as a result of installation of crop protection structures on land that has not been in
historic intensive cultivation would be potentially significant. Impacts related to sensitive habitats or sensitive natural communities
would be potentially significant.

BIO-3. Potential impacts associated with the movement or patterns of native resident or migratory species is addressed under
Impact BIO-1 in Section 4.6.4 of this EIR. As discussed in that section, where crop protection structures are installed on land that
has not been in historic intensive agricultural production, impacts would be potentially significant.

BIO-Cumulative. A potential cumulative impact associated with the cumulative projects could occur due to cumulative
development and grading near water bodies and Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas which has the potential to result in
vegetation clearing or soil erosion and sediment pollution into downstream waterbodies. The effects of increased cultivation or
land disturbance associated with the Cannabis Ordinance, combined with agricultural development under the County proposed
Agricultural Tiered Permitting, may generate a cumulative biological resource impact within the Inland Areas of the County zoned
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foragriculture. These impacts would combine with the potential impacts of the Project where the proposed ordinance amendments
could indirectly encourage conversion of grazing lands or sensitive habitats to intensive agriculture, resulting in a potentially
significant cumulative impact to biological resources.

We CONTEST THE FEASIBILITY of the following proposed BIO Mitigation Measures.

MM-BIO-1. Limit Exemption to Crop Protection Structures on Historically Intensively Cultivated Agricultural Lands. Prior to
approval of the Project, the Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment shall be revised to clarify that hoop structures and shade
structures (crop protection structures) shall be allowed with a permit exemption only on historically intensively cultivated
agricultural lands. Historically intensively cultivated agricultural lands shall mean land that has been tilled for agricultural use and
planted with a crop for at least three of the previous five years. The land does not necessarily need to have been actively planted
with a crop for all five years (to account for potential fallow years).

The proposed mitigation measure directly conflicts with the project objective and with County policies. Limiting
the methods of cultivation and rotation of crops is detrimental to agricultural viability as well as other
environmental resources. Crop rotation is essential to soil and plant health, especially for crops under organic
cultivation, which helps to decrease the need for plant protection materials, including pesticides. Hoops can also
assist with other resource efficiencies, including water, and help to reduce the level of uncertainty resulting in
crop losses. Restricting the permit exemption to historically cultivated lands to a three-year timeframe is a
significant taking of agricultural rights, diminishes land values, and places Santa Barbara County farmers at a
significant competitive disadvantage. Biological resource protections from agencies including the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife and US Fish and Wildlife Service are already in place; additional restrictions
are inappropriate and undermine the project objective and County policies.

MM-BIO-2. Require a Minimum Gap of One Foot between Ground Surface and Hoop Structure Plastic. Prior to approval of the
Project, the Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment shall be revised to include a development standard that in order to qualify for
an exemption, any crop protection structure located within 1.24 miles of a known or potential California tiger salamander breeding
pond shall ensure that a minimum one-foot gap is maintained between the bottom edge of the plastic material and the ground
surface to allow free movement of California tiger salamander.

As previously mentioned, we disagree with the assessment that plastic extending to the ground would result in an
impact above the baseline condition. It is true that plastic does not necessarily extend to the ground for all crops
during all times of year; however, when needed, the ability to extend plastic to the ground is absolutely essential
for the hoop to serve its intended purpose. Plastic extending to the ground would likely only occur around the
exterior of a planting, such that the impact would be no greater than a wind fence and is distinct from the impacts
of a true permanent, developed structure with footings and/or a foundation. As written, the mitigation measure
would effectively prohibit the use of hoops in West Santa Maria/Orcutt, East Santa Maria, and Los Alamos. We
find the scale of the mapping in the draft EIR to misrepresent the scope of the impact of this mitigation measure.
The impacts are much more apparent in the maps included in the 2016 USFWS Recovery Plan for the Santa
Barbara County Distinct Population Segment of the California Tiger Salamander. The number and extent of
parcels and ranches crippled by this proposed mitigation measure include and extend well beyond the CTS
metapopulation areas indicated on the Plan’s maps.

As previously mentioned, the agricultural resources in West Santa Maria/Orcutt, East Santa Maria, and Los
Alamos cannot reasonably relocate. Proximity to cooling infrastructure for delicate berries, along with other
agribusiness support infrastructure is essential. For these reasons, the proposed mitigation measures would
effectively prohibit the utilization of hoops in a significant portion of the most productive agricultural lands in
the County and undermine the project objectives.
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MM-BIO-3. Setbacks from Streams and Creeks. Prior to approval of the Project, the Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment shall
be revised to require that crop protection structures shall be located a minimum of 50 feet from streams and creeks in Urban Areas
and Inner Rural Areas and EDRNs and 100 feet from streams and creeks in Rural Areas.

We believe that the quantitative requirement for setbacks from streams and creeks is inappropriate, particularly
in rural areas. There are already protections in place by regulatory agencies such as the Regional Water Quality
Control Board, State Water Board, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, among others. The potentially
expansive definition included in the mitigation measure is of great concern and would further diminish the
usability and economies of scale of agricultural lands in the County.

Thank you for your careful consideration of these comments and corresponding revisions to the Draft EIR.

Sincerely,

Claire Wineman
President
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COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA
AGRICULTURAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

March 15, 2018

Santa Barbara County Planning and Development
Long Range Planning Division

123 East Anapamu Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Subject: Agricultural Advisory Committee’s Comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) prepared for the Hoop
Structures Ordinance Amendment

Dear Ms. Harris, Mr. Klemann, Mr. Lackie, and Mr. Counts Imara:

At its March 7%, 2018 meeting, the Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC)
discussed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) prepared for the Hoop
Structure Ordinance Amendment and unanimously voted to submit comments
on this document as it is important issue within the agricultural community and
for the health and sustainability of our agricultural industry in Santa Barbara
County.

To preface, we would like to remind those reading the comments that the AAC's
purpose and mission is to advise the county’s departments and agencies on all
matter related to the preservation and enhancement of agriculture as a viable
and sustainable industry in Santa Barbara County. Agriculture continues to be
the leading economic industry in the county producing the largest gross dollar
value and employing the largest percentage of the workforce. Equally important
is the fact that agriculture and ranching, in addition to providing food security,
protect and steward the precious array of natural resources and diverse
ecosystems that thrive throughout the county.

We understand and support the stated intention of the project to “to simplify and
streamline the permit process for hoop structures and shade structures to allow
farmers more flexibility and efficient agricultural operations in support of the



County’s agricultural economy”. The AAC supports this stated intention as well
and we commend the county for the thoughtful consideration of the issue and
the investment of time and public funds into the preparation of a DEIR. We do,
however, feel that the DEIR is fundamentally flawed, and we have focused our
comments on four keys areas: 1) the number of project alternatives; and 2) the
feasibility of mitigation measures; 3) the classification of impacts; and 4) the
consistency with the county’s own policies. Apart from these four areas, the
AAC would also like to make two global statements. The first global statement
relates to the prejudicial nature of the document with regard to the
characterization of impacts to aesthetics and visual resources. There is a
fundamental flaw, which is that agricultural and ranching are analogous to open
space. This is patently false and hoop houses are being held to a false standard.
The county must not equivocate in the vagueness of aesthetics.

While the county enjoys vast open vistas and ample open space because of the
preponderance of agricultural and ranching lands, hoop houses are just as much
a part of the working and vital landscape as the “romantic” farmhouse, the
“bucolic” vineyard, and the “quaint” grazing of a herd of cattle. Hoop houses are
temporary structures that serve a critical purpose and area as endemic to rural-
scapes as good architecture is to well-executed urban design and urban-scapes.

Furthermore, the hoop houses are inaccurately described as development. Hoop
house are temporary structures that are more of an agricultural implement than
an actual structure. Labeling a hoop house as development is as absurd as
labeling a tent as a home. Treating hoop houses in the same manner, applying
the same standards as would be applied to a a permanent building belies reason,
is unfair and represents an undue hardship to the agricultural industry.
Additionally, this misdefinition fails to recognize basic differences between
buildings and hoop houses as well as benefit not only to agriculture, but also
other resources. While the DEIR does refer to some benefits to resources, there
are myriad benefits and short list includes: 1) the extension of growing seasons;
2) enablement of a greater diversity of crop types to be cultivated: 3) enhanced
crop scheduling; 4) reduction in disease pressure; 5) reduction in water
consumption; and 6) reduction in pesticide use and drift.

Project Alternatives

Section 15126.6 of the 2010 CEQA Guidelines states: An EIR shall describe a
range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project,
which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would



avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project and
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.

An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it
must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will
foster informed decision making and public participation. An EIR is not required
to consider alternatives which are infeasible.

While the DEIR does consider the “No Project” alternative and two project
alternatives, the AAC opines that the DEIR is wholly deficient in providing a
“range of reasonable alternatives”. A range is defined as “the area of variation
between upper and lower limits on a particular scale”. Following that definition,
the two alternatives presented in the document the upper and a lower limit,
however, this overly simplified alternatives provide no room for true exploration
and examination of scenarios between the two points; hence there is no range.

At the very least, the DEIR should have provided three alternatives in order meet
the definition of a range and provide the much needed evaluation of differing
scenarios the county could pursue to obtain the objective of “to simplify and
streamline the permit process for hoop structures and shade structures to allow
farmers more flexibility and efficient agricultural operations in support of the
County’s agricultural economy”.

Feasibility of Mitigation Measures

There are numerous mitigation measures within this DEIR that are deleterious to
the objective and/or fully contravene the objective of the Project.

MM-VIS-1. Height and Setback Requirements. Prior to approval of the Project,
the Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment shall be revised so that, in addition
to the standard structural setback in each zome, to qualify for the permit
exemption crop protection structures: Shall not exceed a height of 12 feet within
75 feet of the edge of right-of-way of a public road or any designated State Scenic
Highway.

This mitigation measure implies that operations located along a public right of
way that wish to utilize hoops up to the 20-foot exemption must utilize a shorter
hoop (<12 feet) structure within 75 feet of a right of way or forgo cultivation in



that part of the field. The AAC asserts that this mitigation measure is technically
and economically infeasible.

The height of the hoops corresponds to the size of the equipment necessary to
operate efficiently within the structures. The higher hoops allow the use of
larger equipment, which is more efficient to carry out crop management tasks. It
is unrealistic and infeasible to expect growers to maintain two different sets of
equipment to operate in two different structures. This is not only cost prohibitive
based on the needed equipment but would require significantly more labor to
maintain. Below are two examples that demonstrate the impact this mitigation
measure would have on existing operations. The red area indicated the proposed
75-foot setback. In both cases these growers would only be able to use 12-foot
hoops on their ranch or forgo cultivation in the areas that are in red.

?'; -

Example of impacts of 75-foot road setback limiting height to 12-foot hoops ( MM-VIS-1)



Example of impacts of 75-foot road setback limiting height to 12-foot hoops (MM-VI5-1)

Given the infeasibility of operating with two different hoops sizes, the AAC has
significant concerns with the number of acres of farmland that would be
impacted by the proposed 75-foot setback. As shown in the Table 1 below 15,887
acres of agricultural land occurring on 2,138 currently permitted Ag Parcels will
be impacted by this mitigation measure. This constitutes a taking.

ricultural Land Im pact b the75—f00t seta
Acres Impacted

le 1: Acres of

Agriculture Land Type ____ Total Acres | by 75’ Setback % impacted
Grazing 482,803 10,961 2.27%
Farmland of Local Importance 8,099 454 5.61%
Prime Farmland 62,395 3,019 4.84%
Farmland of Statewide Importance 11,203 386 3.45%
Unique Farmland 30,316 1,067 3.52%
Total Acres 594,816 15,887




Ranches Impacted by 75-footsetback in red.

MM-VIS-2. Urban Township Setback Requirement. Prior to approval of the
Project, the Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment shall be revised as follows:
Crop protection structures shall be setback 400 feet from the urban boundary line
of the following urban townships: Santa Ynez, Ballard, Los Olivos, Los Alamos,
Casmalia, Sisquoc, Garey, New Cuyama, and Cuyama. Crop protection
structures that cannot be viewed from public roadways or other areas of public use
shall be exempt from the above setback requirement. Landscape screening shall not
be taken into consideration when determining whether the structure is visible
from public roadways or other areas of public use.

A 400-foot setback from urban townships is infeasible due to the limits on the
cultivation methods it would place on approximately 1,597 acres of agricultural
land that is located with these areas. In many cases, this setback impacts more
than half of a grower’s parcels and when coupled with the proposed setback



from the road nearly the entire parcel would be impacted. Again, this constitutes
a taking.

Two examples shown below include are that of Garey and Los Alamos. The red
area in the images delineates a 400-foot buffer from the urban boundary.
Anywhere from 10 to 99 percent of the parcel around these areas would be
impacted. When this impact is coupled with the 75-foot setback from the roads
the impacts become even greater.

Example of impacts of 400-foot urban township setback prohibiting the use of hoops entirely (MM-
VIS-2) in addition to 75-foot road setback limiting height to 12-foot hoops (MM-VIS-1)



Example of impacts of 400-foot urban township setback prohibiting the use of hoops entirely (MM-VIS-2) in
addition to 75-foot rond setback limiting height fo 12-foot hoops (MM-VIS-1)

Furthermore, the basis for a 400-foot buffer in these areas was not sufficiently
explained or justified in the DEIR. Hoop structures are temporary agricultural
equipment. They are not buildings, they have no foundations or footings and
must not be subject to the same requirements. Although we continue to disagree
with the fundamental characterization of hoops as development because they are
not development, we would find a setback as described in LUDC Table 2-3 to be
less detrimental to the viability of agricultural lands countywide.



Table 2-3 - AG-I and AG-1I Zones Development Standards

. Reqmrement by Zone
Development Feature AG1 & AG1(CZ) AGIT & AGT (CZ)
- : Agriculfure 1 Agriculture 11
Residential density Maximum number of dwelling units allowed on a lot. The actual number of units

Maximum density

 allowed will be determined through subdivision or planning permit approval.

1 one-family dwelling per lot; plus agricultural employee housing, residential
agricultural units, and second units, where allowed by Table 2-1 and applicable
standards provided that the lot complies with Section 35.21.040 (Agricultural Zones
Lot Standards).

Sethacks
Front

Side

Rear
Building separation

Minimum setbacks required. See Section 35.30.150 (Setback Requirements and
Exceptions) for exceptions. Reguived building separation is between buildings on
the same site.

50 fi from road centerline and 20 fi
from edpe of right-of-wayv.

50 ft from road cemmlme and 20 fi
from edse of neht-of-way.

20 fi; 10% of lot width on a lot of less None.
than 1 acre, with no less than 5 ftor

more than 10 fit required.

20 ft: 25 ft on a lot of less than 1 acre. None.

None, except as required by Building Code.

Height limit

Maximum height

Maximum allowable height of structures. See Section 35.30.090 (Height
Measurement, Exceptions and Limitations) for height measurement requira'menis
and height limit exceptions.

35 fi for a residential structure, no himit
otherwise;

Tore Canyon Plan area - 25 fi for a
residential structure.

Coastal - No limat;

Inland - 35 fi for a residential structure,
no limit otherwise;

Tore Canyon Plan area
residential structure.

~-25ftfora

Landscaping See Chapter 35.34 (Landscaping Standards).
Parking See Chapter 35 36 (Parking and Loading Standards).
Signs See Chapter 35.38 (Sign Standards).

MM-VIS-3. Design Control (D) Overlay Limitation. Prior to approval of the
Project, the Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment shall be revised as follows:
Crop protection structures shall be limited to 4,000 square feet per lot when
located within the Design Control (D) Overlay within the Santa Ynez Valley
Community Plan area. Crop protection structures that cannot be viewed from
public roadways or other areas of public use shall be exempt from the above

sethack requirement. Landscape screening shall not be taken into consideration

when determining whether the structure is visible from public roadways or other

areas of public use.

The citation of 4,000 square feet is completely arbitrary and unworkable.
Agriculturalists are not hobby farmers; they are engaged in the full-time
occupation and pursuit of agriculture so limiting them to 4,000sf of hoops
structure would render most of the 161 currently operating ranches in this area



as unusable for this type of production. This is a disincentive to investment vis-

4-vis cost benefit analyses on agricultural properties. Moreover, prohibition of
larger hoop houses impairs agricultural viability countywide.

Currently Operating ranches in the Design Control Overlay for the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan
Area

MM-BIO-1. Limit Exemption to Crop Protection Structures on Historically
Intensively Cultivated Agricultural Lands. Prior to approval of the Project, the
Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment shall be revised to clarify that hoop
structures and shade structures (crop protection structures) shall be allowed with
a permit exemption only on historically intensively cultivated agricultural lands.
Historically intensively cultivated agricultural lands shall mean land that has
been tilled for agricultural use and planted with a crop for at least three of the
previous five years. The land does not necessarily need to have been actively
planted with a crop for all five years (to account for potential fallow years).

The AAC is strongly opposed to limits to the exemption as proposed in MM-
BIO-1 on the basis that any land zoned agriculture should have the ability to be
cultivated by any means deemed necessary and practicable. We understand the
need to protect plants and animal species of concern from potential impacts. We
also recognize that many of the species have already been identified and are



currently protected though other regulations. This mitigation measure is
completely unnecessary as it is duplicative of regulations already in place.

Furthermore, this mitigation measure undermines a key Land Use Goal in the Ag
Element which states “In the rural areas, cultivated agriculture shall be preserved and,
where conditions allow, expansion and intensification should be supported. Lands with
both prime and non-prime soil shall be reserved for agricultural uses.

Expansion of use of crop protection structures on agricultural lands outside of
Historically Intensively Cultivated Agricultural Lands should be encouraged. The
use of crop protection structures provides many benefits including;:

e The improved climate provided by hoops structure allows the expansion
of temperature sensitive high value crops into areas of the county that
were not ideal locations for those crops.

e Economic Growth: Hoops are primarily used on high value crops such as
raspberries, blueberries, blackberries and strawberries.

e The hoops extend the growing season. This is the primary reason why
Santa Barbara County is now able to provide strawberries year-round.

e Less need for pesticides due to ability to control the movement of pest
with screens or other physical barriers. Reduced disease pressure.

o Fruit quantity and quality is significantly improved when grown inside
hoops.

By excluding lands outside of the Historically intensively cultivated agricultural
lands it is in effect a prohibition of utilizing crop protection structures on those
lands. The cost associated with permitting would deter most operations from
utilizing this technology. We contend that to ensure ag viability in the County it
is imperative that the County support the use of tools that are less resource
intensive — like hoops- rather than restrict their use.

MM-BIO-2. Require a Minimum Gap of One Foot between Ground Surface and
Hoop Structure Plastic. Prior to approval of the Project, the Hoop Structures
Ordinance Amendment shall be revised to include a development standard that in
order to qualify for an exemption, any crop protection structure located within
1.24 miles of a known or potential California tiger salamander breeding pond shall
ensure that a minimum one-foot gap is maintained between the bottom edge of the
plastic material and the ground surface to allow free movement of California tiger
salamander.



As drafted MM-BIO-2 has the potential to undermine the purpose of hoop
structures. Generally, the plastic portion of the hoop structure only extends from
the top of the hoops to about 5 to 6 feet above the ground. Plastic will extend to
the ground only along the perimeter of the field and serves to limit/control
airflow based on prevailing wind conditions or to prevent crop damage or
equipment damage during weather events. The plastic in these areas are raised
and only lowered when needed to create condition necessary to maintain a
healthy crop. If required to leave a 12-inch gap in these key areas, many of the
benefits of the hoops would be significantly diminished.

When it is necessary to lower the plastic to the ground in these areas there are
still many areas that are open and allow the free movement of wildlife through
the ranch. Generally, a ranch is split into production blocks and there are roads
that are open between these blocks. These roads are spaced no more than 1,250
feet between hoops structures or blocks) for worker health and safety
requirements. More typically roads occur between every 300 to 400 feet but will
ultimately depend on the topography and shape of the ranch. The following
images demonstrate these characteristics.

Figure 1 Example of field layout of hoop structure. The small blocks of open tunnels and multiple roads allow ample
space for movement of species of concern






MM-WR-1. Crop Protection Structures within a Floodway. Prior to
approval of the Project, the Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment shall
be revised to clarify that crop protection structures located within a
floodway would not qualify for the permit exemption. Crop protection
structures proposed within a floodway shall be assessed on a case-by-case
basis by a civil engineer as part of the Development Plan permit process.
Crop protection structures within a floodway would be allowed provided a
civil engineer provides a mno-rise determination indicating that the
structures as proposed would not result in a rise of floodwaters during a
storm event.

We contest this mitigation measure based on the impact this will have on a
significant portion of the agricultural lands in the County and constitutes
a taking. Without the exemption, effectively 5,769 acres of Agricultural
lands will be prevented from using crop protections structures on their
ranches in these areas. This number only include the physical acres inside
the floodway, it is not uncommon for a ranch to only have a portion of
their property in this area. Nonetheless, the entire ranch would be
impacted which means the number of impacted acres would be much
higher. This issue is most relevant on the western side of Lompoc (see
map below). Due to the significant cost involved in the development plan
process this will deter most operations from utilizing these structures on
their ranches. We feel this type of measure would constitute a regulatory
taking.

Furthermore, we disagree with the impact assessment regarding the
potential for floodwaters to tear down hoops structures. Hoops structures
are open from the ground up to about 5 to 6 feet on 12-foot hoops. The
hoops are also anchored in the ground which will prevent them from
being torn away and washed downstream.



Farmland Located in Floodways

AYe e Land De &

Grazing 482,803 2,461 0.51%
Farmland of Local

Importance 8,099 68 0.85%
Prime Farmland 62,395 2,875 4.61%
Farmland of Statewide

Importance 11,203 216 1.93%
Unigue Farmland 30,316 147 0.49%
Total Acres 594,816 5,769

The red portion indicates farmland the is located within the floodway that would be inpacted by MM-WR-1.

MM-BIO-3. Setbacks from Streams and Creeks. Prior to approval of the Project,
the Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment shall be revised to require that crop
protection structures shall be located a minimum of 50 feet from streams and
creeks in Urban Areas and Inner Rural Areas and EDRNs and 100 feet from
streams and creeks in Rural Areas.

We continue to fundamentally disagree with the characterization that the
installation of crop protection structures constitutes development and
therefore should not be subject to the same setback requirements as
buildings. Hoops are a temporary structure that allow movement of
airflow and water flow. They are anchored to the ground but do not
contain permanent footings.



We contest the proposed MM-BIO-3 because it is duplicative of the
regulations already in place. Riparian areas of streams and creeks are
protected through existing regulations in the Region 3 Ag Order which
states:

“Dischargers must (a) maintain existing, naturally occurting, riparian
vegetative cover (e.g., trees, shrubs, and grasses) in aquatic habitat areas as
necessary to minimize the discharge of waste; and (b) maintain riparian areds for
effective streambank stabilization and erosion control, stream shading and
temperature control, sediment and chemical filtration, aquatic life support, and
wildlife support to minimize the discharge of waste.”

Under the Ag Order regulations, it is our understanding that any existing
riparian vegetation must be maintained as necessary to minimize
discharge of waste and the protect the natural processes of the stream
ecosystems. This Ag Order requirement should be as effective as the
proposed mitigation measure considering it references the protections of
the existing riparian vegetation versus simply requiring a standard
setback length.

Classification of Impacts

BIO-3. Movement or Patterns of Any Native Resident or Migratory Species

Pursuant to the discussions in previous sections of the letter, hoop houses are not
development and are not permanent structures. Hoop houses while covered are
not solid, provide spacing between and afford ample opportunities for the
movement of native residents and migratory species. This is not a Class II
Impact, but instead a Class III impact.

Policy Consistency

The goals and policies below have been extracted from County documents and
the analysis contained in the DEIR fails to uphold the County’s own policies in
support of agriculture. The County must recognize the primacy of agriculture



from a land use perspective, a resource conservation perspective and as a
significant tax-base and economic engine of food production, supply and
security as well as employment and engine of industrial innovation. Agriculture
is the number one industry in Santa Barbara County and provides the largest
sector of employment over any other industry: business support, health care,
education, building and design (to name a few).

“Agriculture is vital to the needs of the nation and the world. Agriculture is the largest
production industry in Santa Barbara County and contributes a very large inflow of
money into the county’s economy. The County, therefore, recognizes the need to protect
and maintain a healthy economy and to provide for the conservation of its agriculture.
The uniqueness and importance of agriculture in Santa Barbara County requires a
specific planning document to guide the county government in addressing the future use
of agricultural lands and resources.”

The Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment offers the County an ideal
opportunity to actualize the goal of to, “protect and maintain a healthy economy and
to provide for the conservation of its agriculture. And the need in, “addressing the
future use of agricultural lands and resources. ” Instead, the analysis is unsuccessful
in truthfully identifying the need for hoop houses, the benefits accrued to
agricultural sustainability, economic viability and need for hoop houses in
furtherance of other resource stewardship aims.

Agricultural Element Policy LB. The County shall recognize the rights of operation,
freedom of choice as to the methods of cultivation, choice of crops or types of livestock,
rotation of crops and all other functions within the traditional scope of agricultural
management decisions. These rights and freedoms shall be conducted in a manner which
is consistent with: (1) sound agricultural practices that promote the long-term viability
of agriculture and (2) applicable resource protection policies and regulations.

This policy goes straight to heart of the matter, and hoop houses are a standard
and effective method of cultivation that is consistent with the promotion of long-
term agricultural viability as well as resource protection.

Agricultural Element Policy L.C. To increase agricultural productivity, the County
shall encourage land improvement programs.

The Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment provides agriculturalist with the
ability to increase agricultural productivity in the least intensive way and the



county needs to do its part by actually encouraging this land improvement
program.

Agricultural Element Policy ILD. 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 agricultural lands.

Tying the hand of agriculturalists undermines their ability to adapt to changing
market conditions, demands and global competition and will ultimately drive
them out of business will not at all encourage retention of highly productive
lands, but instead result in the elimination of highly productive lands. Allowing
hoop houses on all land zones for agriculture regardless of prior cultivation
history is a requirement for implementation of this policy.

Land Use Element — Agricultural Goal: In the rural areas, cultivated agriculture shall
be preserved and, where conditions allow, expansion and intensification should be
supported. Lands with both prime and non-prime soil shall be reserved for agricultural
uses.

While hoop houses are not considered an intensification of of use, the expansion
of their use must be supported in order to be consistent with this policy.

In closing, the AAC would like to thank the county for the opportunity to
provide comments on the DEIR.

Sincerely. )

wf.';-‘: .. X
2L
/ ——,

Paul Van Leer. Chair of the AAC

Committee Members
Bradley Miles

Ron Caird

Sharyne Merritt

Al Cisney

Randy Sharer
Deborah Adam

Claire Wineman

Paul Van Leer, Chair
June Van Wingerden
Brook Williams

Andy Mills, Vice Chair
Jason Sharrett
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1* District Supervisor, Das Williams

2" District Supervisor, Janet Wolf

3" District Supervisor, Joan Hartmann

4™ District Supervisor, Peter Adam

5™ District Supervisor, Steve Lavagnino

California Women for Agriculture
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Santa Barbara County Cattlemen’s Assn.
California Strawberry Commission
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Santa Barbara County Public Works Department
Flood Control ¢ Water Agency ¢ Project Clean Water

July 3,2018

Ms. Dianne Black, Director

Santa Barbara County Planning and Development Department
123 E. Victoria Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

RE: Hoop Structure Ordinance — Floodway Considerations
Dear Ms. Black:

Pursuant to discussions surrounding the issue of floodway impacts of hoops structures, the Flood Control
District took a critical look at the issue to determine if there was a need to include Floodway regulation
considerations in the installation of these facilities.

Hoop structures generally consist of 3” pipe supports and typically these structures span 21 to 27 feet and
as such the 3” pipes are on 21 - 27 foot centers. Floodway considerations are intended to prevent the
increase in flood elevations due to obstructions within the Floodway. Typically, such obstructions would
be substantial development such as houses, roads, bridges, shopping centers, and the like, that offer
massive obstruction to the Floodway and as such offer a real risk to surrounding properties.

Hoop structures, being supported by 3” metal pipes on a 21 - 27 foot span results in about a 1.1% or less
obstruction by area, assuming the structures are even able to survive a 100-year flood in the first

place. Conveyance capacities of the floodplain and floodway, and the accuracy of the floodway
calculations, are affected by many other variables that far exceed the de minimis encroachment of the
pipes of the hoop structures. Vegetation conditions, stream channel conditions, topo accuracy, and other
model assumptions impact the level of accuracy of these floodplain conveyance calculations and the
impacts of these pipe structures fall far below the tolerance of these other factors.

The Flood Control District therefor does not recommend the inclusion of the Floodway regulatory
considerations of hoop structures in Agricultural zoned areas.

If you have any questions please contact Jon Frye, Flood Control Engineering Manager at 805-568-3444.
Thank you.

Sgli\ﬁm/?l\

Thomas D. Fayram
Deputy Public Works Director

Naomi Schwartz Building
Scott D. McGolpin 130 E. Victoria Street, Suite 200, Santa Barbara, California 93101 Thomas D. Fayram
Public Works Director ~ PH: 805 568-3440 FAX: 805 568-3434 http://cosb.countyofsb.org/pwd/water/  Deputy Public Works Director
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United States Department of the Interior g s

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ventura Fish and Wildlife Office
2493 Portola Road, Suite B
Ventura, California 93003

IN REPLY REFER TO:
08EVENO00-2018-CPA-0162

Julie Harris Sp
County of Santa Barbara Bl axn,.> B COl INTY

J E'; I
Planning and Development Department & DFyE 10 PYENT
123 East Anapamu Street N
Santa Barbara, California 93101
Subject: Comments on California tiger salamander measures for Hoop Structure and Shade

Structure Ordinance
Dear Ms. Harris:

We have reviewed the Proposed Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Hoop
Structures and Shade Structures Ordinance Amendment. The County of Santa Barbara is
proposing to issue an ordinance to revise and clarify the permitting requirements for hoop and
shade structures on land zoned for agriculture in Santa Barbara County. This ordinance would
simplify and streamline the permit process for these structures, exempt hoop structures of a given
height from planning permits on agriculturally zoned land, and identify standards for compliance
and best management practices. The proposed ordinance would apply to approximately 927,014
acres of agriculturally zoned areas within the unincorporated inland area of Santa Barbara
County, California.

Included in this Proposed Final EIR are measures to minimize impacts to biological resources,
including the federally endangered Santa Barbara County Distinct Population Segment of
California tiger salamander (dmbystoma californiense). The proposed measure MM-BIO-2
would require that any crop protection structure located within 1.24 miles of a known or
potential California tiger salamander breeding pond maintain a minimum one-foot gap between
the bottom edge of the plastic material and the ground surface to allow free movement of
California tiger salamanders. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) considered the
question of whether it would be more beneficial to allow California tiger salamanders and other
wildlife to pass through a one-foot gap between the ground and plastic cover, or to allow the
plastic to touch the ground and exclude this species and other wildlife from the agricultural area.
The Service consulted on this issue with the following independent biologists with expertise on
the California tiger salamander: Lawrence Hunt, Hunt & Associates Biological Consulting
Services; John Labonte, Wildlands Conservation Science; Samuel Sweet, professor at University
of California, Santa Barbara; Tom Olson, Garcia and Associates; and John Storrer, Storrer
Environmental Services, LLC. Unanimously, all five of these biologists agreed that although it is
usually beneficial to allow passage for dispersing wildlife, in this case doing so would expose



Julie Harris 2

California tiger salamanders to hazards associated with agricultural activities (ground
disturbance, foot traffic, machinery, herbicides, pesticides, fungicides, etc.) and it is better
overall to exclude California tiger salamanders from the hoop structures. The Service
recommends removing MM-BIO-2 from this ordinance because we believe this measure may
subject California tiger salamanders to additional threats and would be more detrimental than
beneficial.

The mission of the Service is working with others to conserve, protect, and enhance fish,
wildlife, plants, and their habitats for the continuing benefit of the American people. The
Service’s responsibilities include administering the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended
(Act). Section 9 of the Act prohibits the taking of any federally listed endangered or threatened
wildlife species. “Take” is defined at Section 3(19) of the Act to mean “to harass, harm, pursue,
hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct.”
The Act provides for civil and criminal penalties for the unlawful taking of listed wildlife
species. Such taking may be authorized by the Service in two ways: through interagency
consultation for projects with Federal involvement pursuant to section 7, or through the issuance
of an incidental take permit under section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Act. Though agriculture in Santa
Barbara County may not be regulated at the county level, landowners nonetheless are still
responsible for complying with the Act when planning to conduct any ground disturbing
activities within the range of the California tiger salamander that may result in take of the
species, including converting land to row crops or vineyards. We look forward to continued
conversation on ensuring compliance on this important issue.

If you have any questions, please contact Kendra Chan of my staff at (805) 677-3304 or by
electronic mail at kendra_chan@fws.gov, or Rachel Henry of my staff at (805) 677-3312 or by

electronic mail at rachel_henry@fws.gov.

S en P. Henry
Field Supervisor

Sincerely,
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Harris, Julie

From: Chan, Kendra <kendra_chan@fws.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 8:51 AM

To: Harris, Julie

Cc: Christopher Diel; Rachel Henry; Blankenship, Daniel@Wildlife
Subject: CTS farmland habitat question

Attachments: CTS farmland habitat.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Hi Julie,

Hereis asummary of what we discussed regarding CTS habitat and historically farmed areas. Y ou may share
this with the planning commission. Please let me know if you have any questions.

Best,
Kendra

Kendra Chan

Fish and Wildlife Biologist

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service | Ventura Fish and Wildlife Office
2493 Portola Road, Suite B | Ventura, CA 93003

(805) 677-3304 | kendra_chan@fws.gov



The question at hand was how long it would take a fallow field turn into habitat for California tiger
salamander. California tiger salamanders rely on small mammal burrows as refugia, so in order to be
suitable habitat for California tiger salamander, it must also be undisturbed long enough for small
mammals to colonize the area and create burrows. The context for this question is to define what land
in Santa Barbara County has been “historically farmed”, or disturbed frequently enough to preclude
colonization by small mammals and therefore California tiger salamanders. Kendra Chan (Ventura Fish
and Wildlife Office) reached out to several local independent biologists with expertise with the Santa
Barbara County Distinct Population Segment of the California Tiger Salamander. Dr. Samuel Sweet
(University of California, Santa Barbara) and Lawrence Hunt (Hunt and Associates Biological Consulting
Services) provided input on this question.

To our knowledge, there has not been specific research on how long it would take a fallow field to
return to California tiger salamander habitat; the timeline for succession depends on many factors. The
consensus between biologists in our office and the two independent biologists that provided input was
that disturbance at least 3 out of the past 5 years would likely preclude burrowing mammals from
creating extensive burrow networks; therefore if this was the case for a plot of land it would be
considered "historically farmed" and therefore not habitat for California tiger salamander. Disturbance
in 1 or more of the past 10 years could allow enough time for these mammals to create and maintain
stable burrow systems that could provide refugia for California tiger salamander and therefore is not an
adequate definition for “historically farmed” land.
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Harris, Julie

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Hi Julie,

Chan, Kendra <kendra_chan@fws.gov>

Friday, December 07, 2018 4:25 PM

Harris, Julie

Christopher Diel; Rachel Henry; Blankenship, Daniel@Wildlife
Hoop structure ordinance measure

| mulled over the time frames you proposed to neeran it by our biologists, including Rachel Hertye

collectively agree that:

Cultivating sometime in the last 5 years is toaglah a time frame for this measure to be effective.
farm field left alone for up to 4 years could alltive area to return to CTS habitat.

Cultivating sometime in the last 3 years is an adégymeasure to include in this exemption. From the
salamander and ground squirrel's perspectiveybigd have the same effect as a field in cultivato
out of the past 5 years.

You may share this with the Planning Commissior.rhe know if you have any other questions.

Best,
Kendra

Kendra Chan

Fish and Wildlife Biologist

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service | Ventura Fish anddife Office
2493 Portola Road, Suite B | Ventura, CA 93003
(805) 677-3304 kendra_chan@fws.gov
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ATTACHMENT D

RESOLUTION OF THE SANTA BARBARA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE MATTER OF RECOMMENDING TO
THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS THE
ADOPTION OF AN ORDINANCE AMENDING
SECTION 35-1, THE SANTA BARBARA
COUNTY LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT
CODE, OF CHAPTER 35, ZONING, OF THE
COUNTY CODE BY AMENDING ARTICLE
352, ZONES AND ALLOWABLE LAND
USES, ARTICLE 35.4, STANDARDS FOR
SPECIFIC LAND USES, AND ARTICLE 35.11,
GLOSSARY, TO ADDRESS THE PERMIT
REQUIREMENTS FOR HOOP STRUCTURES
AND SHADE STRUCTURES LOCATED ON
AGRICULTURALLY ZONED LANDS, AND
MAKE OTHER MINOR CLARIFICATIONS,
CORRECTIONS AND REVISIONS.

WITH REFERENCE TO THE FOLLOWING:

RESOLUTION NO.: 19— 01

CASE NO.: 170RD-00000-00005

A. On November 27, 2007, by Ordinance 4660, the Board of Supervisors (Board) adopted the Santa
Barbara County Land Use and Development Code, Section 35-1 of Chapter 35 of the Santa

Barbara County Code.

. On June 15, 2016, the Board added the Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment project to the Long
Range Planning Work Program.

. The proposed amendment is consistent with the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan,
including the Community and Area Plans, and the requirements of California planning, zoning, and
development laws.

. The County Planning Commission has held duly noticed hearings, in compliance with Government
Code Section 65854 and received a staff report and public comment on the Hoop Structures
Ordinance Amendment Final Program Environmental Impact Report, including EIR Revision
Document (RV 01), dated January 30, 2019, and on the proposed ordinance at which hearings the
ordinance amendment was explained and comments invited from the persons in attendance.

. In compliance with Government Code Section 65855, which requires the County Planning
Commission’s written recommendation on the proposed ordinances to include the reasons for the
recommendation and the relationship of the proposed ordinance amendment to applicable general
and specific plans, the County Planning Commission has determined that the proposed ordinance
amendment is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, including community plans, and provides
the greatest community welfare without compromising community values, environmental quality,
or the public health and safety, as discussed in the findings in Attachment A of the County
Planning Commission staff memorandum dated January 22, 2019, which is incorporated by

reference.




Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment
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NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY RESCLVED as follows:

1.

2.

The above recitations are true and correct.

The County Planning Commission now finds that it is in the interest of the orderly development of
the County and important to the preservation of the health, safety, and general welfare of the
residents of the County to recommend that the Board of Supervisors adopt an ordinance (Exhibit 1)
amending the Santa Barbara County Land Use and Development Code (Case No. 170RD-00000-
00005), of Chapter 35, Zoning, of the County Code, to address the permit requirements for hoop
structures and shade structures located on agriculturally zoned lands, and make other minor
clarifications, corrections, and revisions.

The County Planning Commission recommends that the Board of Supervisors of the County of
Santa Barbara, State of California, following the required noticed public hearing, approve and
adopt the above mentioned recommendation of the County Planning Commission, based on the
findings included as Attachment A of the County Planning Commission staff memorandum, dated

January 22, 2019.

A certified copy of this Resolution shall be transmitted to the Board of Supervisors in compliance
with Government Code Section 65855.

The Chair of the County Planning Commission is hereby authorized and directed to sign and
certify all maps, documents, and other materials in accordance with this Resolution to reflect the
above described action by the County Planning Commission.

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED by the County Planning Commission of the County of
Santa Barbara, State of California, this 30thlay of January __, 2019, by the following vote:

AYES: Cooney, Brown, Parke, Ferini, Blough
NOES:

¥

.,/V : -4 N\

JOHN PARKE, CHAIR .}
Santa Wounty Planning Commission
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EFFREY WILSON’
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tar;,’to the Commission
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APPROVED AS TO FORM:

MICHAEL C. GHIZZONI
COUNTY COUNSEL,

/I S/
By 5 ;'i. A AN

Depity Cc"mﬁfy Counsel

EXHIBIT:

1. Board of Supervisors Ordinance Amending the County Land Use and Development Code
(170RD-00000-00005)

G:\GROUP\COMP\Ordinances\Hoop Structures\Public Hearings\PC\2019-1-30\Attachment D PC Resolution.docx




EXHIBIT 1
COUNTY LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENT

ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 35-1, THE SANTA BARBRA COUNTY LAND USE
AND DEVELOPMENT CODE, OF CHAPTER 35, ZONING, OF THEOUNTY CODE BY
AMENDING ARTICLE 35.2, ZONES AND ALLOWABLE LAND USE, ARTICLE 35.4,
STANDARDS FOR SPECIFIC LAND USES, AND ARTICLE 35.16LOSSARY, TO ADDRESS
THE PERMIT REQUIREMENTS FOR HOOP STRUCTURES AND SBBA STRUCTURES
LOCATED ON AGRICULTURALLY ZONED LANDS, AND MAKE OTHER MINOR
CLARIFICATIONS, CORRECTIONS, AND REVISIONS.

Case No. 170RD-00000-00005
The Board of Supervisors of the County of SantébBear, State of California, ordains as follows:

SECTION 1:

ARTICLE 35.2, Zones and Allowable Land Uses, oft®er35-1, the Santa Barbara County Land Use
and Development Code, of Chapter 35, Zoning, oSaeta Barbara County Code, is hereby amended
to change Subsection B, Exempt Activities and $tmes, of Section 35.20.040, Exemptions from
Planning Permit Requirements, of Chapter 35.20 elagpment and Land Use Approval Requirements,
to add a new Subsection 10 titled “Hoop structames shade structures” and to read as follows, @nd t
renumber existing Subsections 10 through 25 arbLigh 26, respectively:

10. Hoop structures and shade structures.Hoop structures and shade structures that are mxem
compliance with Section 35.42.140.C (Hoop structaed shade structures in agricultural zones).

SECTION 2:

ARTICLE 35.2, Zones and Allowable Land Uses, oft®er35-1, the Santa Barbara County Land Use
and Development Code, of Chapter 35, Zoning, oSaeta Barbara County Code, is hereby amended
to change the Agricultural, Mining, and Energy Fides section of Table 2-1, Allowed Land Uses and
Permit Requirements for Agricultural Zones, of $@t85.21.030, Agricultural Zones Allowable Land
Uses, of Chapter 35.21, Agricultural Zones, to rasdbllows:
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E Allowed use, no permit required (Exempt)
Table 2-1 P Pgrmitted u§§, Land Use Pe.rmit reguired )
MCUP Minor Conditional Use Permit required
Allowed Land Uses and Permit Requirements CUP  Conditional Use Permit required
for Agricultural Zones zC Zoning Clearance
S Permit determined by Specific Use Regulations
= Use Not Allowed
LAND USE (1) PERMIT REQUIRED BY ZONE SpeCIfIC'Use
AG-| [ AG-I| Regulations
AGRICULTURAL, MINING, & ENERGY FACILITIES
Agricultural accessory structure P P 35.42.020
Agricultural processing - On-premise products P 3P ( 35.42.040
Agricultural processing - Off-premise products — CUP (3) 35.42.040
Agricultural processing - Extensive — CUP (4) 35.42.040
Animal keeping (except equestrian facilities, SEECREATION) S S 35.42.060
Aquaculture — CUP 35.42.070
Aquaponics — S (5) 35.42.060
Cultivated agriculture, orchard, vineyard E E
Grazing E E
Greenhouse P P (6) 35.42.140
Hoop structure and shade structure S S 35.42.140
Mining - Agricultural soil export — MCUP 35.82.160
anng_, extracting & quarrying of natural resourcaest including CUP cUpP 35.82 160
gas, oil & other hydrocarbons
Mining- Surface, less than 1,000 cubic yards (7) P P 35.82.160
Mining- Surface, 1,000 cubic yards or more CUP CUP 35.82.160
Oil and gas uses S S 35.5
Utility-scale photovoltaic facilities — CUP 35.59
Winery S S 35.42.280
SECTION 3:

ARTICLE 35.4, Standards for Specific Land UsesSettion 35-1, the Santa Barbara County Land
Use and Development Code, of Chapter 35, ZoninghefSanta Barbara County Code, is hereby
amended to change Section 35.42.140, Greenhous&hapter 35.42, Standards for Specific Land
Uses, to read as follows:

35.42.140 — Greenhousebloop Structures, and Shade Structures

A. Purpose and applicability. This Section provides standards for the estaksit of greenhousgsoop
structures, and shade structundeere allowed by Article 35.2 (Zones and Allowabsnd Uses).

B. Greenhouses.

1. Greenhouses in agricultural zones.The following provides the permit requirements and
development standards for greenhouses locatedwitii AG-1 and AG-II zones.

L+ a. Less than 20,000 square feet, AG-l zond-or greenhouses and greenhouse related
development that are less than 20,000 square rieagteia and are located withine AG-I
zone, the following requirements and standardd apaly:

& (1) Landscaping. Landscaping plans shall be required in compliamath Section
35.34.050 (Agricultural Zones Landscaping Requinetsie

2 b. 20,000 square feet or morel-or greenhouses and greenhouse related develophagrdre
20,000 square feet in area or more and all additiomhich when added to existing
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B- 3.
L
2
3

b-

development, total 20,000 square feet or morefdi@ving requirements and standards shall
apply:

(1) Development Plansin—alagricultural-zenesThe approval of a Development Plan
shall be required in compliance with Section 338R.(Development Plans).

D at) h
a3 B
a

The site plan and topographic map required to tengted with an application
for a Development Plan in compliance with Sectidn83.080 (Development
Plans) shall not apply and instead a Developmein Ripplication for a
greenhouse(s) shall include a site plan of the ggeg development drawn to
scale that shows the following:

()  Gross acreage and boundaries of the property.

(i) Location of all existing and proposed structurdeir use, and square
footage of each structure.

(iii)  Landscaping.
(iv) Location and number of parking spaces.

TEE ZTE

(v) Location of driveways and adjacent streets.

(2) Landscaping.
&

AG-| zone. Landscaping plans shall be required in compliand Bection
35.34.050 (Agricultural Zones Landscaping Requingis)e

) (b) AG-ll zone. Landscaping plans shall be required in compliawitd Chapter
35.34 (Landscaping Standards).

D

Greenhouses in overlay zone&reenhouses are limited to 4,000 square feetgberHen located
within the Critical Viewshed Corridor Overlay indlGaviota Coast Plan Area.

Greenhouses in residential and special purposesres.

a.

USHE N

300 square feet or less in sizén the R-1/E-1, R-2, EX-1, DR, MU, and OT-R zont#®
following standards shall apply to greenhousesroteding 300 square feet in area:

(1) Greenhouse structures shall be used only forriygagation and cultivation of plants.
(2) No advertising signs, commercial display roomssales stands shall be maintained.

Greenhouses exceeding 300 square feet and lesstBA0 square feetln the R-1/E-1, R-2
and EX-1 zones, no advertising signs, commercispldy rooms, or sales stands shall be
maintained in association with greenhouses thatexk&00 square feet and are less than 800
square feet.

Greenhouses exceeding 300 square feet within thd&RRzone.a-Greenhouses, hothouses,
other plant protection structures and related dpreent (i.e., packing sheds, parking,
driveways) shall be subject to the landscaping ireqents in compliance with Section
35.34.050 (Agricultural Zones Landscaping Requinetisie
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C. Hoop structures and shade structures in_agricultual zones. The following provides the permit
requirements and development standards for hoaptstes and shade structures located within thd AG-
and AG-Il zones.

1. Permit requirements. Prior to the erection or use of a hoop structura shade structure a Land
Use Permit shall be issued or a Final Developmémt Shall be approved, as applicable, unless the
project is determined to be exempt from a Land Bsemit or a Final Development Plan in
compliance with Subsection C.l.a (Exempt), belovee also Section 35.42.075 (Cannabis
Regqgulations) for additional permit requirements aiedelopment standards for the cultivation of
cannabis.

a. Exempt. Hoop structures and shade structures that aree2®f less in height do not require
a land use entitlement provided the proposed prgen compliance with the following:

(1) The development standards of Subsection C.3.aglDpwment standards for hoop
structures and shade structuréslpw.

(2) The requirements of Subsection 35.20.040.A (Exemgpt from Planning Permit
Requirements).

(3) The hoop structures and shade structures areetbcaih historically intensively
cultivated agricultural land. Historically intensily cultivated agricultural land, for
purposes of this section, shall mean land thatbess tilled for agricultural use and
planted with a crop for at least one of the presithuee years.

(4) The hoop structures and shade structures apteld on slopesf-averaging 2% or
less.Average slope shall be calculated over the argheflot where hoop structures
and shade structures will be used.

(5)  Hoop structures and shade structures locatdideirCritical Viewshed Corridor (CVC)
Overlay within the Gaviota Coast Plan area or enBresign Control (D) Overlay within
the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan area covemnee than 4,000 square feet per
lot.

(6) Hoop structures and shade structures locatdideirCritical Viewshed Corridor (CVC)
Overlay within the Gaviota Coast Plan area or mmBlesign Control (D) Overlay within
the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan area covernitoan 4,000 square feet per lot,
but are not visible from public roadways or otheeas of public use. Landscape
screening shall not be taken into considerationnndetermining whether the structures
are visible from public roadways or other areapudilic use.

b. Land Use Permit required. A Land Use Permit issued in compliance with Sec86.82.110

(Land Use Permits) is required for the following:

(1) Hoop structures and shade structures that are tinane20 feet in height and cover less
than 20,000 square feet in area, including all tamti, which when added to existing
development located on the same lot cover less28d00 square feet in area.

(2) Hoop structures and shade structures that areétOof less in height and cover less
than 20,000 square feet in area, including all tamlti, which when added to existing
development located on the same lot cover less2B8d000 square feet in area, and are
not in compliance with Subsections C.1.a.(3), C(4)aC.1.a.(5), or C.1.a.(6), above.

C. Final Development Plan required.The approval of &inal Development Plan in compliance

with Section 35.82.080 (Development Plans) is megliprior to the approval of a Land Use
Permit or Zoning Clearance for the following:

(1) Hoop structures and shade structures that are thare20 feet in height and cover
20,000 square feet in area or more, including dditeons, which when added to
existing development located on the same lot c20e000 square feet in area or more.
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(2) Hoop structures and shade structures that are€t@f less in height and cover 20,000

square feet in area or more, including all addgjowhich when added to existing
development located on the same lot cover 20,00arsdgfeet in area or more, and are
not in compliance with Subsections C.1.a.(3), C(4)aC.1.a.(5), or C.1.a.(6), above.

Application requirements. Except as provided below in Subsection C.2.a ($ik&En and

topographic map requirements), below, an appliodto a Land Use Permit or a Development Plan

shall be submitted in compliance with Section 3880 (Application Preparation and Filing).

a.

Site plan and topographic map requirementsThe site plan and topographic map normally
required to be submitted with an application fobavelopment Plan in compliance with

Section 35.82.080 (Development Plans) shall notlyappd instead a Development Plan
application for hoop structures or shade structstes! include a site plan of the proposed
development drawn to scale that shows the following

(1) Gross acreage and boundaries of the property.

(2) Location of all existing and proposed structutésjr use, and square footage of each
structure.

(3) Landscaping.

(4) Location and number of parking spaces.

(5) Location of driveways and adjacent streets.

(6) Topography — contour intervals to depict slopes.

(@) Ten or 25 foot intervals for lots of more thanétfes.

(b) Five or ten foot intervals for lots of five to 2@res.

(c) Five foot intervals for lots less than five acres.

3. Development standards for hoop structures and shadsructures.

a.

=

Development standards for hoop structures and shadstructures. Hoop structures and
shade structures shall comply with the followinanstards in addition to any other applicable
standards of this Development Code. Hoop strustangl shade structures not in compliance
with Subsection C.3.a.(1) (Lighting) and C.3.a.(3tructural elements), below, may be
permitted in compliance with Subsection 35.42.14@B=enhouses).

(1) Lighting. Interior and exterior lighting associated with postructures and shade
structures is not allowed.

(2) Structural elements. Hoop structures and shade structures shall na@ pavmanent
structural elements such as footings and foundstiand shall not have any utilities
including plumbing, natural gas, or electricity.

(3) Setbacks.Hoop structures and shade structures shall comijtly applicable setbacks
of the zone in which they are located.

(4) Streams and Creeks.

Hoop structures and shade structures
shall be setback 50 feet from the top-of-bank ayeedf riparian vegetation of streams
and creeks, whichever is more proteciehe resource

Development standards for hoop structures and shadstructures more than 20 feet in
height. In addition to the development standards contain€éslibsection C.3.a (Development




Hoop Structures Ordinance Amendment
Case No. 170RD-00000-00005
Attachment D Exhibit 1: LUDC Amendment
Page 6

standards for hoop structures and shade struciumesp structures and shade structures that
are more than 20 feet in height shall also compti the following development standards:
(1) Landscaping.

(@) AG-l zone. Landscaping plans shall be required in compliand Bection
35.34.050 (Agricultural Zones Landscaping Requineisie

(b) AG-ll zone. Landscaping plans shall be required in compliawdé Chapter
35.34 (Landscaping Standards).

SECTION 4:

ARTICLE 35.11, Glossary, of Section 35-1, the SaB#abara County Land Use and Development
Code, of Chapter 35, Zoning, of the Santa Barbanan€/ Code, is hereby amended to change Section
35.110.020, Definitions of Specialized Terms andaBés, of Chapter 35.110, Definitions, to revige th
existing definition of “Greenhouse” to read as dalk:

Greenhouse. A structure, including a hothouse, used for thdoar propagation of plants that has
permanent structural elements (e.qg. footings, fatiods) that is typically constructed with a tramsnt

roof or walls, and may have utility facilities (e.glectrical, natural gas, plumbing)

SECTION 5:

All existing indices, section references, and fegand table numbers contained in Section 35-1, the
Santa Barbara County Land Use and Development Gddehapter 35, Zoning, are hereby revised
and renumbered as appropriate to reflect the mwssenumerated above.

SECTION 6:

Except as amended by this Ordinance, Article 3ArHcle 35.4, and Article 35.11, of Section 35-1,
the Santa Barbara County Land Use and Developmede Gof Chapter 35, Zoning, of the County
Code, shall remain unchanged and shall contindliforce and effect.

SECTION 7:

This ordinance shall take effect and be in forced@9s from the date of its passage and before the
expiration of 15 days after its passage a summiaitysball be published once together with the neme
of the members of the Board of Supervisors votimgand against the same in tBanta Barbara
News-Press, a newspaper of general circulation publishedhen@ounty of Santa Barbara.
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PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED by the Board of Swmsrs of the County of Santa
Barbara, State of California, this day of , 2019, by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAINED:

ABSENT:

STEVE LAVAGNINO, CHAIR
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA

ATTEST:

MONA MIYASATO, COUNTY EXECUTIVE OFFICER
CLERK OF THE BOARD

By:

Deputy Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

MICHAEL C. GHIZZONI
COUNTY COUNSEL

By:

Deputy County Counsel

G:\GROUP\COMP\Ordinances\Hoop Structures\Publicriiga\PC\2019-1-30\PC Action\Exhibit 1 BOS OrdinantUDC Amendment.docx



ATTACHMENT E

Revised 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 thae recommended by the Planning

Commission.

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

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

ofladual 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 serviaed
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 assalt
of the proposed project. Lack of available public
private services or resources shall be groundsiémial
of the project or reduction in the density otheen
indicated in the land use plan.

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

thRy size (in generdl)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®
hédt. The installation and use of crop protec
structures would not require additional public avate
services and resources. These structures are ltyp
fhstalled over agricultural lands that are alreddy
cultivation and are adequately accessed by exis
I9ublic and private roads. As discussed in Sectidroft
the environmental impact report (EIR), irrigatiomter
demand is unlikely to increase. Finally, the us¢heke
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.

b

he
de

ht
ul

on
ca

ting

th
puld

LUE Hillside and Watershed Protection Policy #2: All
development shall be designed to fit the site togplgy,
soils, geology, hydrology, and any other exist
conditions and be oriented so that grading andratiie
preparation is kept to an absolute minimum. Nat
features, landforms, and native vegetation, suctiess,
shall be preserved to the maximum extent feashreas
of the site which are not suited to developmenthse 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 Iesta
practical area of land shall be exposed at anytione
during development, and the length of exposurel s
kept to the shortest practicable amount of timee

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.
ualoposed 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 thé
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 urncaléd
natural habitats would not require grading assedi
Twith the development of structures.

al

bo

bSS
u

n
The
rop

ese

at

clearing of land should be avoided during the winéény

As the proposed Project would not require gradimg t

1 size limitations may apply within the CVC and Deohays.
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Comprehensive Plan Policies

Consistency Analysis

season and all measures for removing sediments
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 3
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 distribaeting
grading or development. All cut and fill slopes Istze
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 prevesgi@n.
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.

ting

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

riateain event.

arghte a structural building pad, measures to pite
runoff and sedimentation from a construction sitech
as sediment basins, timing of construction grag
activities, and temporary seeding or mulching wo
not be required.

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 agriualt
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
a%(isting, naturally occurring riparian vegetativaver,
among others. Shade structures, with their perrag
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 maverage—of20%), a permit would be required and

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
stmuctures be proposed on non-historically culédd
lands or on lands withteepslopes({steeper than—an

conditions of approval applied to minimize erosand
gprotect the soils consistent with the requiremeuits

udVent, farm operators must comply with Ag Order
to minimize the movement of soil sediments fr
cultivated sites. In addition, the County Gradingd€
requires an agricultural erosion control permit foe
construction of certain agricultural roads pursusm

erosion and protect the soils.

velocity, hold fine particles in place, and maintai

]

Section 14-8 of the Grading Code in order to mimani

ing

uld

ate
in

ast

0)

or

ind

abl
ome

ors

se
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tHilside and Watershed Protection Policy #9. In any

3.0
bm
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Comprehensive Plan Policies

Consistency Analysis

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 mitigatedby {MM-BIO-3}, as revised
by the Planning Commission (Revision Document

cwould include standards that require crop protec
1 structures to be setback from streams and credkasii

of som
storm water runoff before it reaches a creek.
discussed above and in Section 4.4 efstiEIR, farm
operators must also comply with Ag Order 3.0
reduce the rate of flow, quantity, and quality tdrm
water runoff leaving a site. Combined, these stadsl
would minimize impacts to water quality and hydmjd
of streams associated with the use of hoop strestur

wRuralAr—easThs allows for the |nf|Itrat|0n

am, dated January 30, 201%he proposed Proje¢

RV

—

tio

eet

As

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 developn
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 channelizatiogts,

Consistent. The proposed Project does not include
development, grading, or construction of permarn
structures that could affect the floodway or
ofloodway fringe (also known as the floodplain,
UBpecial Flood Hazard Area). However,
hagriculture and the use of crop protection strues
bmay occur anywhere within the floodway or floodw
fringe. As discussed in detail in the EIR Revis
Document RV 01 dated January 30, 2019, the Co

cultivaj‘ed

the
ent
he
or

;
ay
on
nty

aFlood Control District has determined that c
protection structures would not be inconsistenhlite

C

)@nveyance capacities of the floodway are affebte
many other variables that far exceed the de min
encroachment of the crop protection structures In
frame. A major flooding event that would hal
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
by such a flood.

p

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

mis
eta
ve

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, seald,
design of structures shall be compatible with tharacter
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.

a€onsistent. The proposed Project would exempt ¢
protection structures of any size (in general) drat20

atructures. 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 thagsth
structures may be installed for several monthetesal
years and may cover many acres of a farm at any

feet or less in height and require permits foretdl

op

one

time because they are used to provide protectiah

an
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Comprehensive Plan Policies

Consistency Analysis

enhance the production of agricultural cro
Depending on crop type and agricultural practitks,
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.

Mitigation measure MM-VIS-1, as revised by Revis
Document RV 01, dated January 30, 2019, wq
further minimize effects resulting from crop prdten
structures as seen from public roadways or othesisi
of public use. This measure would limit the exeiopti
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 Planning Commissibe
ordinance amendment would limit the exemption
crop protection structures to slopgfs—averaging 2%
or less. By limiting the exemption, visual resas
would be better protected on hillsides, consisteiti
the requirements of this policy, while requiringermit
for crop protection structures on slopes greatan

addressed on a site and project specific basis.

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 1.B: The County shall recognize the rights
operation, freedom of choice as to the methodg
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 wisig
consistent with: (1) sound agricultural practicdsat{
promote the long-term viability of agriculture a
(2) applicable resource protection policies
regulations.

Policy I.E. The County shall recognize that t
generation of noise, smoke, odor, and dust is aralg
consequence of the normal agricultural practicesiged

[«

| Ohapter 2.0 and Section 4.3 of the EIR, hoop girast

tRonsistent. 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
IR, the Project would accomplish this by speclfica

o

exemption, where no such allowance currently ex
exempting from permits the installation and uséhete
structures if 20 feet or less in height and meettiger
hexemption criteria. Should crop protection struetube
prloposed on lands that are not already historig
I ultivated, a permit would be required. As discdsise
nd shade structures are especially effective
important tools that allow the production of highlue
herops such as raspberries, blackberries, and hituebs
tIn addition, the use of crop protection structunesy

aglfowing crop protection structures with a permit

pS.

arily

on

uld

r

ey
ots

D

for

h

—20% would allow consistency with this policy to be

he

industry in the County because it would clarify the

nto
the

|

Sts

ally

and

(0]

minimize effects on adjacent properties such asksin

that agriculturalists exercise reasonable meastioe

sodor, and dust that are natural consequences aiaigr
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minimize such effects. agricultural practices. Goal Il, as supported [by
Policv 1.G: Sustainable agricultural practices DAgricuIturaI Element Policies II.LA through I.D, is

ey 1.5 ; 9 P . cused on protecting agricultural land from urljan
agriculturally designated land should be encouraigef. X o

ey influences such as flooding and silting from urlan

order to preserve the long-term health and viahbditthe devel . dali hi d
soil evelopment; vandalism, trespass, thievery, jan

' roaming dogs; and the expansion of urban sphergs of

GOAL Il: Agricultural lands shall be protected fro

adverse urban influence.

Palicy I11.D: Conversion of highly productive agricultur

lands whether urban or rural, shall be discouragdu
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 tljectibes
of the County’s Right-to-Farm Ordinance.

Formation Commission. No such urban influen
ould result from this Project and the policies aot
g pplicable. Thus, allowing the use of these stmest
ould reduce the potential to convert highly prdohec
tg&ricultural lands in both Urban and Rural Areakicl
in turn encourages the retention of such lands.

f

The permit exemption allows flexibility for the faer

Reconomic, market, and other factors, while beirlg &b

fields to rotate in a different crop to maintair 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.

ninfluence onto agricultural lands by the Local Aggn

make decisions regarding the choice of cropdase

respond quickly to a need to install and removesdhe
structures. The non-permanent nature of thesetstas
allows a farmer to remove the structures to prefiaee

Ces

an
A

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 jeiion

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

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.

the Project would not directly result in any n
groundwater wells, nor would it result in addition
groundwater extraction, nor would the Project resu

structures, precipitation would have the opporiumit
infiltrate across a farm field between each hoow.1
The area under hoop structures would still recg
groundwater recharge, but through more concentt
points of infiltration.

in height are exempt from permits, allowing farmtrg

As discussed in more detail in Section 4.4 of thie, i

ve

to
rop

rce
use
ated

ved

PW
a

any permanent impervious surfaces and even witlp loo

o}
Bive
ated

Conservation of ecological (i.e., biological) resms is
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addressed by incorporating feasible
measures MM-BIO-1, as revised by the Planni
Commission (Revision Document RV 01, da

Planning Commission (Revision Document RV
dated January 30, 2019to the ordinance amendme
These include setback requirements from streams
creeks, and requiring a permit for crop protecti
structures if proposed on lands that have not K
historicallyintensivelycultivated.

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

protection structures allow a farmer to harness
energy of the sun and by manually adjusting
impermeable or permeable membranes, to

mitigatjon

ng

ed
January 30, 2019), and MM-BIO-3s revised by th¢
D1,
nt.

and
on
een

aBGdnsistent. The proposed Project would not allow the

h

would require the use of fossil fuels. Rather crop

the
the
ake

advantage of passive heating and cooling to opéimiz

growing conditions while protecting the crop frgm
frosts, freezes, wind, and extreme heat due tabkr
climatic conditions. Thus, the proposed Project lqu
not result in any reliance on fossil fuels.
Environmental Resour ces Management Element
ERME is a compendium and synthesis of the Seign@lonsistent. The proposed Project specifically clarifigs
Safety and Safety, Conservation, Open Space, agwiScthe use of and permit requirements for crop praiadt
Highways Elements and identifies environmentatructures: movable agricultural structures thae |ar
constraints on urban development, such as pfiadecady being employed on agricultural lands. Grop
agricultural lands, steep slopes, biological hahkdigeas, protection structures are installed over cultivated

floodplains and floodways, and geologic hazards.

agricultural lands, whether prime soils or notptotect
and enhance production of specialty agriculturapsr
The Project would not result in urban developmauit
would promote the continuation of agriculture ag
viable and important contributor to the Count
economy.

b

Open Space Element

The Open Space Element addresses open space fir
health and safety, the managed production of ressu

including agriculture, outdoor recreation and

preservation of natural resources.

rzoned for agriculture, most of which are locatethini
ttbe Rural Areas of the County, which supp
substantial open space areas. The Project woulzbsu
the continuation of agriculture as a viable ecormousie
without affecting public health and safety or owd
recreation.

pdnsistent. The proposed Project is located on lands

Scenic Highw

ays Element

The Scenic Highways Element
preservation measures for scenic highways and

contains sev

p@abnsistent. Three designated Scenic Highways trave

rse

thbi rural areas of the County: U.S. Highway (US)

10
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designation to assist in preserving and enhancieg
most scenic areas along designated roadways wtitlei
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 adgarg,
regulation of grading and landscaping, and desifn
structures and equipment.

from the City of Goleta to the junction with St®Reute
n1(SR) 1, SR 1 from its junction with US 101 to thiéyG
hef Lompoc, and SR 154. As discussed in Section
Réisual Resources, these highways provide high-gu
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
101 within the Gaviota Coast Plan area. The pragpg
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
if they would not be visible from public roads a
public viewing areas.

In addition, mitigation measure MM-VIS-1, as rewlg
by Revision Document RV 01, dated January 30, 2
would further minimize effects resulting from cr
protection structures as seen from public roadway
other areas of public use. This measure would lihgt
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 praiag

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 20dedess|
in height and require permits for taller structurés20
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 thagsth
structures may be installed for several monthetesl
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 practitks,
membranes covering the frames may be tempor,
removed or rolled back reducing the visibility dfet
structures during certain times of the crop’s gitoand
production cycle as viewed from Scenic Highways.

structures would not be visible from public roadsl &

4.2
ali

lor
se
to
thi

er,

nd

D19,
pp

[2)

7

ay
o

be
ti

(0]

tion

ion
to

landforms, would not intrude into the skyline, and

t

one
an

ps.

arily

Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan

Policy EGV-6.2: Local cultivation of edible product|sConsistent. The proposed Project would support ghe
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should be encouraged consistent with County codes.

Policy LUA-EGV-1.1L: Agricultural
urban and rural agricultural characteristics shiadl

preserved to the greatest extent feasible.

resources
agricultural land uses and operations, and distiad

continuation of agriculture as a major viable prctéhn
industry in the County because it clarifies thenpér
’tregulations for crop protection structures, andvedl
the installation and use of these support strustarfe
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 prtidng

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, blacldiri

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.

resourc

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

plastics are recycled once their usefulness hasheek

market for plastics. The major barrier to agricraty
plastics recycling is the lack of a consistent ofiog
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, groundwasamnsh

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

intertidal areas, shall be eliminated or minimized.

Introduction of contaminate
urban and agricultural runoff into all coastal wate
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 aofh
before it reaches a creek. As discussed above ra
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

associated with the use of hoop structures.

i
impacts to water quality and hydrology of streﬂ‘ms

d
rop
an
ural
I'his
nd i
IS0
W

ize

OBJECTIVE HYD-EGV-2: Minimize potential flood

hazards.

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

fro 'nf

Consistent. The proposed Project does not include
development, grading, or construction of permarn
structures that could impact the floodway or
loodway fringe (also known as the floodplain,

the
ent
he
or

Special Flood Hazard Area). However, -cultivajed
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Policy HYD-EGV-2.2: Setbacks of a minimum of 5
feet from top of bank but adjusted upward as nedd¢
adequately protect life and property from potentiabd
hazards shall be required as determined by CountydH
Control.

Oagricultural and use of crop protection structunesy
doccur anywhere within the floodway or floodw
fringe. As discussed in detail in the EIR Revis
Document RV 01, dated January 30, 2019, the Co|
Flood Control District has determined that c
protection structures would not be inconsistenhilite

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

sufficient energy to tear down crop protection ctres

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

ay
on
Linty

op

Floodplain Management Ordinance, Chapter 15A ofjthe
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

se
£es,

feet

V-

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, tgwaent
shall not interrupt major wildlife travel corridossithin
Eastern Goleta Valley. Typical wildlife corridorgeg
provided by drainage courses and similar undevelq
natural areas.

Policy ECO-EGV-5.4: ESH and RC Habitat Types

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

p€onsistent. 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 lands &
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
P
Ostreams; therefore, native habitats would not bectdd
by the Project.

MM-BIO-3 identified in Section 4.6 of the EIBnd ag
peévised by the Planning Commission (Revis
Document RV 01, dated January 30, 2Qt8guires the
Lincorporation of creek setbacks
Bgnendment (50 fe@t-Urban-Areas,hner-Rural-Areq
and-EDRNs,—anrd-100-feet-inRural-Arpawhichthat
meetor—exceedthe requirements of these policies.
ssummary, the proposed Project, as mitigated, wbeal
consistent with these policies of the Eastern @&g
Valley Community Plan aimed at the protection
biological resources.

vegetation alliances and/or sensitive native p

be

ion
Siv
ne

Iso

supports two blocks of productive farmland in the

th
ave

ative habitats with the exception of creeks @&nd

on

into ordinance

ant
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and/or animal species
e Oak woodlands
* 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

in

S
ing

Ordinances shall be as follows, except on parcels

designated for agriculture in rural areas whereicld
ECO-EGV-5.6 shall apply:

e ESH areas within the Urban Area and EDRNS:

minimum setback of 50 feet from either side of tpp-

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 sethzc
25 feet from the top of the bank or the edge obtaxj
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 peesend
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.

an

RC
ing

and

1%

iral
ol
ne

DevStd ECO-EGV-6l: No structures shall be locatg
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within a riparian corridor.

Policy HA-EGV-1.3: To the greatest extent feasib
significant historic and/or cultural landscapes lishue
preserved, including
American tribes, early pioneers, ranch and aguicalt
operations, and the development of the communigr
the long term.

those emblematic of Nalfivan cultural resources. Pursuant to Public Resol
Code (PRC) 21080.3.1, the County notified Natjve

gzonsistent. As discussed in Section 7.4.2 of the E
the proposed Project would not have significaneaff

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 retliag
any potential for the project to impact cultu

consistent with this policy.

R,
rces

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 prexdedc

and preserved to the maximum extent feasible.

eConsistent. As discussed in Section 7.4.2 of the E
the proposed Project would not have significan¢aff
on cultural resources. Pursuant to PRC 21080.8el
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 Projéct
impact cultural resources. Therefore, the propg
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 VIS-EEGV-1.10: In hillside areas, structures sh
avoid the use of highly reflective materials, ordited to
minimize visible glare, with the exception of sofzanel

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, sulvardi
to landforms, would not intrude into the skylinendd

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

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.

all

installations.

t
practices, the membranes covering the frames mJJy be

eConsistent. The proposed Project would exempt cfiop

of

farm at any one time because they are used todwovi

ur
ral

he

Gaviota Coast Plan

Policy NS-1: Watershed Planning. Planning effortsl Consistent. The proposed Project is located on la

nds




Hoops Structures Ordinance Amendment
Attachment E: Revised Policy Consistency Analysis
Page E-12

Comprehensive Plan Policies

Consistency Analysis

associated with long-term plans, programs, andepts
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 considel
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 hay
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

zoned Agricultural 1l (AG-Il), which covers
significant area of the Inland Gaviota Coast Pleeag
blEhe Project, as mitigated by MM-BIO-1, would lin
utiie exemption for crop protection structures
agricultural lands that have been historically msigely

sensitive habitats identified by the Gaviota Cdalsin
| natural resources stewardship policies. In o
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-BIQO&3,
revised by the Planning Commission (Revis
“Bocument Rv 01, dated January 30, 2018¢ Project
would protect watersheds, wildlife corridors, rijsar
habitat, and natural stream channels through
inclusion of a10&0-foot setback of crop protectig
sstructures in Rural Areas from streams and cre
and—development—standarddowever, pursuant t
LUDC Subsection 35.20.020.C, any land use

structure, including any exempt crop protect
structures, must comply with applicable Comprehen

community plan development standards such as
nStd NS-2

h

and

—

cultivated, which would protect the environmentaﬂ

her
BW

on

the
n
eks

D
and
on

Bl

Plan policies and development standards, inclugling

Dev

Policy CS1: 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 Coy
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.

Ry

uch
the
nty
ed

sed
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Policy AG-1.A: Protect and Support Agricultural
Land Use. Land designated for agriculture shall
preserved and protected for agricultural use; tivegrity
of agricultural operations shall not be violated ttoyn-
compatible uses.

Policy AG-1.E: Rights of Operation. The County shal
recognize the rights of operation, freedom of cbas to
the methods of cultivation, choice of crops or typd
livestock, rotation of crops and all other functomithin
the traditional scope of agricultural
decisions. These rights and freedoms shall be aied
in a manner that is consistent with: (1) soundcadpural
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 prof
agricultural land, continued agricultural uses ahé
agricultural economy by sustaining agricultu

production and discouraging conversions or othersys

that are
production.

Policy AG-1K: Sustainable Agricultural Practices.

Sustainable agricultural practices on agricultyr
designated land should be encouraged in orderetsepre
the long-term health and viability of the soil.

incompatible with long-term agricultu

managerm Boduction of high value crops such as raspberf

Consistent. The proposed Project would support the

beontinuation of agriculture because the Project ldi
clarify the permit regulations for crop protecti
structures. As mitigated in the EIR, the Projectulsio
accomplish this by providing an exemption frg
permits for the installation and use of crop protec
structures 20 feet or less in height and meetitgrg
exemption criteria. As discussed in Chapter 2.0
Section 4.3 of the EIR, crop protection structuses

8 pecially effective and important tools that alltve

Jblackberries, 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:
eT e non-permanent nature of these structures al&o
farmer to remove the structures to prepare thedigd
rotate in a different crop to maintain the healtid
iability of the soil and allow their use as aneiptal
6{:fart of crop production, and to relocate and rebeen
on other agricultural fields.

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

Policy VIS-2: Visually Subordinate Development.
Development shall be visually subordinate to theunra
and agricultural environment as seen from publ@wing
places. Visual subordinance shall be achieved tirg

adherence to the Site Design Hierarchy and De o]

Guidelines. “Visually subordinate” is defined

development that is partially visible but not doamh 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 VIS-12: Critical Viewshed Corridor. Protection
of the ocean and mountain views of the Gaviota €

, Consistent. The proposed Project would exempt ¢
tprotection structures of any size (in general) #rat20
ufeet or less in height within the Inland Area ok
Gaviota Coast, and require permits for taller strres.
Lands located nearest to US 101 are located icthe
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 g
X uire a permit. However, larger crop protect
Ztructures would also be exempt if they would net
visible from public roads and public viewing arefs
order for crop protection structures to be congidé
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?]%llcy VIS-13.

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

]

op
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landforms, would not intrude into the skyline, and

PRBduld follow the natural contours of the land, he

from Highway 101 is critically important. Therefora

t
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Critical Viewshed Corridor Overlay, providing mo
protective viewshed policies for development pesn

within the overlay, is designated for the Gaviotza§l.

Policy VIS-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.

réurrows of cultivated fields typically follow theatural
nicontours. Agricultural requirements dictate thabpc
protection structures may be installed for sev
months to several years and may cover many acras
farm at any one time because they are used toqw
Nprotection and enhance the production of agricalt
‘g%ps. Depending on crop

’%ractices, 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. Lighting is 1
allowed in crop protection structures, and themfdne
project would be consistent with policies protegtthe
night sky from excessive light.

r
oral
of
Vi
Lr

type and agricultyral

y be
he

ot

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 sif¢
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 viewi
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 stices
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 taltert 20
feet would require a permit and in those instan

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

are
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to
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design review may be required, which could inclyde

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 corttdghd

shall be minimized to the maximum extent practical.

Consistent. As mitigatedby {MM-BIO-3},_as revised
I by the Planning Commission (Revision Document
01, dated January 30, 201%he proposed Proje
would include standards that require crop protec
structures to be setback from streams and credkasti
50 feetin-Urban-Areas;taner-Rural-Areas;and-EDR
and—100eet—in—Rural—Areas This allows for the
infiltration of some storm water runoff before éacheg
a creek. As discussed above and in Section 4.4i91
EIR, farm operators must also comply with Ag Or
3.0 to reduce the rate of flow, quantity, and dyadif
storm water runoff leaving a site. Combined, th
standards would minimize impacts to water qualiiy

RV
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hydrology of streams associated with the use ofph
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structures.

Mission Canyon Community Plan

GOAL BIO-MC-1: The native and created biologiq
diversity of Mission Canyon is an important asdw it 1
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 rareralflfowever, 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

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

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

SIocated primarily on slopes that are mostly gretttan
40 percent and to a lesser extent between 20 pfe
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, riar
habitat, and natural stream channels through
inclusion of a 50-foot setback of crop protect
structures from streams and creeks in the Urbam
t(iMM-BIO-3, _as revised by the Planning Commiss
(Revision Document RV 01, dated January 30, 20
tIn addition, the proposed Project, as mitigatedviiy-
%Io-l, would limit the exemption for crop proteatiq
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
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the Urban Area, zoned Agricultural | (AG-l), and

h
d

rcen

are
uld

rop
rom
t

the

the
on
Are
on
9

D

a)

en

Ces

N
uld
ite




Hoops Structures Ordinance Amendment
Attachment E: Revised Policy Consistency Analysis
Page E-16

Comprehensive Plan Policies

Consistency Analysis

natural greenbelts.

DevStd BIO-MC-8.1: Development shall be setback
minimum 50 feet from the geologic top of bank ofya
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-MC-1.1: Development shall not be allows
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
U oodway fringe (also known as the floodplain,
Shecial
agriculture and crop protection structures may o
rdanywhere within the floodway or floodway fringe.
ediscussed in detail in the EIR Revision Document
b, dated January 30, 2019, the County Flood Cb
District has determined that crop protection strces
would not be inconsistent with the Floodpl3

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 energye¢ar
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 Planni
Commission (Revision Document RV 01, da
January 30, 2019)requires minimum setbacks fro

biological resources, which also contributes to ljgu
safety.

e
of the crop protection structures metal frame. Ajdn’r

other debris that would be carried by such a fldad|

the
ent
he

or

Flood Hazard Area). However, -cultivajed

cu
A\S

RV
ntro

in

Management Ordinance, Chapter 15A of the Colinty

nce
h

em
rop
a

g
ed

m

streams and creeks of 50 feet to protect riparian

D

Policy FLD-MC-2: Erosion of soils and movement

sediment into natural and manmade drainages skd

minimized during construction activities.

pConsistent. The proposed Project does not include
lldevelopment, grading, or construction of perma
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 soilsiltex
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 mosgs
of sediment during construction activities wouldt
occur.

the
ent
the

Mission Canyon Community Plan area is small @nd

if

5!

ted

(o]

GOAL FLD-MC-2: Protect stream corridors fro

mConsistent. As mitigatedbyf MM-BIO-3), as revised
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sedimentation, pollutants, or other impacts of ngash
development.

Policy FLD-MC-3: Impacts to the Mission Creg

watershed from development shall be minimized thou

site design and onsite management of storm wat#ret
maximum extent practicable.

by the Planning Commission (Revision Document
01, dated January 30, 201%he proposed Proje
kWould include standards that require crop protec
structures to be setback from streams and credkastt
50 feet in Urban Areas. This allows for the infilion
of some storm water runoff before it reaches akcrde
discussed above and in Section 4.4 of the EIR, f{
operators must also comply with Ag Order 3.0
reduce the rate of flow, quantity, and quality tdrm
water runoff leaving a site. Combined, these stedsl
would minimize impacts to water quality and hydmjd
of streams associated with the use of hoop strestur

D

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 vigv
places.

Palicy 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, sulnaid
.fo landforms, would not intrude into the skylingyda
would follow the natural contours of the land, ag
furrows of cultivated fields typically follow theatural
ncontours. These structures may be installed foersé
Imonths to several years and may cover many acras
. farm at any one time because they are used todw
protection and enhance the production of agrical]
crops. Depending on crop type and agricul

h

temporarily removed or rolled back reducing
visibility of the structures during certain time$ the
crop’s growth and production cycle. Lighting is 1

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

Orcutt Community Plan

Policy LUA-O-1: The County shall develop and prom(l)t@onsistent. The proposed Project would amend
akidDC to clarify that crop protection structures arfy

programs to preserve agriculture in the Santa M
Valley.

size (in general) that are 20 feet or less in heigiuld

.

t
practices, the membranes covering the frames mJJy be
he

RV

= -+

0

arm

ti€onsistent. The proposed Project would exempt cfiop

of

Vi
I

ral

ot
allowed these structures, and therefore, the projec

he

be exempt from permits when also meeting other

exemption criteria, and that permits would be resgl
for structures that would be taller than 20 feele]
Project would aid in the preservation of agricudtum
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 expep
needed to obtain permits.

r

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 rbed
offset by long-term supplemental water supplies tha

tiConsistent. The proposed Project would amend

heUDC to clarify that crop protection structures ariy
tsize (in general) that are 20 feet or less in heigiuld
be exempt from permits, and that permits would

to

se

he

be
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not result in further overdraft of the local growater| required for structures that would be taller th@nf@et.
basin and that are adequate to meet the projettisater| Permits are not required to convert grazing land$ o
demand as determined by the County considdriotper uncultivated lands to cultivated agricultufes
appropriate reliability factors as determined byu@ly | discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIR, irrigation evat
Water Agency. demand is unlikely to increase. Finally, the us¢hefe
agriculture support structures does not increase| th
demand for new farm employees, and therefore, wpuld
not result in a need for new roads, additional dsiiog
water, or sewer services.

Policy BIO-O-1: Important natural resources in OrcytConsistent. In order for crop protection structures to [be
including sandhill chaparral, central dune scrubpnsidered exempt from permits, crop protection
wetlands, oak trees and woodland, Bishop pine forefructures must be consistent with the Compreherjsiv
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(;[r]ese biological 'resources  protection policies | by

practices, natural stream channels and ripariartaéign !ncorp_orat.ing the feasible mitigatior_l measures
in Orcutt,shall be maintained in an undisturbedesta identified in Section 4.6 of the EIBnd revised by the
order to protect banks from erosion, enhance \mchPlannlnq Commission_(Revision_Document RV_ 1,
passageways ' dated Januarv 30, 201910 the or_dlnance amendment.

' These include (1) setback requirements from strgams
DevStd BIO-O-2.1: Development shall include: [aand creeks (50 feét-Urban-Areas—tanerRural-Areds,
minimum setback of 50 feet from the outside edge ®fd—EDRNs—and-100feetin—Rural-Argaand (2)
riparian vegetation or the top of creek bank (whigr is| allowing the exemption only on lands that have been
further) ... ; hooding and directing lights away frdhe | historically, intensively cultivated. The creek tsmstk
creek; drainage plans shall direct polluting drgmaway| directly protects riparian vegetation and allows tiwe
from the creek or include appropriate filters; ardsion| infiltration of some storm water runoff before éaches
and sedimentation control plans shall be implentehi creek. In addition, as discussed in detail irtiSeet.4
during construction. of the EIR, Ag Order 3.0 addresses these issues by
requiring farm operators to manage runoff and wjter
quality from cultivated fields and, therefore, rediuthe
amount of sediment or pollutants that could legwe
site during rain events. Finally, the proposed €&ugj
does not allow lighting in crop protection struesir

—

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

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

101, State Routes 1 & 135, Clark Ave., Santa Méfa&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, &g |
furrows of cultivated fields typically follow theatural
contours. These structures may be installed foersd
months to several years and may cover many acra$ of
farm at any one time because they are used todwovi
protection and enhance the production of agricaltyr
crops. Depending on crop type and agricultjral

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

the

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

an
eProject would aid in the preservation of agricugtun

determining choice of crop and use of hoop and e

needed to obtain permits.

atite Santa Ynez Valley by allowing most farmers
respond quickly to market and climatic conditioms|

structures without incurring the time and expe

he

e exempt from permits when also meeting other
exemption criteria, and that permits would be resg
for such structures that would be taller than 29.f€he

to

had
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 Aat{o

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,rddgle
designated critical habitat for threatened or egdesd
species shall also be considered to be sensitibéahd
Natural stream corridors (channels and ripa
vegetation) shall be maintained in an undisturbiateso
the maximum extent feasible in order to protectkisg
from erosion, enhance wildlife passageways andipeq
natural greenbelts. Setbacks shall be sufficienaltow

erosion, meanders).

DevStd BIO-SYV-4.1: Development shall include
minimum setback of 50 feet in the Urban and InneraiR
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 strearmadea

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.

considered exempt from permits, crop protec

(S

1, would limit the exemption for crop protecti
rsguctures to agricultural lands that
IIl'nstorically intensively cultivated, which would giect
the environmentally sensitive biological resouregsl

locations, a permit would be required for n
.cultivation employing crop protection structuredjieh

site-specific basis. With MM-BIO-3as revised by th
lanning Commission (Revision Document RV

fidtural stream channels through the inclusion
setbacks from streams and creeks (50vegtin-Urban
alooc—trnos el Arone ond EDRMe and 100

and development standards, including community
development standards such as DevStd BIO-SYV-4

In addition, as discussed in Section 4.4 of the, EdRn
operators must also comply with Ag Order 3.0
reduce the rate of flow, quantity, and quality tdrm

measures would minimize pollution of water qual

underground water basins, and areas adjacent to

structures must be consistent with the Compreher
lan. The proposed Project, as mitigated by MM-B

have b

‘ould allow policy consistency to be determinede

Vdated January 30, 2019he Project would proteg

SR watersheds, wildlife corridors, riparian habitatdg
and maintain natural stream channel processes, (e

within—Rural-Areay However, pursuant to LUD(
Subsection 35.20.020.C, any land use and strudg
including any exempt crop protection structuressiu
comply with applicable Comprehensive Plan polid

water runoff leaving a site. Combined, the stansla
Ag Order 3.0 and the biological resources mitigatio

be
ion
Siv
O-
n
pen

1

"hbitat areas identified by the Santa Ynez Valley
Community Plan biological resources policies. lheut

of

feet
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DevStd BIO-SYV-4.6: To protect Valley Needlegras
Grassland, Coastal Scrub and oak woodland hab
development shall include a minimum setback of dét
in the Urban and Inner-rural areas and 30 fedtenRural
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 minimize

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.

gvaters. Finally, the proposed Project does notwall
thtghting in crop protection structures.

f

—

of

ent

be

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 preserveties
maximum extent feasible.

b€onsistent. As discussed in Section 7.4.2 of the E
the proposed Project would not have significan¢aff
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 Coy
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

D

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 Yng
Valley shall be protected from excessive and unsesng
light associated with new development
redevelopment.

(¢

| Consistent. The proposed Project would exempt ¢
rpeotection structures of any size (in general) e
20 feet or less in height and require permits &dlet
thegructures. At 20 feet or less, the height of exeonpp
protection structures would be, in general, sulvaridi
dto landforms, would not intrude into the skylinands
rwr%u'd follow the natural contours of the land, &g
flfows of cultivated fields typically follow theatural
Sontours. These structures may be installed foersé
months to several years and may cover many acras
j farm at any one time because they are used toqe@
rprotection and enhance the production of agricalt
ofops. Depending on crop type and agricul

| temporarily removed or rolled back reducing
’7visibility of the structures during certain time$ the
ngdop’s growth and production cycle as viewed fr
cenic Highways, of which one traverses the S
Ynez Valley (SR 154). Lighting is not allowed indm
and shade structures; therefore, the project wbel
consistent with policies protecting the night sk:gmfl“j

t
practices, the membranes covering the frames mJJy be
he
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excessive light.

In addition, mitigation measure MM-VIS-3, as rewg
by Revision Document RV 01, dated January 30, 2
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 structure
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 crop protection structuretess
the structures would not be visible from pul
roadways or other areas of public use.

D19,
pp

[2)
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Toro Canyon Plan

GOAL LUA-TC: Protect and support agricultural laf@bnsistent. The proposed Project would amend
use and encourage appropriate agricultural expangidDC to clarify that crop protection structuresanfy size
while maintaining a balance with protection of dadgin general)that are 20 feet or less in height woulg
and natural resources and protection of publicthesatd [exempt from permitsvhen also meeting other exemp
safety. criteria, and that permits would be requirém suct

. ) sfructures that would be taller than 20 feet. Thejee
Policy LUA-TC-1. The County shall develop a (}ould aid in the preservation of agriculture in fherg

promote programs to preserve agriculture in theo eémyon area by allowing most farmers to respondkiy
Canyon Plan Area. L . : A
to market and climatic conditions in determiningicly
Policy LUA-TC-2: Land designated for agricultufef crop and use ofoop and shade structures with
within Toro Canyon shall be preserved and protefdedncurring the time and expense needed to obtaimiper
agricultural use.

Policy PS-TC-1: (NON-LCP) Resource conservation anconsistent. 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. Thstj
materials are also recyclable; however, whether
plastics are recycled once their usefulness hasheek

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 mg
effective measures have been identified.

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

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
e Streams and creeks the ESH identified by the Toro Canyon Plan biolag

Action BIO-TC-1.1: The following biological resources
and habitats ... shall be presumed to be “environatign
sensitive,” [inland habitats only]
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DevStd BIO-TC-1.4: (INLAND) Development shall b
required to include the following buffer areas frdahe
boundaries of Environmentally Sensitive Habitat:

Policy BIO-TC-11: (INLAND) Natural stream channe
shall
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 artes
provide connections between communities.

Wetlands

Coastal Sage Scrub

Sensitive native flora

Coast Live Oak forests

Scrub oak chaparral

Native grassland

Critical wildlife habitat/corridors

Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest corrido
100 feet in Rural areas and 50 feet in Urban,

Rural areas, and EDRNs, as measured from the 1op,

of creek bank

canopy
Native grassland, a minimum ¥4 acre in size - 25 f
Coastal Sage — minimum 20 feet

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

be maintained in an undisturbed state to

resources policies. In other locations, a permitildde
required for new cultivation employing crop protent
structures, which would allow policy consistencyb®
determined on a site-specific basis. With MM-BIO
as revised by the Planning Commission (Revig
Document RV 01, dated January 30, 2018¢ Project
would protect watersheds, wildlife corridors, rijsar
habitat, and natural stream channels through
einclusion of setbacks from streams and creeks ¢80
feet-within-Rural-Aregds However, pursuant to LUD

r:?Subsection 35.20.020.C, any land use and strug

1‘(E[)mply with applicable Comprehensive Plan polig

<
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ncluding any exempt crop protection structuressimu

13,
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development standards, including community plan

. development standards such as DevStd BIO-TC-4.1),
Coast Live Oak Forests - 25 feet from edge 0? D

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

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

dConsistent. As mitigatedby {MM-BIO-3},_as revised
5 oy the Planning Commission (Revision Document
01, dated January 30, 201%he proposed Proje
would include standards that require crop protec

structures to be setback from streams and credkastt
50 feetin-Urban-Areas;taner-Rural-Areas;and-EDR
and—100eet—in—Rural—Areas This allows for the
infiltration of some storm water runoff before éacheg
a creek. As discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIRNf
operators must comply with Ag Order 3.0 to redu
rate of flow, quantity, quality of storm water ridfyand
sediment leaving a site. Combined withvised MM-

BIO-3, the standards of Ag Order 3.0 would minim|
pollution of water quality, underground water bas
and areas adjacent to such waters.

RV

—

’

(0]
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Policy HA-TC-1: Archaeological resources shall
protected and preserved to the maximum extentifleasi

b€onsistent. As discussed in Section 7.4.2 of the E
the proposed Project would not have significan¢aff
on cultural resources. Pursuant to PRC 21080.8¢el
County notified Native Americans, listed by the Nat|
American Heritage Commission as requesting 9
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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 projeot
impact cultural resources. Therefore, the propg
Project would be consistent with this policy.

the
nty
ed

sed

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 beeatley
are movable structures without foundations, watls
other permanent structural elements that are ladt
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 structurés20
feet or less, the height of exempt crop protec
structures would be, in general, subordinate

BSS
ain
are

=

tion

ion
to

landforms, would not intrude into the skyline, and

would follow the natural contours of the land, ag
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
protection and enhance the production of agrical]
crops. Depending on crop
practices, the membranes covering the frames m3
temporarily removed or rolled back, reducing
visibility of the structures during certain time$ the
crop’s growth and production cycle.
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