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1.0 REQUEST/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Hearing on the request of Patrick M. Nesbitt, owner, to consider Case No. l 9CUP-00000-00004 for 
approval of a Conditional Use Permit to allow for a helistop with two landing zones to be used for (1) 
personal use by the property owner and (2) emergency services. Both landing zones would be located on 
the eastern portion of the propetiy. The first landing zone would be located on an existing 10-acre grass 
field and the second landing zone would be located on a· concrete drive adjacent to an equipment storage 
building that is currently under construction under separate permits. Personal use of the helistop would be 
limited to a maximum of two times per week (two landings and two takeoffs) between the hours of 7am 
and 9pm. Emergency responders that would use the helistop include International Emergency Services, 
LLC and the Santa Barbara County Sherdff s Department. Helicopters would take the ocean route as 
opposed to the mountain route in order to avoid any potential disturbance to residences along the 
mountain route. There would be no refueling or maintenance of the helicopters at the proposed helistop. 
Restrooms within existing structures on the property would be available for emergency responder 
aircrews. This project does not propose any construction. The property will continue to be served by the 
Montecito Water District, Summerland Sanitary District, and Carpinteria-Summerland Fire District. 
Access will continue to be provided off of Lambert Road, Via Real, and Montecito Ranch Lane. The 
property is a 19.78-acre parcel zone AG-1-20 and shown as Assessor's.Parcel Number 005-210-056, 
located at 2800 Via Real in the Summerland/Carpinteria area, First Supervisorial District. 

Proposed project plans are provided as Attachment 1. 

2.0 PROJECT LOCATION 

The project site is located off of Via Real and Lambert Road in the Summerland/Carpinteria area, First 
Supervisorial District. The two proposed helistop landing zones would be located approximately 130 feet 
and 500 feet north of Via Real. · 

2.1 Site Information 
Comprehensive Plan A-1-20, Agriculture I 
Designation 
Ordinance, Zoning District Land Use and Development-Code, AG-1-20, Agriculture, 

20-acre minimum lot size 
Site Size The project property is 19. 78 acres. 
Present Use & The subject parcel is developed with the following: 
Development • 19,579 sq. ft. SFD and basement (gross) 

• 941 sq. ft. guest house (gross) 

• 904 sq. ft. pool house (gross) 

• 781 sq. ft. attached garage (gross) 

• 1, 119 sq. ft. detached garage (gross) 

• 10,911 sq. ft. barn and office building (gross) 

• Two ~ 1,288 sq. ft. agricultural employee dwellings (gross) 

• 52,348 sq. ft. of driveways and motor courts 

• Site and retaining walls, swimming pool and spa, waterfall, putting 
green, fountains, and sod farm 

Surrounding Uses/Zoning North: AG-I-20, Single family residence 
South: Transportation Corridor: Via Real and Highway 101 
East: AG-I-20, Equestrian facilities and single family residences 
West: RR-5, Vacant, Project applicant owns this parcel 
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I Access I Lambert Road, Via Real, and Montecito Ranch Lane via existing driveways 

3e0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

3.1 PHYSICAL SETTING The proposed project is located at 2800 Via Real in the Summerland 
Community Plan area. The property is a 19.78-acre parcel that is located in the coastal zone and was 
created by the Edgewood Ranch Tract Map (13,033), approved in 1982. The site is presently developed 
with a single-family dwelling, attached garage, detached garage, guest house, pool house, barn and office 
building, two agricultural employee dwellings, driveways, motor courts, site and retaining walls, 
swimming pool, spa, waterfall, putting green, and fountains. The existing structures total 36,811 square 
feet of development, with an additional 52,348 square feet of paved driveways and motor courts. 
Structures on the parcel are situated around a large, flat field used for recreational polo matches and 
training, and for agricultural sod farm use. 

The subject parcel ascends steeply from Via Real along the southern boundary and Lambert Road along 
the eastern boundary before leveling into a large field. The field slopes very gently upward toward the 
western property boundary before rising more sharply to the residence, located in the northwestern corner 
of the parcel. A pond is located in the southwestern corner of the property. The parcel slopes steeply 
upward from the pond to the field and residence. 

Current onsite topography is the result of grading activities permitted under several previous permits 
(Permit Nos. 97-CDP-104, 98-CDP-175, and 08DVP-00000-00009). Onsite Class III, non-prime soils 
include the Milpitas-Positas fine sandy loam with original slopes of 2-15%. The site ranges in elevation 
from approximately 94 feet above sea level (asl) near the pond in the southwest corner to approximately 
180 feet asl in the area of the residence. 

The subject parcel is located in a residential and agricultural neighborhood. Parcels to the north and east 
are zoned AG-1-20 and used for agricultural purposes. The parcels to the west are undeveloped, zoned 
RR-5, and designated for rural ranchette development. The parcels to the west are currently in different 
stages of development for large estate style homes. Large estate-type development is currently proposed 
for the parcels to the west. Via Real and Highway 101 lie to the south of the subject parcel. The site is 
accessed by three private driveways. The first extends off of Lambert Road, just north of the intersection 
with Via Real. The second extends from Via Real, slightly east of the intersection with Padaro Lane and 
the Highway 101 interchange. The third private driveway extends from Montecito Ranch Lane, a private 
gated road off of Via Real, through a neighboring parcel, and onto the northwestern corner of the 
property. All three entrances are gated. 

Archaeological site CA-SBA-1202 is in this area. The exact location of CA-SBA-1202 is kept 
confidential to prevent any disturbance of cultural artifacts. Ground stone ~rtifacts and lithic flakes have 
been found on the subject parcel. 

There are three mapped areas of Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH) on the parcel. The first is a 
stand of eucalyptus trees located on 2.04 acres in the southwest corner of the property. This is identified 
as a Monarch butterfly aggregation site. The second ESH area is a 0.13-acre area located in the northeast 
corner of the site. This area was a portion of a Monarch butterfly aggregation site but is no longer an 
aggregation site, as described in the 2009 Mitigated Negative Declaration that was completed for this 
property (09NGD-00000-00003). The third ESH area is a 0.17-acre mixed woodland habitat running 
along Lambert Road at the eastern property boundary. The remainder of the site is lanqscaped with 
traditional native and ornamental, non-native plants. 
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The environmental baseline from which the project's impacts are measured consists of the on the ground 
conditions described above. · 

4.0 POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS CHECKLIST 

The following checklist indicates the potential level of impact and is defined as follows: 

Potentially Significant Impact: A fair argument can be made, based on the substantial evidence in the 
file, that an effect may be significant. 

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation: Incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an 
effect from a Potentially Significant Impact to a Less Than Significant Impact. 

Less Than Significant Impact: An impact is considered adverse but does not trigger a significance 
threshold. 

No Impact: There is adequate support that the referenced information sources show that the impact does 
not apply to the subject project. 

Reviewed Under Previous Document. The analysis contained in a previously adopted/certified 
environmental document addresses this issue adequately for use in the current case and is summarized in the 
discussion below. The discussion should include reference to the previous documents, a citation of the 
page(s) where the information is found, and identification of mitigation measures incorporated from the 
previous documents. 

4.1 AESTHETICSNISUAL RESOURCES 

Less than Less Reviewed 
Poten. No Under 

Will the proposal result in: Signif. Signif. With Than Impact Previous Miigation Signif. Document 

a. The obstruction of any scenic vista or view open to X 
the public or the creation of an aesthetically 
offensive site open to public view? 

b. Change to the visual character of an area? X 
c. Glare or night lighting which may affect adjoining X 

areas? 
d. Visually incompatible structures? X 

Existing Setting: The subject parcel is a 19.78-acre si~e situated within the coastal zone at the corner of 
Via Real and Lambert Road, immediately north of Highway 10 I. Public views in the area are dominated 
by the Santa Ynez Mountains, which form the skyline to the north. A public trail easement runs along 
Lambert Road at the eastern property boundary. A bicycle path runs along both sides of Via Real to the south 
of the parcel and an equestrian trail runs along the southern property boundary. The subject parcel is visible 
from each of these corridors. Two large structures on the site, a single-family dwelling and a barn/office 
building, are visible from points along Highway l O 1, Lambert Road, Via Real, and Padaro Lane. The 
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topography of the site and existing landscaping largely screen most of the existing development from 
public views. 

County Environmental Thresholds: The County's Visual Aesthetics Impact Guidelines classify coastal 
and mountainous areas, the urban fringe, and travel corridors as "especially imp01iant" visual resources. 
A project may have the potential to create a significantly adverse aesthetic impact if (among other 
potential effects) it would impact impo1iant visual resources, obstruct public views, remove significant 
amounts of vegetation, substantially alter the natural character of the landscape, or involve extensive 
grading visible from public areas. The guidelines address public, not private views. 

Impact Discussion: 
(a-d) No Impact. No construction is being proposed as part of this project. Personal use of the helistop 
would be limited to a maximum of two times (two landings and two takeoffs) per week between the hours 
of 7am and 9pm. Use of the helistop for emergency services such as fire and/or debris flow response 
would be limited due to the unique nature of natural disasters and emergency response. Therefore, the 
project would not affect neighboring areas with glare or night lighting. Helicopters would take the ocean 
route as opposed to the mountain route in order to avoid any potential disturbance to residences along the 
mountain route. 

Cumulative Impacts: The implementation of the project is not anticipated to result in any substantial 
change in the aesthetic character of the area because the proposed project does not include any 
development. Views of the temporary landing zones would be limited from public viewpoints and views 
of the helicopter(s) would be limited due to the minimal proposed usage. Thus, the project would not 
cause a cumulatively considerable effect on aesthetics. 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: No impacts are identified. No mitigations are necessary. 

4.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

Less than Less Reviewed 

Will the proposal result in: 
Poten. Signif. With Than No Under 
Signif. Impact Previous Mitigation Signif. 

Document 

a. Convert prime agricultural land to non-agricultural 
use, impair agricultural land productivity ( whether X 
prime or non-prime) or conflict with agricultural 
preserve programs? 

b. An effect upon any unique or other farmland of State X 
or Local Importance? 

Existing Setting: The 19.78-acre subject parcel is zoned AG-1-20 and designated Agriculture I in the 
Comprehensive Plan. The site is currently permitted for use as a polo field and a sod farm and is 
designated as "Farmland of Local Importance". 

County Environmental Thresholds: The County's Agricultural Resources Guidelines (approved by the 
Board of Supervisors, August 1993) provide a methodology for evaluating agricultural resources. These 
guidelines utilize a weighted point system to serve as a preliminary screening tool for detetmining 
significance. The tool assists planners in identifying whether a previously viable agricultural parcel could 
potentially be subdivided into parcels that are not considered viable after division. A project which would 
result in the loss or impairment of agricultural resources would create a potentially significant impact. The 
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Point System is intended to measure the productive ability of an existing parcel as compared to proposed 
parcels. The tool compares availability of resources and prevalent uses that benefit agricultural potential but 
does not quantifiably measure a parcel's actual agricultural production. 

Initial Studies are to use this Point System in conjunction with any additional infotmation regarding 
agricultural resources. The Initial Study assigns values to nine particular characteristics of agricultural 
productivity of a site. These factors include parcel size, soil classification, water availability, agriculhiral 
suitability, existing and historic land use, comprehensive plan designation, adjacent land uses, agricultural 
preserve potential, and combined farming operations. Because no conversion of agricultural land is proposed 
under this permit application, the Point System was not used to evaluate this project. 

Impact Discussion: 

(a-b) No impact. The subject parcel is used as a sod farm and a field for recreational polo. The applicant 
proposes to continue these permitted uses while also using the field as a temporaty helistop that will not 
include any permanent construction. The applicant does not propose to convert the field from its 
permitted agricultural use, subdivide the parcel, or seek rezoning of the parcel to a non-agricultural use. 
The proposed helistop use would involve no physical changes to the existing field other than the 
temporary placement of a plastic tarp landing pad and parking of a helicopter. The helistop would not 
prevent cultivation of the field or cultivation of the undeveloped portion of the property with other crops 
in the future. Additionally, site operations would not impact any neighboring agricultural operations. 

Cumulative Impacts: The County's Environmental Thresholds were developed, in part, to define the 
point at which a project's contribution to a regionally significant issue constitutes a significant effect at 
the project level. In this instance, the project has been found not to exceed the threshold of significance 
for agricultural resources as no conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses is proposed. 
Therefore, the project's contribution to the regionally significant loss of agricultural resources is not 
considerable, and its cumulative effect on regional agriculture is less than significant. 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: No impacts are identified. No mitigations are necessary. 

4.3a AIR QUALITY 
Less than Reviewed 

Will the proposal result in: Signif. Less Under 
Poten. with Than No Previous 
Signif. Mitigation Signif. Impact Document 

a. The violation of any ambient air quality standard, a X 
substantial contribution to an existing or projected air 
quality violation, or exposure of sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations ( emissions from 
direct, indirect, mobile and stationary sources)? 

b. The creation of objectionable smoke, ash or odors? X 

c. Extensive dust generation? X 

Existing Setting: The project site is located within the South Central Coast air basin, a federal and state 
non-attainment area for ozone (03) and a state non-attainment area for particulate matter (PM 10). Reactive 
organic compounds (ROC) and nitrogen oxides (NOx), which are precursors to ozone, are considered to 
be non-attainment pollutants. The major sources of ozone precursor emissions in the County are motor 
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vehicles, the petroleum industry and solvent use. Sources of PM 10 include grading, road dust, and vehicle 
exhaust. 

County Environmental Thresholds: Chapter 5 of the Santa Barbara County Environmental Thresholds 
and Guidelines Manual addresses the subject of air quality. The thresholds provide that a proposed project 
will not have a significant impact on air quality if operation of the project will: 

@ emit (from all project sources, mobile and stationary), less than the daily trigger for offsets (55 
pounds per day for NOx and ROC, 80 pounds per day for PM 10); 

® emit less than 25 pounds per day of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) or reactive organic compounds 
(ROC) and from motor vehicle trips only; 

• not cause or contribute to a violation of any California or National Ambient Air Quality 
Standard ( except ozone); 

• not exceed the APCD health risk public notification thresholds adopted by the APCD Board; 
and 

• be consistent with the adopted federal and state Air Quality Plans. 

No thresholds have been established for short-term impacts associated with construction activities. 
However, the County's Grading Ordinance requires standard dust control conditions for all projects 
involving grading activities. Long-term/operational emissions thresholds have been established to address 
mobile emissions (i.e., motor vehicle emissions) and stationary source emissions (i.e., stationary boilers, 
engines, and chemical or industrial processing operations that release pollutants). 

Impact Discussion: 
( a, c) Less than significant impact. The operation of the proposed helistop two times per week for 
personal use and as needed for emergency response would not generate a substantial amount of traffic or 
result in substantial direct or indirect emissions from stationary sources. The project would not result in 
industrial or other operations that would have the potential to result in emissions of smoke, ash, or 
objectionable odors. No construction is proposed as part of this project. Therefore, there would be no 
construction-related dust. The two proposed landing zones are located on a grass field and on a concrete 
area, therefore minimal dust would be generated during the use of the helistop. Long-term emissions are 
typically estimated using the CalEEMod computer model program. However, the air quality impacts 
associated with the proposed project are well below threshold levels for significant air quality impacts and 
would be considered de minimis. Additionally, consultation with Air Pollution Control District (APCD) 
staff confirmed that they have neither concerns nor conditions for the proposed project. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not have a potentially significant long-term impact on air quality. 

(b) No impact. The helistop would only be utilized two times per week (two landings and two takeoffs). No 
objectionable smoke, ash, or odors are anticipated. 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: The project's impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is 
required. 

4.3b AIR QUALITY - GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions - Will the project: Less than Reviewed 
Signif. Less Under 

Poten. with Than No Previous 
Signif. Mitigation Signif. Impact Document 
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Existing Setting: Greenhouse gases (GHG) include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide 
(N20), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) and nitrogen 
trifluoride (NF3) (California Health and Safety Code, § 38505(g)). These gases create a blanket around 
the ea1ih that allows light to pass through but traps heat at the surface, preventing its escape into space. 
While this is a naturally occurring process known as "the greenhouse effect," human activities have 
accelerated the generation of GHG above pre-industrial levels (U.S. Global Change Research Program 
2018). The global mean surface temperature increased by approximately 1.8°F ( 1 °C) in the past 80 years 
and is likely to reach a 2.7°F (1.5°C) increase between 2030 and 2050 at current global emission rates 
(IPCC 2018). 

The largest source of GHG emissions from human activities in the United States is from fossil fuel 
combustion for electricity, heat, and transportation. Specifically, the Draft Inventory of US. Greenhouse 
Gasses and Sinks: 1990-2017 (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2017) states that the primary 
sources of GHG emissions from fossil fuel combustion in 2017 included electricity production (35%), 
transportation (36.5%), industry (27%), and commercial and residential end users (17% and 19%, 
respectively). Factoring in all sources of GHG emissions, the energy sector accounts for 84% of total 
emissions in addition to agricultural (8%), industrial processes (5.5%), and waste management (2%) 
sources. 

The County of Santa Barbara's Final Environmental Impact Report for the Energy and Climate Action 
Plan (EIR) (PMC, 2015) and the 2016 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory Update and Forecast 
(County of Santa Barbara Long Range Planning Division, 2018) contain a detailed description of the 
proposed project's existing regional setting as it pertains to GHG emissions. 

The overabundance of GHG in the atmosphere has led to a warming of the earth and has the potential to 
substantially change the earth's climate system. More frequent and intense weather and climate-related 
events are expected to damage infrastructure, ecosystems, and social systems across the United States 
(U.S. Global Change Research Program 2018). California's Central Coast, including Santa Barbara 
County, will be affected by changes in precipitation patterns, reduced foggy days, increased extreme heat 
days, exacerbated drought and wildfire conditions, and acceleration of sea level rise leading to increased 
coastal flooding and erosion (Langridge, Ruth 2018). 

Global mean surface warming results from GHG emissions generated from many sources over time, 
rather than emissions generated by any one project (IPCC 2014). As defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15355, and discussed in Section 15130, '"Cumulative impacts' refers to two or more individual effects 
which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental 
impacts." Therefore, by definition, climate change under CEQA is a cumulative impact. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(b) states that a lead agency "should focus its analysis on the 
reasonably foreseeable incremental contribution of the project's [GHG] emissions to the effects of climate 
change." A project's individual contribution may appear small but may still be cumulatively considerable. 
Therefore, it is not appropriate to determine the significance of an individual project's GHG emissions by 
comparing against state, local, or global emission rates. Instead, the Governor's Office of Planning and 
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Research recommends using an established or recommended threshold as one method of determining 
significance during CEQA analysis (OPR 2008, 2018). 

Environmental Th:reshokl.: Currently, the County does not have established thresholds for helicopter 
emissions. 

Impact Discussion: 
(a - b) Less than significant impact. 
Climate change impacts cannot result from any one project's GHG emissions. However, the project's 
incremental contribution of GHG emissions combined with all other sources of GHG, when taken 
together, may have a significant impact on global climate change. Analysis of the project concludes that 
total annual GHG emissions for the project would be 4.10 MTCO2e/year (see Attachment 4). The average 
passenger vehicle emits 4.71 metric tons of greenhouses gases per year (see Attachment 3). Therefore, 
with regard to greenhouse gas emissions, the proposed helistop operation would have less impact than a 
single passenger vehicle operating for the same year. Use of the helistop by emergency services was not 
included in this analysis as use of the helistop by emergency services would be limited to an as-needed 
basis and greenhouse gas emissions would be considered de minimis. The proposed helistop would not 
result in an increase in population or the development of land uses that would result in substantial long-term 
emissions of greenhouse gases. Therefore, the impact of this individual project is less than significant and 
no mitigation measures are required. 

Cumulative Im pacts: 
The proposed project's total GHG emissions would be less than what the average passenger vehicle emits 
per year. The project's incremental contribution to a cumulative effect is not cumulatively considerable, 
and the project's GHG emissions would not have a significant impact on the environment. 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: Since the proposed project would not have a significant impact on the 
environment, no additional mitigation is necessaiy. Therefore, residual impacts would be less than 
significant. 

4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Less than Reviewed 

Will the proposal result in: 
Signif. Less Under 

Poten. with Than No Previous 
Signif. Mitigation Signif. Impact Document 

Flora 

a. A loss or disturbance to a unique, rare or threatened X 
plant community? 

b. A reduction in the numbers or restriction in the range X 
of any unique, rare or threatened species of plants? 

c. A reduction in the extent, diversity, or quality of X 
native vegetation (including brush removal for fire 
prevention and flood control improvements)? 

d. An impact on non-native vegetation whether X 
naturalized or horticultural if of habitat value? 

e. The loss of healthy native specimen trees? X 
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f. Introduction of herbicides, pesticides, animal life, 
human habitation, non-native plants or other factors 
that would change or hamper the existing habitat? 

Fauna 
g. A reduction in the numbers, a restriction in the range, 

or an impact to the critical habitat of any unique, rare, 
threatened or endangered species of animals? 

h. A reduction in the diversity or numbers of animals 
onsite (including mammals, birds, reptiles, 
amphibians, fish or invertebrates)? 

i. A deterioration of existing fish or wildlife habitat (for 
foraging, breeding, roosting, nesting, etc.)? 

j. Introduction of barriers to movement of any resident 
or migratory fish or wildlife species? 

k. Introduction of any factors (light, fencing, noise, 
human presence and/or domestic animals) which 
could hinder the normal activities of wildlife? 

Less than 
Signif. Less 

Poten. with Than 
Signif. Mitigation Signif. 

X 
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Reviewed 
Under 

No Previous 
Impact Document 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Existing Setting: The subject parcel is located in a rural area of the County within the Summerland 
Community Plan a~ea. The parcel is currently developed with a single-family residence, garages, a guest 
house, a pool house, a barn with offices, two agricultural employee dwellings, a swimming pool, spa, 
motorcourts, driveways, and a putting green. There is a large, flat field configured as a polo field and 
permitted as a sod farm. There are three mapped areas of Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH) on the 
parcel. The first is a stand of eucalyptus trees located on 2.04 acres in the southwest corner of the 
property. This is identified as a Monarch butterfly aggregation site. The second ESH area is a 0.13-acre 
area located in the northeast corner of the site. This area was a portion of a Monarch butterfly aggregation 
site but is no longer an aggregation site, as described in the 2009 Mitigated Negative Declaration that was 
completed for this property (09NGD-00000-00003) [see Attachment 3]. The third ESH area is a 0.17-acre 
mixed woodland habitat running along Lambert Road at the eastern property boundary. The remainder of 
the site is landscaped with traditional native and ornamental, non-native plants. 

County Environmental Thresholds: Santa Barbara County's Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines 
Manual (2008) includes guidelines for the assessment of biological resource impacts. The following 
thresholds are applicable to this project: 

Other Rare Habitat Types: The Manual recognizes that not all habitat-types found in Santa Barbara 
County are addressed by the habitat-specific guidelines. Impacts to other habitat types or species may be 
considered significant, based on substantial evidence in the record, if they substantially: ( 1) reduce or 
eliminate species diversity or abundance; (2) reduce or eliminate the quality of nesting areas; (3) limit 
reproductive capacity through ·1osses of individuals or habitat; (4) fragment, eliminate, or otherwise 
disrupt foraging areas and/or access to food sources; (5) limit or fragment range and movement; or (6) 
interfere with natural processes, such as fire or flooding, upon which the habitat depends. 

Impact Discussion: 
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(a-j) No impact: No construction, grading, tree removal, or vegetation removal are proposed as part of 
this project. The first proposed landing zone would be located on an existing I 0-acre grass field and the 
second proposed landing zone would be located on a concrete drive adjacent to an equipment storage 
building that is currently under construction under separate permits. The first proposed landing zone is 
located at least 250 ft away from each of the ESH areas. The second landing zone is located closest to the 
ESH area along the eastern property boundary which is approximately 100 ft away. Consultation with US 
Fish & Wildlife Services (USFWS) staff confirmed that the landing zones are located far enough away 
from the three ESH areas that are on the property. Therefore, USFWS staff has no concerns with the 
proposed project. 

(k) Less than significant impact. The first landing zone would be located at least 250 ft away from each 
of the ESH areas. The second landing zone is located closest to the ESH area along the eastern property 
boundary which is approximately 100 ft away. Because no physical changes to the site are proposed and 
noise associated with the helicopter landings would be less than significant, the landing zones are not 
expected to significantly impact ESH on the subject property. 

Cumulative Impacts: Because the project would not significantly impact biological resources onsite, it 
would not have a cumulatively considerable effect on the County's biological resources. 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: Since the proposed project would not have a significant impact on the 
environment, no mitigation is necessary. Therefore, residual impacts would be less than significant. 

4.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Less than Reviewed 

Will the proposal: 
Signif. Less Under 

Poten. with Than No Previous 
Signif. Mitigation Si~nif. Impact Document 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the X 

significance of any object, building, structure, area, 
place, record, or manuscript that qualifies as a 
historical resource as defined in CEQA Section 
15064.5? 

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the X 

significance of a prehistoric or historic 
archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Section 
15064.5? 

c. Disturb any human remains, including those X 

located outside of formal cemeteries? 
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Will the proposal: 

d. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in 
the Public Resources Code Section 2107 4 as either 
a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is 
geographically defined in terms of the size and 
scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with 
cultural value to a California Native American 
tribe, and that is: 
l) Listed or eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 5O20. l(k), or 
2) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its 
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to 
be significant pur·suant to criteria set forth in 
subdivision ( c) of Public Resources Code Section 
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision ( c) of Public Resource Code Section 
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native 
American tribe. 

----------·-----····-··-·-·---·-··--·· . ---.. ·-·-·-----··--··- ----·-------·------
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Existing Setting: An archaeological survey was conducted as part of the Edgewood· Ranch Tract Map 
(TM 13,033) project, which resulted in the creation of the subject parcel. Two spatially isolated ground stone 
artifacts and three lithic flakes were identified in the northwestern portion of the subject parcel. Subsequent 
trenching yielded three ground stone fragments and one flake. Archaeological site CA-SBA-1202 was 
defined on the site as a result of this survey (Wilcoxon, 1981). The exact location of CA-SBA-12O2 is kept 
confidential to prevent any disturbance of cultural artifacts. Impacts to the site as a result of prior agricultural 
use of the land were observed, but Wilcoxon noted that the full extent, integrity, or significance of the site 
could not be determined without further study. 

In order to determine the presence of undisturbed cultural deposits on the site, further study was required by 
the County as part of a 1997 Recorded Map Modification. Testing was conducted in 1996 by Barry A. Price 
of Applied Earthworks. Two mechanical backhoe trenches were excavated, seven 5-gallon buckets of soil 
were screened and evaluated, and the trenches and excavated soils were reviewed. Volumetric samplings of 
4.7 cubic feet were screened. Large ground stone items and lithic debitage were located but no smaller 
artifacts, such as shell beads, microdebitage, or fish vertebrae, were encountered. The Applied Earth Works 
Inc. excavations yielded five chert and quartzite flakes and two bifacial manos ( one fragmented). These 
yields are consistent with previous excavations (Wilcoxon, 1981 ). 

The oldest ~existing structure located on the project was built in 1999. No historic structures or 
landscaping exists on site. 

County Environmental Thresholds: Chapter 8 of the Santa Barbara County Environmental Thresholds 
and Guidelines Manual (2008, revised February 27, 2018) contains guidelines for the identification, 
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significance evaluation, and mitigation of impacts to cultural resources, including archaeological, historic, 
and tribal cultural resources. In accordance with the requirements of CEQA, these guidelines specify that 
if a resource cannot be avoided, it must be evaluated for importance under specific CEQA criteria. CEQA 
Section 15064.5(a)(3)A-D contains the criteria for evaluating the impo1iance of archaeological and 
historic resources. Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be "historically 
significant" if the resource meets the significance criteria for listing in the California Register of 
Historical Resources: (A) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of California's history and cultural heritage; (B) Is associated with the lives of persons important 
in our past; (C) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of an impo1iant creative individual, or possesses high a1iistic values; 
or (D) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information impmiant in prehistory or history. The resource 
also must possess integrity of at least some of the following: location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association. For archaeological resources, the criterion usually applied is 
(D). 

CEQA calls cultural resources that meet these criteria "historical resources". Specifically, a "historical 
resource" is a cultural resource listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register 
of Historical Resources, or included in or eligible for inclusion in a local register of historical resources, 
as defined in subdivision (k) of Section 5020.1, or deemed significant pursuant to criteria set forth in 
subdivision (g) of Section 5024.1. As such, any cultural resource that is evaluated as significant under 
CEQA criteria, whether it is an archaeological resource of historic or prehistoric age, a historic built 
environment resource, or a tribal cultural resource, is termed a "historical resource". 

CEQA Guidelines Section l 5064.5(b) states that "a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the 
environment." As defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b), substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an historical resource means physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of 
the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be 
materially impaired. The significance of an historical resource is materially impaired when a project: ( 1) 
demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical 
resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion 
in the California Register of Historical Resources; (2) demolishes or materially alters in an adverse 
manner those physical characteristics that account for its inclusion in a local register of historical 
resources; or (3) demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of a 
historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the 
California Register of Historical Resources as determined by a lead agency for purposes of CEQA. 

For the built environment, a project that follows the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and 
Reconstructing Historic Buildings or the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and 
Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (Weeks and Grimmer 1995), is generally considered as 
mitigated to a less than a significant impact level on the historical resource. 

Impact Discussion: 
(a-g) No impact: No grading or ground disturbance is proposed as part of the project. Additionally, there is 
no existing religious, sacred, or educational use of the subject parcel. No historic structures or landscaping 
exists on site. As a result, no impacts to cultural resources would result. 
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Cumulative Impacts: Because the project does not propose any ground disturbance and would therefore 
not significantly impact cultural resources onsite, it would not have a cumulatively considerable effect on 
the County's cultural resources. 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: No impacts are identified. No mitigation is required. 

4.6 ENERGY 
Less than Reviewed 

Will the proposal result in: 
Signif. Less Under 

Poten. with Than No Previous 
Signif. Mitigation Signif. Impact Document 

a. Substantial increase in demand, especially during X 
peak periods, upon existing sources of energy? 

b. Requirement for the development or extension of X 
new sources of energy? 

Existing Setting: The subject parcel currently hosts ,a single-family dwelling, garages, barns, a pool house, a 
guest house, an office/barn, two agricultural employee dwellings and an equipment storage building that is 
under construction. The large field in the center of the parcel is used for growing sod and for recreational polo. 
Energy use is characteristic of the residential and. agricultural uses of the property. The parcel currently 
receives electricity from Edison Company and natural gas service from Southern California Gas Company. 
Both companies will continue to serve the property. 

Impact Discussion: 
The two proposed landing zones would not be connected to existing gas or electric utilities. The project would 
not increase energy demand nor require expansion of energy facilities. No adverse impacts would result. 

(a-b) No impact: Approval of the proposed project would result in the operation of a helistop, which would 
require no construction. No refueling of helicopters is proposed as part of the project and no energy would be 
required to operate any part of the proposed project. Therefore, there would be no impact to project-related 
energy use. 

Cumulative Impacts: The project's contribution to the regional demand for energy would not be 
cumulatively considerable. As a result, there would be no impacts. 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: No impacts are identified. No mitigation is required. 

4.7 FIRE PROTECTION 
Less than Reviewed 

Will the proposal result in: 
Signif. Less Under 

Poten. with Than No Previous 
Signif. Mitigation Signif. Impact Document 

a. Introduction of development into an existing high X 
fire hazard area? 

b. Project-caused high fire hazard? X 
c. Introduction of development into an area without X 

adequate water pressure, fire hydrants or adequate 
access for fire fighting? 
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response time? 
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Existing Setting: The subject parcel is located in a rural area of the County within the Summerland 
Community Plan area. A portion of the site is located within a High Fire Hazard Area. The site is presently 
developed with a single-family dwelling, attached garage, detached garage, guest house, pool house, barn 
and office building, two agricultural employee dwellings, driveways, motor comis, site and retaining 
walls,. swimming pool, spa, waterfall, putting green, and fountains. The applicant proposes continuation of 
the residential uses, agricultural uses, and recreational polo playing, and the added use of a helistop with two 
landing zones which would not require any construction. 

Impact Discussion: 
One of the two landing zones is located within the High Fire Hazard Area, however the helistop would not 
require any construction. The helistop would be used up to twice weekly for personal use and as needed for 
emergency services. No on-site refueling would take place. A helicopter would be located inside the 
agricultural accessory structure located in the southeastern comer of the property only during inclement 
weather. 

( a - e) No impact: The project is partially located within a High Fire Hazard Area, but does not involve new 
fire hazards nor new development. The project is located in an area with an adequate response time from fire 
protective services. 

Cumulative Impacts: Since the project would not create significant fire hazards, it would not have a 
cumulatively considerable effect on fire safety within the County. 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: No impacts are identified. No mitigation is required. 

4.8 GEOLOGIC PROCESSES 

Less than Reviewed 

Will the proposal result in: 
Signif. Less Under 

Poten. with Than No Previous 
Signif. Mitigation Signif. Impact Document 

a. Exposure to or production of unstable earth X 
conditions such as landslides, earthquakes, 
liquefaction, soil creep, mudslides, ground failure 
(including expansive, compressible, collapsible 
soils), or similar hazards? 

b. Disruption, displacement, compaction or X 
overcovering of the soil by cuts, fills or extensive 
grading? 

c. Exposure to or production of permanent changes in X 
topography, such as bluff retreat or sea level rise? 
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Will the proposal result in: 

d. The destruction, covering or modification of any 
unique geologic, paleontologic or physical features? 

e. Any increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either 
on or off the site? 

f. Changes in deposition or erosion of beach sands or 
dunes, or changes in siltation, deposition or erosion 
which may modify the channel of a river, or stream, 
or the bed of the ocean, or any bay, inlet or lake? 

g. The placement of septic disposal systems in 
impermeable soils with severe constraints to disposal 
of liquid effluent? 

h. Extraction of mineral or ore? 
i. Excessive grading on slopes of over 20%? 
j. Sand or gravel removal or loss of topsoil? 
k. Vibrations, from short-term construction or long-

tem1 operation, which may affect adjoining areas? 

I. Excessive spoils, tailings or over-burden? 

Less than 
Signif. Less 

Poten. with Than 
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Existing Setting: The subject parcel ascends steeply from Via Real along the southern boundary and 
Lambert Road along the eastern boundary before leveling into a large field. The field slopes very gently 
upward toward the western property boundary before rising more sharply to the residence, located in the 
northwestern corner of the parcel. A pond is located in the southwestern comer of the property. The parcel 
slopes steeply upward from the pond to the field and residence. 

Current onsite topography is the result of grading activities authorized by several previous permits, including 
Permit Nos. 97-CDP-104, 98-CDP-175 and 08DVP-00000-00009. Onsite Class III, non-prime soils include 
the Milpitas-Positas fine sandy loam with original slopes of 2-15%. The site ranges in elevation from 
approximately 94 feet asl near the pond in the southwest comer to approximately 180 feet asl in the area of 
the residence. 

County Environmental Thresholds: Pursuant to the County's Adopted Thresholds and Guidelines 
Manual, impacts related to geological resources may have the potential to be significant if the proposed 
project involves any of the following characteristics: 

I. The project site or any part of the project is located on land having substantial geologic 
constraints, as determined by P&D or PWD. Areas constrained by geology include parcels 
located near active or potentially active faults and property underlain by rock types associated 
with compressible/collapsible soils or susceptible to landslides or severe erosion. "Special 
Problems" areas designated by the Board of Supervisors have been established based on geologic 
constraints, flood hazards and other physical limitations to development. 

2. The project results in potentially hazardous geologic conditions such as the construction of cut 
slopes exc_eeding a grade of 1.5 horizontal to 1 vertical. 

3. The project proposes construction of a cut slope over 15 feet in height as measured from the 
lowest finished grade. 
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(a-I) No impact. The proposed project site does not have substantial geological constraints and no 
development is proposed in areas with slopes exceeding 20%. No grading or construction would be required 
as part of this project. No unique geologic, paleontologic, or physical features are present on the subject 
parcel. The proposed helistop use would not cause any alteration in existing geologic or topographic features 
of the site. As such, the proposed project would not result in impacts related to geological resources. 

Cumulative Impacts: Since the project would not result in significant geologic impacts, it would not 
have a cumulatively considerable effect on geologic hazards within the County. 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: No impacts are identified. No mitigation is necessary. 

4.9 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/RISK OF UPSET 
Less than Reviewed 

Will the proposal result in: 
Signif. Less Under 

Poten. with Than No Previous 
Signif. Mitigation Signif. Impact Document 

a. In the known history of this property, have there X 
been any past uses, storage or discharge of hazardous 
materials ( e.g., fuel or oil stored in underground 
tanks, pesticides, solvents or other chemicals)? 

b. The use, storage or distribution of hazardous or toxic X 
materials? 

c. A risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous X 
substances ( e.g., oil, gas, biocides, bacteria, 
pesticides, chemicals or radiation) in the event of an 
accident or upset conditions? 

d. Possible interference with an emergency response X 
plan or an emergency evacuation plan? 

e. The creation of a potential public health hazard? X 
f. Public safety hazards ( e.g., due to development near X 

chemical or industrial activity, producing oil wells, 
toxic disposal sites, etc.)? 

g. Exposure to hazards from oil or gas pipelines or oil X 
well facilities? 

h. The contamination of a public water supply? X 

Existing Setting: The proposed project site is located in a rural area of the County within the 
Summerland Community Plan area. The subject parcel has been used for residential, agricultural, and 
appurtenant uses since construction of the single-family dwelling in 1999. The applicant proposes 
continuation of the residential and agricultural uses of the property along with the temporary usage of two 
helicopter landing zones. 

County Environmental Threshold: The County's safety threshold addresses involuntary public exposure 
from projects involving significant quantities of hazardous materials. The threshold addresses the 
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likelihood and severity of potential accidents to determine whether the safety risks of a project exceed 
significant levels. 

Impact Discussion: 

(c) Less than significant. The subject parcel is currently used for residential and agricultural purposes and 
these uses would continue on the parcel with approval of the proposed helistop. The only introduction of 
hazardous material use would be the fuel within a helicopter that is temporarily stationed at the subject 
property. No refueling or maintenance of helicopters is proposed on the property. Therefore, the -project's 
potential hazard-related impacts would be less than significant. 

(a-h, d-h) No impact. The project would not interfere with any emergency response or evacuation plan, 
result in the creation of any public health or safety hazard, result in exposure to hazards from oil or gas 
pipelines or oil well facilities, and would not contaminate a public water supply. 

Cumulative Impacts: Since the project would not create significant impacts with respect to hazardous 
materials and/or risk of upset, it would not have a cumulatively considerable effect on safety within the 
County and the project's cumulative impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: No impacts are identified. No mitigation is necessary. 

4.11 LAND USE 
Less than Reviewed 

Will the proposal result in: 
Signif. Less Under 

Poten. with Than No Previous 
Signif. Mitigation Signif. Impact Document 

a. Structures and/or land use incompatible with existing X 
land use? 

b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, X 
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over 
the project (including, but not limited to the general 
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

c. The induction of substantial growth or concentration X 
of population? 

d. The extension of sewer trunk lines or access roads X 
with capacity to serve new development beyond this 
proposed project? 

e. Loss of existing affordable dwellings through X 
demolition, conversion or removal? 

f. Displacement of substantial numbers of existing X 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

g. Displacement of substantial numbers of people, X 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

h. The loss of a substantial -amount of open space? X 
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Will the proposal result in.: 

i. An economic or social effect that would result in a 
physical change? (i.e. Closure of a freeway ramp 
results in isolation of an area, businesses located in 
the vicinity close, neighborhood degenerates, and 
buildings deteriorate. Or, if construction of new 
freeway divides an existing community, the 
construction would be the physical change, but the 
economic/social effect on the community would be 
the basis for determining that the physical change 
would be significant.) 

j. Conflicts with adopted airport safety zones? 

!Poten. 
Signnf. 

Less than 
Signif. Less 
with Than 
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X 

X 

Existing Setting: The subject parcel is located in a rural, coastal area of the County within the 
Summerland Community Plan area. The parcel is zoned and designated in the Comprehensive Plan as 
Agriculture I. It is currently permitted for residential and agricultural use. The parcel is presently 
developed with a single-family dwelling, attached garage, detached garage, guest house, pool house, barn 
and office building, two agricultural employee dwellings, driveways, motor courts, site and retaining 
walls, swimming pool, spa, waterfall, putting green, and fountains. 

County Environmental Threshold: The Thresholds and Guidelines Manual contains no specific 
thresholds for land use. Generally, a potentially significant impact can occur if a project would result in 
substantial growth inducing effects or result in a physical change in conflict with County policies adopted 
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

Impact Discussion: 
(a) Less than significant impact: The proposed helistop landing zones would minimally interfere with the 
permitted agricultural operation, recreational polo and residential uses. With approval of the proposed 
helistop, the applicant proposes to continue permitted uses of the field as a sod farm and for recreational polo 
matches and training. 

(b-j) No impact. No new development is proposed as part of this project. The proposed landing zones are 
approximately 25 square feet plastic tarps that would be placed on the parcel on the two proposed landing 
areas only when they would be used for a helicopter landing or takeoff. This does not represent a significant 
loss of open space. No changes to public infrastructure are proposed. Thus the proposed project would not 
impact the economic or social setting of the Summerland community. The subject parcel is not located in an 
adopted airport safety zone. The applicant proposes to continue use of the field as a sod farm while 
simultaneously using it for recreational polo. The applicant does not propose to convert the field from its 
permitted agricultural use, subdivide the parcel, or seek rezoning of the parcel to a non-agricultural use. 
The proposed helistop would involve no physical changes to the existing field and would not prevent 
cultivation of the field and undeveloped portion of the property with other crops in the future. Because no 
changes to the permitted agricultural operation are proposed, the project is consistent with this and other 
agriculture protection policies. 

Cumulative Impacts: The implementation of the project is not anticipated to result in any substantial 
change to the site's conformance with environmentally protective policies and standards. Thus, the 
project would not cause a cumulatively considerable effect on land use. The project's contribution to 
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cumulative land use impacts would not be cumulatively considerable and its cumulative impacts would be 
less than significant. 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: No impacts are identified. No mitigation is necessary. 

4.12 NOISE 
Less than Reviewed 

Will the proposal result in: 
Signif. Less Under 

Poten. with Than No Previous 
Signif. Mitigation Signif. Impact Document 

a. Long-term exposure of people to noise levels X 
exceeding County thresholds ( e.g. locating noise 
sensitive uses next to an airport)? 

b. Short-term exposure of people to noise levels X 
exceeding County thresholds? 

c. Project-generated substantial increase in the ambient X 
noise levels for adjoining areas ( either day or night)? 

Existing Settingffhreshold: Noise is generally defined as unwanted or objectionable sound which is 
measured on a logarithmic scale and expressed in decibels (dB(A)). The duration of noise and the time 
period at which it occurs are important values in determining impacts on noise-sensitive land uses. The 
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) and Day-Night Average Level (Ldn) are noise indices which 
account for differences in intrusiveness between day- and night-time uses. County noise thresholds ai:e: 1) 
65 dB(A) CNEL maximum for exterior exposure, and 2) 45 dB(A) CNEL maximum for interior exposure 
of noise-sensitive uses. Noise-sensitive land uses include: residential dwellings; transient lodging; 
hospitals and other long-term care facilities; public or private educational facilities; libraries, churches; 
and places of public assembly. 

The 19.78-acre subject parcel is located in a rural area within the Summerland Community Plan area. The 
property is surrounded by residential and agricultural uses to the north, east, and west. The parcel is located 
immediately north of Via Real and Highway 101, a significant source of noise. The majority of the property 
currently exceeds County noise thresholds due to its location adjacent to Highway 101. The southern edge of 
the property lies within a 70-74 dB(A) CNEL contour (see Attachment 2). The area just north 
(approximately the location of the proposed Corner Landing Site) lies in a 65-69 dB(A) CNEL contour, while 
the area slightly further north (approximately the location of the proposed Field Landing Site) lies in the 50-
54 dB(A) CNEL contour. 

Impact Discussion: 
(a, b, c) Less than significant: A noise study (dated March 26, 2019), prepared by David Lord, PhD of 45db 
Acoustics (see Attachment 2), analyzed and compared site sound levels of the addition of a helicopter landing 
event given the Highway 101 and surrounding road contributions. The Sound Exposure Level (SEL) for the 
R44 Helicopter as measured by the Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) is 81 dB(A). Figures 7 and 8 of 
Attachment 2 show noise level contours for the property, which include a helicopter landing plus existing 
road noise. The figures show that the landing of a helicopter would not substantially increase the existing 
noise level at the southern and eastern property lines, which are already above 65 dB(A). The report 
concluded that "the landing and departure sound level of the Robinson 44 helicopter will result in a less-than­
significant increase in sound level at nearby residential uses and that the helicopter sound at the Corner Site 
will probably be inaudible at nearby residential uses over the combined sound of traffic on the U.S. 101." 
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The takeoff and landing of a Robinson 44 helicopter would be limited to two times (two landings and two 
take offs) per week, and would use the ocean route to limit disturbance to surrounding residences. 

Cumulative Impacts: The project would not be a substantial source of noise. Therefore, the project's 
noise impacts would not be cumulatively considerable and its cumulative impacts would .be less than 
significant. 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: No mitigation is required. Residual impacts would be less than 
significant. 

4.13 PUBLIC FACILITIES 
Less than Reviewed 

Will the proposal result in: 
Signif. Less Under 

Poten. with Than No Previous 
Signif. Mitigation Signif. · Impact Document 

a. A need for new or altered police protection and/or X 
health care services? 

b. Student generation exceeding school capacity? X 
c. Significant amounts of solid waste or breach any X 

national, state, or local standards or thresholds 
relating to solid waste disposal and generation 
(including recycling facilities and existing landfill 
capacity)? 

d. A need for new or altered sewer system facilities X 
(sewer lines, lift-stations, etc.)? 

e. The construction of new storm water drainage or X 
water quality control facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

Existing Setting: The subject parcel is currently served by the Montecito Water District, the Summerland 
Sanitary District, the Carpinteria Unified School District and the Santa Barbara County Sheriffs Department. 
The property is currently used for residential, recreational polo and agricultural purposes. The applicant 
proposes continuation of these uses and permitting to allow for a helistop with two landing zones. No 
construction is proposed as part of this project. There would be no refueling or maintenance of the 
helicopters at the proposed helistop. Restrooms within existing structures on the property would be 
available for emergency responder aircrews. 

County Environmental Thresholds: 

Schools: A significant level of school impacts is generally considered to occur when a project would 
generate a sufficient number of students to require an additional classroom. 

Solid Waste: A project is considered to result in significant impacts to landfill capacity if it would 
generate 196 tons per year of solid waste. This volume represents 5% of the expected average annual 
increase in waste generation, and is therefore considered a significant portion of the remaining landfill 
capacity. In addition, construction and demolition waste from remodels and rebuilds is considered 
significant if it exceeds 350 tons. Waste generation of 40 tons per year is considered a potentially 
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significant contribution to cumulative waste generation, and mitigation via a Solid Waste Management 
Plan is recommended. 

Impact Discussion: 
(a-e) No impact: The proposed project would not result in the development of habitable structures and would 
not increase population on the project site or in the project area. The project would not result in a demand for 
law enforcement, an increase in school-age children, or generation of solid waste or storm water since no 
construction is proposed. Emergency responder aircrews would be able to use the restrooms within existing 
structures. The helistop would only be used by these facilities on a limited emergency basis. Therefore, the 
project would have no impact on these services. 

Cumulative Impacts: The proposed project would not result in a population increase that would contribute 
to significant public facilities impacts. No solid waste would be generated. The project would not result in a 
substantial increase in impe1meable surfaces at the project sites that would substantially increase runoff water 
volumes. 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: No mitigation is required. Residual impacts would be less than 
significant. 

4.14 RECREATION 
Less than Reviewed 

Will the proposal result in: 
Signif. Less Under 

Poten. with Than No Previous 
Signif. Mitigation Signif. Impact Document 

a. Conflict with established recreational uses of the X 
area? 

b. Conflict with biking, equestrian and hiking trails? X 
c. Substantial impact on the quality or quantity of X 

existing recreational opportunities (e.g., overuse of 
an area with constraints on numbers of people, 
vehicles, animals, etc. which might safely use the 
area)? 

Existing Setting: The subject parcel is located in a rural area within the Summerland Community Plan area. 
A public trail easement runs along Lambert Road at the eastern property boundary. A bicycle path runs along 
both sides of Via Real to the south of the parcel and an equestrian trail runs along the southern property 
boundary. 

County Environmental Thresholds: 
The Thresholds and Guidelines Manual contains no threshold for park and recreation impacts. However, the 
Board of Supervisors has established a minimum standard ratio of 4.7 acres of recreation/open space per 
1,000 people to meet the needs of a community. The Santa Barbara County Parks Department maintains 
more than 900 acres of parks and open spaces, as well as 84 miles of trails and coastal access easements. 

Impact Discussion: 
(a-c) Less than significant impact. The applicant proposes continuation of the permitted agricultural, 
residential and recreational polo uses and is requesting a helistop with two landing zones. No construction is 
proposed as part of this project. Use of the proposed helistop would be limited to two times per week (two 
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takeoffs and two landings). The proposed project would not conflict with the ability of the public to use any 
of the existing hiking, biking, and equestrian trails bordering the subject parcel. The project would not result 
in any population increase and would not have significant impacts on the quality or quantity of existing 
recreational opportunities, either in the project vicinity or County-wide. 

Cumulative Impacts: The project would not significantly affect recreational resources. Therefore, the 
project's impacts to recreational resources in the vicinity would not be cumulatively considerable and its 
cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: No mitigation is required. Residual impacts would be less than 
significant. 

4.15 TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION 
Less than Reviewed 

Will the proposal result in: 
Signif. Less Under 

Poten. with Than No Previous 
Signif. Mitigation Signif. Impact Document 

a. Generation of substantial additional vehicular X 
movement (daily, peak-hour, etc.) in relation to 
existing traffic load and capacity of the street 
system? 

b. A need for private or public road maintenance, or X 
need for new road(s)? 

c. Effects on existing parking facilities, or demand for X 
new parking? 

d. Substantial impact upon existing transit systems ( e.g. X 
bus service) or alteration of present patterns of 
circulation or movement of people and/or goods? 

e. Alteration to waterborne, rail or air traffic? X 
f. Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, X 

bicyclists or pedestrians (including short-te1m 
construction and long-term operational)? 

g. Inadequate sight distance? X 
ingress/ egress? X 
general road capacity? X 
emergency access? X 

h. Impacts to Congestion Management Plan system? X 

Existing Setting: The subject parcel is situated at the corner of Via Real and Lambert Road, immediately 
north of Highway 101. The site is also adjacent to the intersection of Padaro Lane and Via Real. The site 
is accessed by three private driveways. The first extends off of Lambert Road, just north of the intersection 
with Via Real. The second extends from Via Real, slightly east of the intersection with Padaro Lane and the 
Highway IO I interchange. The third private driveway extends from Montecito Ranch Lane, a private gated 
road off of Via Real, through a neighboring parcel, and onto the northwestern comer of the property. All 
three entrances are gated. At any given time, the site hosts between nine and fourteen residents and six to 
fifteen employees. Present agricultural and residential use of the site generates between 42 and 60 Average 
Daily Trips (ADT), depending on the number of employees working at any given time. 
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County Environmental Thresholds: According to the County's Environmental Thresholds and 
Guidelines Manual, a significant traffic impact would occur when: 

a. 

b. 

The addition of project traffic to an intersection increases the volume to capacity (V /C) 
ratio by the value provided below, or sends at least 15, 10 or 5 trips to an intersection 
operating at LOS D, E or F. 

LEVEL OF SERVICE INCREASE IN VOLUME/CAPACITY 
(including project) RATIO GREATERTHAN 

A 0.20 
B 0.15 
C 0.10 

Or the addition of: 
D 15 trips 
E 10 trips 
F 5 trips 

Project access to a major road or arterial road would require a driveway that would create 
an unsafe situation, or would require a new traffic signal or major revisions to an existing 
traffic signal. 

c. Project adds traffic to a roadway that has design features ( e.g., narrow width, road side 
ditches, sharp curves, poor sight distance, inadequate pavement structure) or receives use 

_________ vVhich would be incompatible with substantial increases in traffic ( e.g. rural roads with 
use by farm equipment, livestock, horseback riding, or residential roads with heavy 
pedestrian or recreational use, etc.) that will become potential safety problems with the 
addition of project or cumulative traffic. Exceeding the roadway capacity designated in 
the Circulation Element may indicate the potential for the occurrence of the above 
impacts. 

d. Project traffic would utilize a substantial portion of an intersection(s) capacity where the 
intersection is currently operating at acceptable levels of service (A-C) but with 
cumulative traffic would degrade to or approach LOS D (V/C 0.81) or lower. Substantial 
is defined as a minimum change of 0.03 for intersections which would operate from 0.80 
to 0.85 and a change of 0.02 for intersections which would operate from 0.86 to 0.90, and 
0.01 for intersections operating at anything lower. 

Impact Discussion: 
(a-Ii) No impact: The proposed project would not result in an increased demand for transit services, and 
would have no effect on air, rail, or waterborne traffic. No construction is proposed; therefore no traffic 
would be generated by construction. Therefore, the project would have no impact on these services. 

Cumulative Impacts: The County's Environmental Thresholds were developed, in part, to define the 
point at which a project's contribution to a regionally significant impact constitutes a significant effect at 
the project level. The proposed project would involve no increase in annual trips and would not contribute 
to regionally significant traffic congestion. Impacts would not be cumulatively significant. 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: No mitigation required. Residual impacts would be less than 
significant. 
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4.16 WATER RESOURCES/FLOODING 

Wm the proposal result in: 

a. Changes in currents, or the course or direction of 
water movements, in either marine or fresh waters? 

b. Changes in percolation rates, drainage patterns or the 
rate and amount of surface water runoff? 

c. Change in the amount of surface water in any water 
body? 

d. Discharge, directly or through a stmm drain system, 
into surface waters (including but not limited to 
wetlands, riparian areas, ponds, springs, creeks, 
streams, rivers, lakes, estuaries, tidal areas, bays, 
ocean, etc) or alteration of surface water quality, 
including but not limited to temperature, dissolved 
oxygen, turbidity, or thermal water pollution? 

e. Alterations to the course or flow of flood water or 
need for private or public flood control projects? 

f. Exposure of people or property to water related 
hazards such as flooding (placement of project in 100 
year flood plain), accelerated runoff or tsunamis, sea 
level rise, or seawater intrusion? 

g. Alteration of the direction or rate of flow of 
groundwater? 

h. Change in the quantity of groundwater, either 
through direct additions or withdrawals, or through 
interception of an aquifer by cuts or excavations or 
recharge interference? 

i. Overdraft or over-commitment of any groundwater 
basin? Or, a significant increase in the existing 
overdraft or over-commitment of any groundwater 
basin? 

j. The substantial degradation of groundwater quality 
including saltwater intrusion? 

k. Substantial reduction in the amount of water 
otherwise available for public water supplies? 

I. Introduction of storm water pollutants ( e.g., oil, 
grease, pesticides, nutrients, sediments, pathogens, 
etc.) into groundwater or surface water? 

Less than 
Signif. Less 

Poten. with Than 
Signif. Mitigation Signif. 
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Reviewed 
Under 

No Previous 
Impact Document 

X . 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Existing Setting: The subject parcel is located in the Toro Creek watershed. The existing storm drain 
system near the barn directs runoff to Lambert Road. Drainage elsewhere on the site is directed toward 
the pond located in the southwest corner of the property. 

County Environmental Thresholds: 
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A project is determined to have a significant effect on water resources if it would exceed established 
threshold values which have been set for each overdrafted groundwater basin. These values were dete1mined 
based on an estimation of a basin's remaining life of available water storage. If the project's net new 
consumptive water use [total consumptive demand adjusted for recharge less discontinued historic use] 
exceeds the threshold adopted for the basin, the project's impacts on water resources are considered 
significant. 

A project is also deemed to have a significant effect on water resources if a net increase in pumpage from a 
well would substantially affect production or quality from a nearby well. 

Water Quality Thresholds 
A significant water quality impact is presumed to occur if the project: 
• Is located within an urbanized area of the county and the project construction or redevelopment 

individually or as a part of a larger common plan of development or sale would disturb one ( 1) or more 
acres of land; 

• Increases the amount of impervious surfaces on a site by 25% or more; 
• Results in channelization or relocation of a natural drainage channel; 
• Results in removal or reduction of riparian vegetation or other vegetation ( excluding non-native 

vegetation removed for restoration projects) from the buffer zone of any streams, creeks or wetlands; 
• Is an industrial facility that falls under one or more of categories of industrial activity regulated under the 

NPDES Phase I industrial storm water regulations (facilities with effluent limitation; manufacturing; 
· mineral,-metal;oil-and·gas;hazardous-waste;treatmenh:,r-disposaHacilities·;--landfiHs;reeyeling-faeilities~-­
steam electric plants; transportation facilities; treatment works; and light industrial activity); 

• Discharges pollutants that exceed the water quality standards set forth in the applicable NPDES permit, 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board's (RWQCB) Basin Plan or otherwise impairs the beneficial 
uses 1 of a receiving water body; 

• Results in a discharge of pollutants into an "impaired" water body that has been designated as such by the 
State Water Resources Control Board or the RWQCB under Section 303 (d) of the Federal Water 
Pollution Prevention and Control Act (i.e., the Clean Water Act); or 

• Results in a discharge of pollutants of concern to a receiving water body, as identified by the RWQCB. 

Impact Discussion: 
(a-I) No impact. The proposed project would not require any construction. The project would not alter 
natural drainage patterns or impact the dire9tion, flow, quality, or quantity of groundwater. Water service to 
the parcel will continue to be provided by the Montecito Water District (MWD). No new residential use or 
intensification of the agricultural use is proposed; therefore the project would not substantially reduce the 
amount of water available for public supply. 

Cumulative Impacts: The County's Environmental Thresholds were developed, in part, to define the 
point at which a project's contribution to a regionally significant impact constitutes a significant effect at 
the project level. The proposed project would create only a very small amount of additional runoff, and 

1 Beneficial uses for Santa Barbara County are identified by the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
in the Water Quality Control Plan for the Central Coastal Basin, or Basin Plan, and include (among 
others) recreation, agricultural supply, groundwater recharge, fresh water habitat, estuarine habitat, 
support for rare, threatened or endangered species, preservation of biological habitats of special 
significance. 
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existing drainage is sufficient for new development. Runoff contamination during construction would be 
mitigated by implementation of a washout area, and construction-related runoff would be sho1t-term. 
Therefore, the project's contribution to the regionally significant issues of water supplies and water 
quality is not considerable, and is less than significant. 

Mitigation. and Residual Impact: No mitigation required. Residual impacts would be less than significant. 

5e0 INFORMATION SOURCES 

5.1 County Departments Consulted 

Air Pollution Control District, Santa Barbara County Sheriffs Department 

5.2 

5.3 

Comprehensive Plan: 

X Seismic Safety/Safety Element 
Open Space Element ---x Coastal Plan and Maps 
ERME 

Other Sources 

X Field work 
X Calculations 
X Project plans 

Traffic studies 
X Records 

Grading plans 
Elevation, architectural renderings 
Published geological map/reports 

X Topographical maps 

X 

X 

Conservation Element 
X Noise Element 

Circulation Element 

Ag Preserve maps 
Flood Control maps 
Other technical references 

(reports, survey, etc.) 
Planning files, maps, reports --

X Zoning maps 
Soils maps/reports 
Plant maps 

X Archaeological maps and reports 
Other 

6.0 PROJECT SPECIFIC (short- and long-term) AND CUMULATIVE 
IMPACT SUMMARY 

The proposed project does not have potential impacts that cannot be feasibly mitigated to less than significant 
levels. 

I. Project-Specific Impacts which are of unavoidable significance levels (Class I): None 

II. Project-Specific Impacts which are potentially significant but can be mitigated to less than significant 
levels (Class II): None. 
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III. No potentially significant adverse cumulative impacts have been identified. 

7.0 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Will the proposal result in: 

1. Does the project have the potential to substantially 
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a 
fish or wildlife population to drop below self­
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, substantially reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal, contribute significantly to greenhouse gas 
em1ss1ons or significantly increase energy 
consumption, or eliminate important examples of the 
major period~~ of California history or prehistory? 

2. Does the project have the potential to achieve short­
term to the disadvantage of long-term environmental 
goals? 

3. Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
("Cumulatively considerable" means that the 
incremental effects of a project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects and the effects of 
probable future projects.) 

4. Does the project have environmental effects which 
will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? 

5. Is there disagreement supported by facts, reasonable 
assumptions predicated upon facts and/or expert 
opinion supported by facts over the significance of an 
effect which would warrant investigation in an EIR ? 

Poten. 
Signif. 

Less than 
Signif. 

I 
with 

Miti ation 

Less 
Than 
Si nif. 
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Reviewed 
Under 

No Previous 
Im act Document 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

The project's effects on air quality, biological resources, hazardous materials, land use, noise, 
and recreation would be below adopted thresholds of significance. 

8.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

Not applicable. 

9.0 INITIAL REVIEW OF PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH 
APPLICABLE SUBDIVISION, ZONING AND COMPREHENSIVE 
PLAN REQUIREMENTS 
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The proposed project is consistent with the requirements of Article II, the Coastal Zoning 
Ordinance. The site is zoned AG-I-20 and allows for the use of a helistop with the approval of a 
Major Conditional Use Permit. 

C~mprehensive Plan 

The project would be subject to all applicable requirements and policies under Article II, the 
Coastal Zoning Ordinance, and the County's Comprehensive Plan. This analysis will be 
provided in the forthcoming Staff Report. The following policies will be addressed, among 
others: 

1. Coastal Land Use Plan Policy 2-6 
2. Coastal Land Use Plan Policy 4-4 
3. Noise Element Policy 1 

10.0 RECOMMENDATION BY P&D STAFF 
On the basis of the Initial Study, the staff of Planning and Development: 

_x_ Finds that the proposed project WILL NOT have a significant effect on the environment and, 
therefore, recommends that a Negative Declaration (ND) be prepared. 

Finds that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there 
will not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures incorporated into the 
REVISED PROJECT DESCRIPTION would successfully mitigate the potentially significant 
impacts. Staff recommends the preparation of an ND. The ND finding is based on the assumption 
that mitigation measures will be acceptable to the applicant; if not acceptable a revised Initial Study 
finding for the preparation of an EIR may result. 

Finds that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and recommends 
that an EIR be prepared. 

Finds that from existing documents (previous EIRs, etc.) that a subsequent document ( containing 
updated and site-specific information, etc.) pursuant to CEQA Sections l 5162/15163/15164 should 
be prepared. 

Potentially significant unavoidable adverse impact areas: 

__ With Public Hearing 

PREVIOUS DOCUMENT: 

X Without Public Hearing 

PROJECT EVALUATOR: Nereyda (Rey) Harmon DATE: May 3, 2019 
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SIGNATURE: _________ _ NlTIAL STUDY DATE: ____ _ ___ _ 

SIGNATURE: ,.....~ '.V " ....--. ,; .\.- NEGATIVE DECLARATION DATE: 5/J/'l,-.:;, i 

SIGNATURE: .. _________ _ REVISION DATE:.------~----

SIGNATURE: _________ _ p1NAL NEGATIVE DECLARATION DATE: __ _ 

__ 2 .. 0 ATTACHMENTS 

I.. Project Plans 
2. Noise Study dated March 26, 2019 prepared by David Lord, PhD of 45db Acoustics 
3. GHG Emissions Study dated April 25, 2019 prepared by Robinson Helicopter Co. 
4. Heliport Air Quality Impacts Study dated April 26, 2019 prepared by M.F. Strange & Associates 
5. 2009 Negative Declaration (09NGD-00000-00003) 
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CONSULTANTS I N SOUND AND V I BRATION 

·--- - - -- ------ -

1 Description 

. .. ,~ ... ._ r.. ... ! ~ ,.. --' ~ r _ , _ .. t ~ 
2 « :· a : r.--. a u .. ! .~ :;, L~ r, , : S: 

dl<@.l!5<l8.com 

sl@45dl3 .com 

3 

ca:ifornia I Colorado 
'WWW.· . 5d8. com 

· t · s p opose that a Rob: son R44 he · cop e e pe itted to ru: d at either of two es· g ated 
landing areas shown in the so d level conto map of the p oject site in F'gure 1. ·s 
acoustical analysis wil compare site sound levels esulting f om existing U.S. Highway 101 and 
surrounding road contributio s, compa~ ed with the addition of a helicopter landing event. 

r he two proposed landing/ departure sites are designated "Fie d Site" and "Corner Site," shown 
circled in red in Figure 1. Road noise contribution from U.S. Highway l 01 and Lambert Road 
are shown, based on Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) volumes, published by Caltrans. 

Figure 1: Sound Level Contours near Lambert Road and U.S. Highway 101. Two 
proposed landing sites are shown, designated "Field Site" and '6Corner Site" 
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There is. a "noise advaI1tage" to the proposed tan.ding sites near a free ..... ray, which is. depicted ir 
Figure 2. 
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The normal landing CNEL sound level contours from a Robinson Model 44 helicopter are 
depicted Figure 3. 

Figure 3: Calculated CNEL Noise Footpiri1111t, Robinson 44 

1000ft=-25.fi;dB: 

5UO'fl:=-3-1.6dB 

page 2 of 7 noise management room acoustics environmental impact tel. 805.250.1566 
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areas. 

Figure 4: Effect of ap roach pattern on noise footprint. Noise Abatement ~ pproada is recommende 

No.rma.l 
Appffla<:h 

3 CNEL and Sound Exposure Level 

Conttt!.!rs of Equal 
•,oi-ae Leve.a 

The calculation of Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) for the Robinson R44 Helicopter 
is defined in National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) report CR-2376, 
Handbook of Noise Ratings, page 200. 

Sound Exposure Level (SEL) for the R44 helicopter is measured using Federal Aviation 
Regulation (FAR) Part 36, Appendix J. The result is 81 dBA. 
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....,NB~ = SEL + i G~:!og (ND+ 3q~NE + 10;::NN) - 49.4 

NN is t 

For this applkation, it is 
sites identified in Figure I as "Fie 
Evening flights (7pm to l Opm) will have marginally more impact than daytime only flights. The 
equation above logically weights night operations heavily as these have the greatest overall 
CNEL community impact. Conversely, occasional daytime operations will have very little 
impact on overall community noise, as shown in Figure 6. 

Figure 5: '~Field Site'" Helicopter Only Sound Level Contours, No Road Noise Contribution 

C,,?:) 

.,.3-0 

.,,.31 
ca -&;: -ueo 
ca!4 
<-U 
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Figure 7: "Field Site,, Heli€opteir Landillllg + Road Noise Sound Levie! Contours 
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mgure 8: '"Corne 

4 Conclusion 
The conclusion is therefore that the landing and departure sound level of the Robinson 44 
helicopter will result in a less-than-significant increase in sound level at nearby residential uses. 
The helicopter sound at the Corner Site will probably be inaudible at nearby residential uses _over 
the combined sound of traffic on U.S. 10 I. Adding road noise to the normal landing sound level 
contours shows that background noise will be greater than the landing noise level, effectively 
masking the noise of the helicopter. 

for 45dB Acoustics, LLC 
A California Limited Liability Company 

~~ 
by David Lord, PhD 

c: 805 .704.8046 
t: 805.250.1566 
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These components are supported by a scientifically founded and experimentally calib ated 
acoustic computation methodology, as well as a flexible data base, made up of over 6000 
individual pass-by events measured at forty sites across the c01mt.ry. 

SoundPLAN® Acoustks Software 
SoundPLAN, the software used for this acoustic analysis, is an acoustic ray-tracing program 
dedicated to the prediction of noise in the environment Noise emitted. by various sources 
propagates and disperses over a given terrain in accordance with the laws of physics. Worldwide, 
governments and engineering associations have created algorithms to calculate acoustical 
phenomena to standardize the assessment of physical scenarios. Accuracy has been validated in 
published studies to be+/ - 2.7 dBA with an 85% confidence level. The software calculates 
sound attenuation of environmental noise, even over complex terrain, uneven ground conditions, 
and with complex obstacles. 

The modeling software calculates the sound field in accordance with many optional standards 
depending on the noise source type, including the FHWA's TNM and ISO 9613-2 "Acoustics -
Attenuation of sound during propagation outdoors, Part 2: General Method of Calculation."' This 
standard states that "this part of ISO 9613 specifies an engineering method for calculating the 
attenuation of sound during propagation outdoors,, in order to predict the levels of environmentaJ 
noise at a distance1 from a variety of sources,. The method predicts the equivalent continuous A­
weighted sound. pressure level under meteorological conditions favorable to propagation from 
sources of known sound emissions. These conditions are for downwind propagation under a 
well-developed moderate ground-based temperature inversion, such as commonly occurs at 
night." 
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2901 Airport Drive, Torrance, California 90505 Phone (310) 539-0508 Fax (310) 539-5198 

Mr. Patrick M. Nesbitt 
Windsor Capital Group, Inc. 
3250 Ocean Park Blvd, Suite 350 
Santa Monica, CA 90405 

Subject: R44 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Dear Mr. Nesbitt: 

Pursuant to your inquiry regarding R44 greenhouse gas emissions: 

.25 April 2019 

The EPA website Greenhouse Gases Equivalencies Calculator (https://www.epa.qov/enerqy/qreenhouse-qases­
equivalencies-calculator-calculations-and-references) provides a value of 8887 grams (8.887 x 10·3 metric tons) of 
CO2 emitted per gallon of gasoline consumed. 

You propose two takeoff and two landing operations per week. We will assume that each operation takes 
approximately 5 minutes. For takeoff, this would be start, warm-up, pre-takeoff checks, liftoff, and departing the 
area. For landing, it would be arrival in the area, descent, touchdown, cool down, and shutdown. 

Additionally, flight from the county line to the landing site is to be accounted for. You provided a map indicating that 
this distance is 7.05 miles. Typical cruise speed for the R44 is 100 knots (115 miles per hour). Therefore the flight 
time from the county line adds 0.061 hours or 3.7 minutes to each operation. 

Total time per week including transit from the county line would be 20 minutes (4 x 5 min. each for takeoff and 
landing)+ 15 minutes (4 x 3. 7 min. each transit time) or 35 minutes (.58 hours) per week. 

Typical fuel consumption for the R44 is 15 gallons per hour at cruise power. 

0.58 hours of operation = 8. 7 gallons (this is conservative because your aircraft would be at a lower than cruise 
power setting for portiqns of the operation). 

8.7 gallons x 8.887 x 10·3 metric tons= 0.077 metric tons per week. 

For 52 weeks in a year, there would be 4 metric tons of CO2 emitted per year. 

CO2 represents by far the bulk of greenhouse gas emissions for gasoline engines. To account for other gases such 
as methane and nitrous oxide., EPA uses a ratio of 0.988 for CO2 to total greenhouse gas emissions (total emissions 
are about 1.2% more than CO2 alone.) Applying this factor to the R44 gives 4 divided by 0.988 or 4.05 metric tons 
total greenhouse gas emissions per year for the proposed operation. 

The same EPA website noted above calculates that the average passenger vehicle emits 4.71 metric tons of 
greenhouse gases per year. Therefore, in terms of annual CO2 emissions, your proposed operation has less impact 
than a single passenger vehicle operating for the same year. 

Regards, 

ROBINSON HELICOPTER COMPANY 

Dale Taft 
Certification and Flight Test Engineer 
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April 26, 20 I 9 

Nereycla (Rey) Harmon, Planner 
Development Review Division 
Planning and Development 

Sent via emai I: nmontano@co.santa-barbara.ca.us 

Subject: Carpinteria Valley .Farms LLC - Heliport Air Quality Impacts 

Dear Ms. Harri1on, 

On behalf of Carpinteria Valley Farms LLC, M.F. Strange & Associates (MFSA) is 
supplying the Santa Barbara Planning and Development Department with the following 
greenhouse emission estimates for the heliport operations at 205 Lambert Rd. 
Carpinteria, CA 93013. This data is intended to supplement the data from Robinson 
Helicopter Company in their letter dated 25 April 20 I 9. 

Operational data of the R44 helicopter, per the Robinson Helicopter Company letter, is 
summarized in Table I: R44 Helicopter Operations. 

Table 1 
R44 Helicopter Operations 

Transit time 

Take-off and between County Total Time per 
Total operating 

Operations per time within 

week 1 landing duration, line and landing Operation, 
County per Year, . 2 min mm zone, 

hr 
min2 

4 5 3.7 8.7 30.16 

~- T\/1/o J.n.~oun~ ~nd t~o out .. bo~ nd_ oper~t.i()ns P.~~ W,~E=~. 
2. R~f.er~r1-~e, ~?.bi_n~o~ Helic_optei- _let.te,r da_t.e.~2? ~pi-ii, ?019 

Using the described operational data, MFSA has estimated the greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions for this project as shown in Table 2: Emission Calculations. 

Table 2 
Emission Calculations 

Emission Factors GHG Emissions, MT/year 

Fuel 
Consumption of Heat Content of co,3, CH.4, N20

4
, CO2, CH 4, N20, coze5

, 

the R44 at cruise Aviation Fuel, kg/mmBtu kg/mmBtu kg/mmBtu MT MT MT MT 

power, gal/hr2 mmBtu/gal3 

15 0.125 69.25 3.00E-03 6.00E-04 3.92Et00 1.7DE·04 3.39E-OS 4.10 

3. Ref 40 CFR Part 98 Table C-1 
4. Ref 40 CFR Part 98 Table C·2 
5. Global Warming Potentials per 40 CFR Part 98 Table A·l 
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Carpinteria Valley Farms LLC 
April 26, 2019 

Heliport Air Quality Impacts 
Page 2 

The above GHG emissions estimates indicate that this project can be associated with 4.1 , 
metric tons of C02e emissions. This emission rate is two orders of magnitude below the 
County's GHG significance level of I 000 MT C02e for new projects. 

Included with the electronic submittal of this letter is a copy of the Excel file which contains 
the live calculations shown 0bove. If there are any questions, or if additional information 
is required, please do not hesitate to contact me at (805) 564-6590. 

Sincerely; 

(;·· fl./ cl a.r~ (,J f Jyy 
David Briggs 
M.F. Strange & Associates 
Agent for Carpinteria Valley Farms LLC 

Cc: Patrick M. Nesbitt, Carpinteria Valley Farms LLC 

P. 0. BOX 1484 SANTA BARBARA. CA 931 □ 2 PHONE: (805) 564-6580 FAX: (805) 564-8007 
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Owner/Applicant: 
Patrick M. I\Jesbitt 
205 Lambert Road 
Carpinteria, CA 930'13 

For l\/1ore Information Contact 

:.f .. 

- .. · .... _ ... 

,'"..·: 

.•. , ,. 

P,1r!a10 ln 

Agent 
Brent Daniels, L8,P Cor1sultants 
3 W. Carrillo Street. Suite 205 
Santa B.::1rbE:1rc1, CP-, 93 rn ·1 

a 

l 

Architect; 
~<azakov Designs 
1433 N. Beverly Glen Blvd. 
l..os ,l\ngeles, C,A. 90077 

Scirah Clark, Planner, Development Ravic=:'.;\/ Sout.h Divi'.;ior\ (f.305) :5C33-2iJS9 
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Case Number 08DVP-00000-00009 is the request or Tvlr. Brent Daniels, agent fo1· the owner Patrick Jv1. 
Nesbitt, for a Development Plan for as-built (existing) structures including a 19,579 (gross) square foot 
single-farnily dwelling and basement, a 941 (gross) square foot guest house, a 904 (gross) square foot 
pool house, a 7 81 (gross) square foot attached garage, a I, l J 9 (gross) square foot detached garage, and a 
I 0,900 (gross) square fool barn and off~ce builchng with two attached .1,288 (gross) square foot 
agricultural employee dwellings; and construction of a new 4,4 l 0 (gross) square foot agricultural storage 
building. The parcel is also clevelopecl with entry gates, 52,348 square foo1 of driveways and motor 
courts, site and retaining walls, three access driveways, a S\vimming pool and spa, waterfall, putting 
green, fountains, and a large field currently permitted for use as a sod 'fr1.rm (94-CDP-193). No new 
grading is required. One k>cust tree will be removed to accornrnoclate construction of the agricultural 
storage building. 

Case Number 08CUP-00000-000] 6 is the request of Mr. Brent Daniels, agent for the owner Patrick M. 
Nesbitt, for a Major Conditional Use Permit (MCUP) for use of an existing field for recreational, non­
regulation private polo matches and training. The JVlCUP \Vould allow twelve recreational polo matches 
will be held each year. Ten of these matches will be attended by approximately 50 people. The 
remaining t\~10 matches will be large charity functions with up to 300 attendees. Matches ,viii be played 
during daytime only. No lighting or amplified sound will be permitted. The polo operation will require a 
kitchen area to be located in the nev .. , 41410 (gross) square foot agricultural storage building included as 
paii of 08DVP-000000-00009. While the project v-,iou Id permit use of the existing field for recreational 
polo matches and training, the permitted agricultural sod farm use (94-CDP-193) is proposed to continue 
simultaneously with the polo use. 

2.0 PROJECT LOCATION 

The project site is Assessor's Parcel Number 005-210-056, located at 2800 Via Real in the Summerlancl 
Area, First Supervisorial District. 

2.1 Site Information 
Comprehensive Plan A-1-20; Agriculture 1/Minirnum parcel size 20 acres 
Designation 
Zoning .Djstrict, Ordinance. Article Il, AG-l-20: Agriculture I/Minimum parcel size 20 acres 
Site Size 19. 7 8 acres gross/net 
Present Use & Development 19,579 sq. ft. SFD and basement (gross) 

941 sq. ft. guest house (gross) 
904 sq. ft. pool house (gross) 
781 sq. it attached gm·age (gross) 
] . l l 9 sq. ft. detached garage (gross) 
.I 0,900 sq. ft. barn and office building (gross) 
Two 1,288 square foot agricultural employee dwellings (gross) 
52,348 square feet of driveways and motor courts 
Site and retaining walls 
Swimrning pool and spa 
Waterfall 
Put't ing green 
Fount.::\ ins 
Sod Farn1 

--- -----·~---······-··· ·--· -·-----··-
Surrou11cl i ng Uscs/Z.ui1 ing Norlh: t\g1·i;.:ultL11·c I: .:\ c; ·-1- ~2 U 

South: lliglw.:1y l () ! 
' 
,: 

L 
East: /.\gricultun:: l: .:\Ci--1-20 I' 

---·- -···· c:::::·==j 
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Access Private driveways off of Via Real, Montecito .Ranch Lane, and Lambert .Road 
Public Services Water Supply: Montecito Water District 

Sewage: Summerland Sanitary District 
Fire: Carpinteria-Surnrnerlancl Fire District 

3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

3.1 PHYSICAL SETTING 

The proposed project is located at 2800 Via Real in the Sumrnerland Community Plan area. The parcel was 
created by the Edgewood Ranch tract map (TM 13,033), approved in 1982. 1t is a 19.78-acre parcel in the 
coastal zone. The site is presently developed ,vith a single-family dwelling, attached garage, detached 
garage, guest house, pool house, barn and office building, two agricultural employee dwellings, driveways, 
motor courts, site and retaining walls, swimming pool, spa, waterfall, putting green, and fountains. The 
existing structures total 43,460 square feet of development, with an additional 52,348 square feet o:f paved 
driveways and motor courts. Structures on the parcel are situated around a large, flat field configured as a 
non-regulation polo field and currently permitted for use as a sod farm. 

The subject parcel ascends steeply from Via Real along the southern boundary and Lambert Road along the 
eastern boundary before leveling into a large field. The field slopes very gently upward toward the western 
property boundary before rising more sharply to the residence, located .in the northwestern comer of the 
parcel. A pond is located in the southwestern corner of the property. The parcel slopes steeply upward :from 
the pond to the field and residence. 

Current onsite topography is the result of grading activities permitted under several previous permits, 
including 98-CDP-175 and 97-CDP-104. Onsite Class III, non-prime soils include the Milpitas-Positas fine 
sandy loam with o_riginal slopes of 2-15%. The site ranges in elevation from approximately 94 :feet near the 
pond in the southwest corner to approximately 180 feet in the area of the residence. 

The subject parcel is located in a residential and agricultura] neighborhood. Parcels to the north and east are 
zoned AG-1-20 and used for agricultmal purposes. The parcels to the west are not yet developed. These 
parcels are zoned RR-5 and designated for rural ranchette development. Large estate-type development is 
currently proposed. Via Real and Highway 101 lie to the south of the subject parcel. The site is accessed by 
three private driveways. The fust extends off of Lambert Road, just north of the intersection with Via Real. 
The second extends from Via Real, slightly east of the intersection with Padaro Lane and the Highway 101 
interchange. The third private driveway extends from Montecito Ranch Lane, a private gated road off of Via 
Real, through a neighboring parcel, and onto the northwestern comer of the property. A II three entrances are 
gated. 

Archaeological site CA-SBA-1202 in this area. The exact location of CA-SBA-1202 is kept confidential to 
prevent any disturbance of cultural artifacts. Ground stone artifacts and lithic flakes have been found 011 the 
subject parcel. 

There are three mapped areas of Environmentally Sensitive .Habitat on the parcel. The first is a stand of 
eucalyptus trees located on 2.04 acres in the southwest corner of the property. This is :rvlonarch butterfly 
aggregation site #94 as identified by Dan Meade in 1999. The :3cco11d ESH area is a 0.13-acre area 
located in the northeast corner of the site. This area was a portion c\f' fv!onarch butterfly aggregation site 
#95. Th is area is no longer an aggregation .s i le (Meade, I 999). Tht: th ire\ 11H1ppccl ESH area is a 0.1 7-acr-e 
mix eel wood land ha bi tat running along Lam be r·t Road al tl1<: eas tc rn prop,.:ny boundary. 

3.2 ENVIRONMF~NTAL BASELINE 
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The environmental baseline from ,-vhicli the project's impacts are measured consists of the permitted, existing 
site conditions described above. 

a.LO POTENTIALLY SKGNIFICAJ\JT ]I::FFEC'f§ CHECK.LIST 

The following checklist indicates the potential level of impact and is defined as follows: 

PoltentnaHy Significall]t Impact: A fair argument: can be made, based on the substantial evidence in the 
fi.le, that an effect may be significant. 

Less Tll:rnrn Significant Imp8!d with MHigatfolITI: lncorporntion of mitigation rneasures has reduced an 
effect from a Potentially Significant 'Impact to a Less Than Significant Impact. 

lLess Tltnan SngliJli:flic211rnlt Impad: An impact is considered adverse but does not trigger a significance 
threshold. 

No Impact: There is adequate support that the referenced information sources shov,1 that the impact 
simply does not apply to the subject project. 

Reviewed Under Previous Document: The analysis contained in a previously adopted/certified 
environmental document addresses this issue adequately for use in the current case and is summarized in the 
discussion belov,,1. The discussion should include reference to the previous documents, a citation of the 
page(s) where the information 1s found, and identification of mitigation measures incorporated from the 
previous documents. · 

ttl AESTHETICSNISUAL RESOURCES 
Less. thnn Rcviel'r'cd 

Wm Hae proposal 1resu.nlt in: 
Signif. l,ess Under 

Potct1. with Thau No Previous 
Signif. Mitigation Signif. .hnpllcl Document 

21. The obstruction of any scenic vista or view open to the X 

public or the creation of an aesthetically offensive site 
open to public view? 

b. Change to the visual character of an area? X 

c. GI are or night lighting which may affect adjoining X 

areas? 
dl. Visually incompatible structures? X 

Setting: 

The subject parcel is a 19.78-acre site situated within the Coastal Zone at the corner of Via Real and 
Lambert Road, immediately north of Highway .IO l. Public views in the area are dominated by the Santa 
Ynez ]\fountains, \1\-1 hich form the skyline to the north. A public trail easement runs along Lambert Road at 
the eastern property boundary. A bicycle path runs along both sides of Via Real to the south of the parcel and 
an equestrian trail runs along the southern property boundary. Additional trail easements have been proposed 
by the Parks Department and the Summerland Cornmunity Plan to run along the southern and western 
properly boundaries. The subject pa rec I is visible fro1r1 each of these corridors. 'There me c ur-rcnt ! y two 
large buildings: a single-family dwelling and a bnrn/orficc building un the site. Both of these buildi11gs 
nre visible from points along Highway IO I, L:.:m1bc1·t R.o;.ul Vin Re,:11, c111cl Padaro L.:irh:. Tlie tcipngrnphy 
of the site and ex isling lanclsc~1ping largely sc!'c:::11 rnc,sr ui" !he 1.:::-:.isting c!cv1.::lopr11 1-:nt frc1111 vie,,. 

County 'Envirorr.nnaentaa Tbrr-csfrnolds: 
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The County's Visual Aesthetics li11pact Guidelines classify coastal and mountainous areas, the urban 
fringe, and travel corridors as ,:especially importanf' visual resources. A project may have the potential 
to create a significantly adverse ae?thetic impact if (among other potential effects) it would impact 
impo1iant visual resources., obstruct public views, remove significant amounts of vegetation, substantially 
alter the natural character of the landscape, or involve extensive grading visible from public areas. The 
guidelines address public; not private views. 

Impact Discussion: 

(a, c-d) Less than significcmf with mitigation. The South County Board of Architectural Review gave 
conceptual review of the proposed project on l\,1ay 9, 2008 and made extensive comments. The BAR :felt 
that siting o~ the building was insensitive to public views and that the building appeared to loom over 
Lambert Road. H expressed reservations about a building of this size in the proposed location. The BAR 
felt that the building was too big and too tall, and that the cupola was inappropriate. Staff subsequently 
performed a site visit to evaluate visual impacts of the proposed project. The agricultural storage building 
would be largely screened from view from Highway 10 I, Paclaro Lane, and most points along Via Real 
by existing vegetation. The building would be visible from Lambert Road along the eastern property 
boundary. 1t would also be visible from along Via Real east of the subject parcel. At some points along 
Via Real and at the Padaro Lane/Highway I 01 Northbound offramp intersection, the building would 
appear to intrude into the skyline and obstruct views to a small portion of the mountains. However, 
mountain views from these points are already largely obstructed by the existing barn/office building. 
Additional obstruction would be rn inimal and would last for only a few seconds for any individuals 
traveling westbound along Via Real or through the Padaro Lane interchange. Please refer to the photo 
simulations in Atiachment 4. 

Any impact to the skyline and mountains from the proposed storage building can be mitigated by 
preliminary and final review and approval by Board of Architectural Review, which can condition building 
design and materials as we11 as landscaping to address views and compatibility. Further, the County Planning 
Commission can also provide design direction for the BAR during their review. Such impacts can be forther 
mitigated by requiring use of only non-refiective, natural building materials. Simifarly, potential impacts 
from night lighting can be mitigated by a lighting plan requiring low intensity, low glare, hooded outdoor 
lighting. 

(b) Less than sign(ficant impact. The proposed agricultural storage building would be constructed in the. 
same style and incorporate the same materials as the existing structures on site. As such it would be 
visually compatible with existing development. 

Cumulative Impacts: 

The implementation of the project is not anticipated to result in any substantial change in the aesthetic 
character of the area because tbe proposed development is visually compatible with its surroundings and 
views of the project from public viewpoints would be limited. Thus, the project would not cause a 
cumulatively considerable effect on aesthetics. 

MHigation and Residual Impact: 

The following mitigation measures wou Id reduce lhe project's aesthetic impacts to a less than sign i fie ant 
level: 

L Board of Architectural Review. /\!! )..:krnents of tl1c: p1·o_iect (e.g., design, scale, charncter. i.:olur:·3. 
rnateria Is and landscaping) sh al I be cuinpatible with v ic i r1ity devc loprnenl and .:;lu! I cord·i.H·r 11 in ;,d l 
respects to BAR approval 08B/\R .. OOOOO-OOO l l. P.lan Requirements and Timing: The :tpplicam 
shall submit architectural drawings of the project Cor review and sh(ill c,btai'il fimd appro1,·al by th,..:: 
Board of Architectural Review prior to issuance of Coastal Develop11lent Perll\it. Cir·acling plirns. if. 
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required, shall be submitted to P&D concurrent with or prior to [3oarcl of Architecl'ural Reviev,' plan 
filing. 

2. Lightnng n~un. Any exterior night lighting shall be of low intensity, low glare design, and shall be 
hooded to direct I ight downward onto the subject parcel and prevent spill-over onto adjacent parcels. 
Applicant shall develop a Lighting Plan incorporating these requirements and provisions for 
dimming lights after I 0:00 pm. Phrn1 Requirements: The locations of all exterior lighting fixtures 
and an arrow showing the direction of light being cast by each fixture and the height of the fixtures 
shall be depicted on a .Lighting Plan to be reviewed and approved by P&D and the BAR 
Monitoring: .P&D and BAR shall review a Lighting Plan for compliance with this measure prior to 
approval of a Land Use Permit for structures. .Building Inspectors shall inspect structures upon 
completion to ensure that exterior lighting fixtures have been installed consistent with their depiction 
on the final Lighting Plan. 

3. BuiRdling M.atelriais. Natmal building materials and colors compatible with surrounding terrain 
(earthtones and non-reflective paints) shall be used on exterior surfaces of all structures, including 
\Vater tanks and fences. Pfan Requ.irremeK»ts: Materials shall be denoted on building plans. Timing: 
Structures shall be painted prior to occupancy clearance. Monitoiring: P&D shall inspect prior to 
occupancy clearance. 

With the incorporation of these measures, residual impacts would be less than significant. 

4.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 
Less Hrna Reviewed .. 

Will the prnposal nesuBt nn: Siguif. Less Under 
Potcn. with Than No Previous 
Signif. Mitigation Signif. Impact Document 

a. Convert prime agricult-ural land to non-agricultural X 
use, impair agricultural land productivity (whether 
prnne or non-prime) or conflict with agricultmal 
preserve programs? 

b. An e:ffec·t upon any unique or other farmland of State X 
or Local lmportance? 

Settlilrng: 

The l 9.78-acre subject parcel is zoned A(J-1-20 and designated Agriculture] in the Comprehensive Plan. 
The site is currently permitted for use as a sod farm and is designated as Farmland of Local Importance. 

Co11.Ilnty Envirn1rnme1n1fa! Tll:meslh.ohlls: 

The Counl:,1 ~s Agricultural R.esources Guidelines (approved by the Board of Supervisors: August 1993) 
provid_e a methodology for evaluating agricultural resources. These guidelines utilize a weighted point system 
to serve as a preliminary screening tool for determining significance. The tool assists planners in identifying 
·whether a previously viable agr·icull"ural parcel could potentially be subclivicled into parcels that are not 
considered viable after division. A project which would result in the loss or impairment of agricultural 
resources wou lei create a potentia I ly sign i f1cant impact. The Point System is intended to measure the 
productive ability of an existing parcel as cc,ri1parcd to proposcc:l par-eels. The tool compan:::s ::ivc\ilability or· 
resources and prevalent uses that benefit ngriculturc"tl potc11ti[1I but does 11ot quantifiably rne]sU1\ .. ' ci p:Jrce!\ 
actl1c:1I agricultural procluctio11. 
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1nitial Studies are to use this Point System in conjunction with any additional information regarding 
agricultural resources. The Initial Study assigns values to nine particular characteristics of agricultural 
productivity of a site. These factors include parcel size, soil classificationi \Vater availability, agricultural 
suitability, existing and historic land use, comprehensive plan designation, adjacent land uses, agricultural 
preserve potential, and combined fanning operations. Because no conversion of agricultural land is proposed 
under this pennit application, the Point System was not used to evaluate this project. 

Im pact Discussion: 

(a-b) Less than significant impact. The subject parcel is a sod farm and designated as "Farmland of Local 
Importance." The applicant proposes to continue this permit1ed use while also using the field for 
recreational polo. The applicant does not propose to convert the field from its permitted agricultural use, 
subdivide the parcel, or seek rezoning of the parcel to a non-agricultural use. The proposed polo use 
would involve no physical changes to the existing field and would not prevent cultivation of the field and 
undeveloped portion of the property with other crops in the future. Because no ·changes to the perm.ittecl 
agricultural operation are proposed, impacts of the polo use would be less than significant. 

Cumulative Impacts: 

The County's Environmental Thresholds were developed, in part, to define the point at which a project's 
contribution to a regionally significant issue constitutes a significant effect at the project level. ln this 
instance, the project has been found not to exceed the threshold of significance for agricultural resources 
as no conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural us_es is proposed. Therefore: the project's 
contribution to the regionally significant loss of agricu.ltura] resources is not considerable, and its 
cumulative effect on regional agriculture is less than significant. 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: No impacts are identified. No mitigations are necessary. 

4.3 AIR QUALITY 
Less than Reviewed 

Will the proposal result in: Signif. Less Under 
Poten. with Than No Previous 
Signif. Mitigation Signif. Impact Document 

a. The violation of any ambient air quality standard, a X 
substantial contribution to an existing or projected air 
quality violation, or exposure of sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations ( emissions from 
direct, indirect, mobile and stationary sources)? 

b. The creation of objectionable smoke, ash or odors? X 

c. Extensive dust generation? X 

Greenhouse Gases Significant No classification 

d. Emissions equivalent to or greater than 25:000 X 

metric tons of CO2 per year from both stationary and 
mobile sources during long-term operations? 

Setting: 

The subject parcel is within tlie Santa Darbr:m:i Cuu1t1·y Air Pollution C."c1ntTol District (i\PCD), which is 
part of the larger South Central Coast Air [b:::in. !'\-:,:.: S:-1r1\.::i Bari:i:1r::1 c·c,ui1ty APCD states that tile County 
is in attainment of the federal eight-hour OZ(Jn:.:: 5;t,u1clai-d. chc ~ut::~ 01h:-hour oz.one sta11clarcl) ancl the 

I 
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federal PlV1 10 standard (for particulate matter less than ten microns i11 diameter). However·, the County 
does not meet the state eight-hour ozone standard or the state standard !'or PM 10 . 

Cou.illl1lfy En1vin:rn[nenfa~ Thrresll:wM: 

Chapter 5 of the Santa Barbara County .Environrnental Thresholds and C1uiclelines Manual (as amended in 
2006) addresses the subject of air qua.lily. The thresholds provide that a proposed project will not have a 
significant irnpaci on air qua! ity if operation of the project wi II: 

0 emit (from al.I project sources, mobile and stationary), less than the daily trigger (55 pounds 

per day) for offsets for any pollutant; and 
0 emit less than 25 pounds per day of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) or reactive organic 

compounds (ROC) from motor vehicle trips only; and 
0 not cause or contribute to a violation of any California or National Arnbienl Air Quality 

Standard ( except ozone); and 
0 not exceed the APCD hea1th risk public notification thresholds adopted by the APCD 

Board; and 
0 be consistent with the adopted federal and state Air Quality Plans. 

No thresholds have been established for short-term impacts associated with construction activities. However: 
the County's Grading Ordinance requires standard dust control conditions for all projects involving grading 
activities. Long-term/operational emissions thresholds have been established to address mobile emissions 
(i.e., motor vehicle emissions) and stationary source emissions (i.e., stationary boilers, engines, paints= 
solvents, and chemical or industrial processing operations that release pollutants). 

limpad Discussfoirn: 

(a-b) Less than significant impact. The proposed polo use would generate approximately 550 additional trips 
each year and would not result in significant new vehicle emissions. Emissions of ozone precursors (NC\ and 
ROC) during construction of the agricultural storage building would result primarily from the 011-sile use of 
heavy earthmoving equipment. Due to the limited period of time that earthmoving activities would occur on 
the project site, construction-related emissions ofNOx and ROC would not be significant on a project-specific 
or cumulative basis. However, due to the non-attainment status of the air basin for ozone, the project should 
implement measures recommended by the APCD to reduce construction-related emissions of ozone 
precursors to the extent feasible. Compliance with these measures is routine·ly required for all ne\v 
development in the County. 

(c) Less than sign(ficant ·with mitigation. APCD has reviewed the proposed project and determined that the 

proposed polo use of the existing field has the potential to generate dust, a source of PM] 0 pollution (See 
Attachment 5: APCD letter). 

(cl) No classification. 

Background: 

Greenhouse gases (GHCi's) include water vapor, carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (Cf-L1), nitrous oxide 
(l-1 20), and other compounds. Combustion of fossil fuels constitutes the primary source of GHCs. CH Gs 
accumulate in the atmosphere, where these gases tr·ap heat near the Eanh 's surface by absorbing in 1.-rnrcd 
radiation. This effect causes global ,varrning and clirnuic r.:li,rngc, with nclverse irnp:icts on liu11rnns and 1.!1:~: 

cnvinJnment. Potential effects include reclucccl writer supr1li,.::s tr1 sc,I11::: :.11'r.~d':,. ccc,lc1gici.\l ch:rnge~; tll::it 

lhrentcn some species. recluct:cl agricultur~il pruc!uc(i,·i1y i11 :suI1ic ;Jr,.::.'.1::;. i11c1\~il'.1cd cu:.1st~il fh,c1ding. ~w,.1 
other cl.-fects. 

IV!etliodo logy: 
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The County's methodology to address Global Climate Change in CEQA documents is evolving. Until 
appropriate regulatory entities develop CEQA thresholds for G.I-l(Js, only relatively large GHG emitters will 
be considered to have cumulatively significant effects on the environment. Projects that are estimated to emit 
the equivalent of 25,000 metric tons of CO2 from direct and indirect, long-term operational sources would be 
{'r\nC';d<=>rerl fn h".\11e 'l t'Hn,111,,t;",,"' C';(T,,;r;('')t,t ·1,..., .... ,.,,,t ,.._,, nror~,-.1,0""'-'"' 0"'' "''l,;"<::J."J,r I JD1 .. v";1\..,"'\..,"'ll·.::,.-, lu'C'11v"',,y" 4L.1-.1,'-'<:::P 
VVJ.lUI JVI LI t.V JJL&.Y U \.JUl.l,lLIJLllJ V\.JJ)' JIQJJlll'\..IUlll lll}JU\..t \..JIJ 5J'--'\...IUJ U~"I bU,.) \..,I 11...J..., V 1 .. ). .. ' Vu'-" 

levels remain unclassifiable until more evidence becomes available. 

The proposed project would emit less than 25:000 metric tons of CO2 and therefore remains unclassifiable and 
would not have a cumulatively significant impact on greenhouse gas emissions. 

Cumulative Impacts: 

The County's Environmental Thresholds were developed: .in part, to define the point at which a project's 
contribution to a regionally significant impact constitutes a significant effect at the project level. In this 
instance, the project's impacts wil1 be mitigated below levels of significance. Therefore, the project's 
contribution to regionally significant air pollutant emissions is not considerable, and its'"cumu]ative effect 
is less than significant. 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: 

The fo1lowing mitigation measures, as provided by APCD, would reduce the project's agricultural impacts to 
a less than significant level: 

4. Dust Control. Dust generated by development activities shall be kept to a minimum with a goal of 
retaining dust on the site. The dust control measures 1-istccl below shall be implemented throughout 
project construction. 

a. During clearing, earth moving, excavation, or transportation of cut or fiJI materials, water trucks 
or sprinkler systems are to be used to prevent dust from leaving the site and to create a crust after 
each day's activities cease. 

b. Soil stockpiled for more than two days shall be covered, kept moist, or treated with soil binders 
to prevent dust gene.ration. 

Plan Req1iirements and Timing: All requirements shall be shown on building plans. Condition shall be 
adhered to throughout all grading and construction periods. Monitoring: P&D shall ensure measures are 
on plans. P&D Building Inspectors shall spot check; Building shall continue to ensure compliance on­
site. APCD inspectors shall respond to nuisance complaints. 

5. Dust Control. The following measures shall be taken to prevent excessive dust generation associated 
with equine activity: 

a. Water trucks or sprinkler systems shall be used to keep all areas of soil clistuit,ance clamp enough 
to prevent dust form leaving the site. At a minimum, this should include \Vetting down such 
areas in the late morning and aHer work is completed for the day. 

b. Increased wate1·ing frequency shall be required whenever the \Vinci speed c~ceecls IS mph. 
Reclaimed water should be used wherever possible. 

1 California Air Resources Board Resolution 07-54 cst:d_1lishes 25,000 ,tk~tric tnn.s ,Jr.CHC t:rnissinn:; as the 
threshold ,~or identifying the largest stationary emission sourct:s in Calif'cm1ia k.1r pui"pllSCS u[.-r:.=:-quiring the ,F1n1.rnl 
reporting ot'emissions. This threshold is just over ilUOS'-Vi1 ot·california',s total i11vent.ur·y of.Ci HG emissions t'or· 
2004. 
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Phrn Rc(pllnren]err1ts 21IHil Tnmnltllg: ;\II requirements shall be shown on project plalls. Condition shall be 
aclher-ecl to whenever the property is in ·use for polo activities. Mm.11.Hoirnng: APCD inspectors shall 
respond to nuisance complaints. 

With the incorporation of these measures, residual impacts would be less than significant. 

4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Less than Reviewed 

wm the prnposaB JrCSll.llH nn: 
Signif. Less Under 

.Poten. with Thun No Previous 
Signif. Mitigution Signif. lmpnct Document 

:Flom 
a. A loss or disturbance to a unique, rare or threatened X 

plant community? 
b. A reduction in the numbers or restriction in the range X 

of any unique, rare or threatened species of plants? 
C. A reduction 111 the extent, diversity, or quality of X 

native vegetation (including brush removal for fire 
prevention and flood control improvements)? 

di. An impact on non-native vegetation whether X 

naturalized or horticultural if of habitat value? 
e. The loss of healthy native specimen trees? X 

ff. Introduction of herbicides, pesticides, animal life, X 

human habitation, non-native plants or other factors 
that wou Id change or hamper the existing habitat? 

Faama 
g. A r·eduction in the numbers, a restriction in the range, X 

or an impact to the critical habitat of any unique, rare, 
threatened or endangered species of animals? 

D:n. A reduction 111 the diversity or numbers of animals X 
onsite (incJuding mammals, · birds, reptiles, 
amphibians, fish or invertebrates)? 

L A deterioration of existing fish or wildlife habitat (for X 

foraging, breeding, roosting, nesting, etc.)? 
j. lntroduction of barriers to movemen1 of any resident X 

or migratory fish or wildlife species? 
k. lntroduction of any :factors (light, :fencing, noise: X 

human presence and/or domestic animals) which 
could hinder the normal activities of wild.life? 

Setlhing: 

The subject parcel is located in a rural area of the County \V.ith.in the Summerland Community Pinn area. 
The parcel is currently developed with a single-fr11nily residence, garages= a guest house, a pool house= a 
barn with ofTices: two agricultural employee dwellings_. a swimming pooL sp,\ molorcourts_. driveways, 
and a putting green. There is a large) flat fo~ld co11figun:cl as a polb field and permitted as a soc! farm. 
There are three rnnppecl areas 0CE11vir·o11rne11tall\ Scmitive Habitat on th(: p;:ll'cel. ·The first is n qnnd or 
eucalyptus trees located 011 2.04 acres in the soutl·1\1,·tst cu1T1er ot· the 1.nopcr·ty. Thi::; is fvlo1wrci1 l.1uttt:i-il:· 
aggregation site #94 as iclentiticd by Da11 .\fc:1dc i11 I C)99. The ::;!.::concl ESH art:a is a O. l .k11~ri2 ,.11-..:::1 

located in the 1wnhcast corner or the site. This nr .. :J 1,\·~1:s ~1 pun ion of ~.(oriul'ch 1 .. \uttcrrly aggregz11ic,11 :~it::: 
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#95. This area is no longer an aggregation site (rv.teacle, l 999). The third ESH area is a 0.17-acre mixed 
\Vooclland habitat runnjng along Lambert Road at the eastern property boundary. 
The remainder of the site is landscaped with traditional native and ornamental, non-native plants. 

Thresholds: 

Santa Barbara County's Environmental 'fhresholds and Guidelines Manual (2008) includes guidelines for the 
assessment of biological resource impacts. The following threshold is applicable to this project: 

Other Rare Habitat Types: The Manual recognizes that not all habitat-types found in Santa Barbara 
County are addressed by the habitat-specific guidelines. lmpacts to other habitat 1ypes or species may be 
considered significant, based on substantial evidence in the record, if they substantia I ly: (1) reduce or 
eliminate species diversity or abundance; (2) reduce or eliminate the quality of nesting areas; (3) limit 
reproductive capacity through losses of individuals or habitat; ( 4) fragment, eliminate, or otherwise 
disrupt foraging areas and/or access to food sources; (5) limit or fragment range and movement; or (6) 
interfere with natural processes, such as fire or flooding, upon which the habitat depends. 

Impact Discussion: 

(a-J) No impact. Construction of the proposed agricultural storage building would require the removal of one 
non-native locust tree. As the building will be located in an area currently covered by pavement or lawn, no 
other vegetation remova] would be required. The building would be ·constructed approximately 65 feet from 
the edge of the mapped ESH along the eastern property boundary. However, County biologist Melissa 
Mooney visited the site on June 26, 2008 and determined that the proposed setback of the agricultural storage 
building should be sufficient to protect any ESH in this area. The building would be located approximately 
410 feet from the ESH in the northeastern corner of the property and approximately 770 feet from the 
Monarch habitat in the southwestern comer of the properiy and would not impact either habitat area. ll1e 
polo field would be located approximately 95 feet from the Monarch habitat in the southwest comer of the 
property. 

(k) Less than significant impact. The building would be located approximately 410 feet from the ESH in the 
northeastern corner of the prope1ty and approximately 770 feet from the Monarch habitat in the southwestern 
corner of the property and would not impact either habitat area. The southwest corner of the polo field is 
located approximately 95 feet from the boundary of Monarch Butterfly Aggregation Site #94. Because no 
physical changes to the site are proposed in this area and lighting and amplified sound associated with polo 
matches would be prohibited, the polo use is not expected to impac1 this ESH area. 

Cumulative Impacts: 

Because the project would not significai1tly impact biological resources onsite, it would not have a 
cumulatively considerable effect on the County's biological resources. 

1V1itigatim.a ~rn.d R~sidmal Impad: No impacts are identified. No mitigations are necessary. 

4.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Less than I 

Wm the propos~1l result .. in: Po ten. with Tba n No 

Reviewed 
1Juder 
Previous 

Signif. I Les~ 

Archaeo logica ! Res o u re es ........ --......... -.. ·--·-·--·-... L_::_g .. ~
1

.'.'.~·::=J-~~-~:~i·~·~· .. '.: .. ~~:~-.1-=.~:l :.: ......... -.. _ ....... ____ --··--·-.. --·-·--·· 
a. Disruption, al-ter~tion., destn1.ctio1> or ··;~iX;i .. ,:~:j_.,~_:~:: .. _ .. _;~ ff~'.C~ ?11 ! . i \ I . -- - '·· - I 11 

Impact Documeut 

a recorded prelllstoric or historic an.:11:L> :,;:L:: 1 I: I ! , I 
(note site nurnber below)? __ .... ,~"·.,.-. ·-·.. I ..... -...... ! I .............. ,,_ ........... L··=-======l=====:..I 
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Less than 

wm tftne JffOposall resu~t nn: 
Sign if. 

Polen. with 
Sigoif. Mitigation 

b. Disruption or removal of human remains? ·v 
f\ 

C. lncreased potential for trespassing, vandalizing: or "\f 
f\ 

sabotaging mchaeological resources? 
dl. Orcrnnd disturbances in an area with potential cultural X 

resource sensitivity based 011 the location of known 
historic or prehistoric sites? 

Ethnic Resm11rces 
e. Disruption of or adverse effects upon a prehistoric or X 

historic archaeological site or property of historic or 
cu.ltural significance to a community or ethnic group? 

f. Increased potential for trespassing, vandalizing, or X 

sabotagi.ng ethnic, sacred, or ceremonial places? 
g. The potential to confiict with or restrict existing 

religious, sacred, or educational use o:fthe area? 

Setting: 

Less 
Th1111 
Sign if. 
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Rcvicwr.c.l 
Under 

No Previous 
impncl DoC11mcnt 

X 

An archaeological survey was conducted as part of the Edgewood Ranch Subdivision (TM I 3~033), which 
resulted in the creation of the subject parcel. Two spatially isolated ground stone artifacts and three I ithic 
flakes were identified in the northwestern portion of the subject parcel. Subsequent trenching yielclecl three 
ground stone fragments and one flake .. Archaeological site CA-SBA-] 202 was defined on the site as a result 
of this survey (Wilcoxon, 1981 ). The exact location of CA-SBA-1202 .is kept confidential to prevent any 
cl istmbance of cultural artifacts. Impacts to the site as a result of prior agricultural use of the land were 
observed, but Wilcoxon noted that the foll extent, integrity, or significance of the site could not be determined 
\Vithout further study . 

.ln order to determine the presence of undisturbed cultmal deposits on the siite, :further study was required by 
the County as part of a 1997 Recorded Map Modification. Testing was conducted in l 996 by Barry A. Price 
of Applied Earthworks. Tv,10 mechanical backhoe trenches were excavated, seven 5-gal1on buckets of soil 
\Vere screened and evaluated, and the trenches and excavated soils vvere reviewed. Volumetric samplings of 
4. 7 cubic feet were screened. Large ground stone items and lithic clebitage were located but no smaller 
artifacts, such as shell beads, microdebitage, or fish vertebrae were encountered. The Applied Earth Works 
.l.nc. excavations yielded five chert and quartzite flakes and two bifacial manos (one fragmented). These 
yields are consistent with previous excavations (Wilcoxon, 1981 ). 

Coi1..rn1ty JEnvironmeD:Rfai Tltmesholdls: 

The County Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines IV1anual contains guidelines for iclentification, 
significance determination, and mitigation of impacts to important cultural resources. Chapter 8 of the 
·Manual, the Archaeological Resources Guidelines: Archaeological, Historic ond Ethnic Element, 
specifies that if a resource cannot be avoided, it must be evaluated for importance under CEQA CEQA 
Section l 5064.5 contains the criteria for evaluating the in1portance of archaeological and historical resources. 
For archaeological resources, the criterion usually applied is: (D), ;'Has yielded, or mny be likely to yield, 
inf<xrnation important in prehistory or· history". If an archaeological site does 11ol 111t~et any or the four C:EQA 
criteria in Section .15064.5~ aclditional criter·irt lc)r n ··'unique ::.1rchaeolugical resource" an:' i~(i11taincd in Sectio11 
-~~ I OSJ.?. or the F\rblic Resour-cc CNk, which stzltt.::-:i r.!121! ;:1 :\rnicp.:(: .::ircln::·1_:,lt:11;.ic;.d n::sourc::~ is :.11i 

urclwcological artifact, object; or site that: 1) 1~:c1ntai1r~ ir1fu1-rnzniu11 n,.:·cckd (• .. _\ :\fi'::\Vt:'!" i1i1pc,rt:rnt :;i.:ientil:c 

research questions and tllal then: is a demc11~:1.i-abk p1.it.1lic :11kTC:it in lhr1l 11d;:Jrn1;:11ic,n: .::} lws '.t spcciJI ~rnd 
pr11·ticular quality such as being tile oldest oi' iL:.; t\·(.k' (O'!r ~he l·1i:'.Sf J\'::1ilabli: ;~\,.t11 · i" it5 I:, p,~:: '..:)r :; ) is din:'cr!y 
assoc int eel with a sc icnti fical ly recogn izccl 111 q.1cirurn t j1(\:h istt:·11·i,.: :::,r h (,::ruric: -,:: \'•~:11 l n1· :>.~ 1·i;c•11. ,\ prc,_icct t.h::ll 
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may cause a substantial adverse effect on an archaeological resource may have a significant effect on the 
environment. 

Impact Discussion: 

(a~f) T,ess than significant with mitigation. Secondarily deposited artifacts were found to lack importance 
because they do not represent a weil-ciated occupational component ,vith scienrific vaiue. Applied Emih 
·works, Inc. concluded that CA-SBA-1202 does not have the potential to provide important nev,1 information 
about local or regional prehistory under CEQA or the National Register. While the proposed agricultural 
storage building will not require any 6,rading, some excavation will be necessary to prepare the building pad 
and foundation. The portion of the site where the agricultural storage building would be located has not been 
surveyed, and there is a possibility that secondarily deposited materials or an intact portion of the cultural 
deposit could be encountered. 

(g) No impact. There is no existing religious, sacred, or educational use of the subject parcel. 

Cumulative Impacts: 

The proposed project is limited to the scope of the project description and is not part of any larger planned 
development. Any potential disturbance would be mitigated to less than significant levels and would not 
have any cumulatively considerable effect on the County's cultural resources. 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: 

The following mitigation measure would reduce the project's cultural resource impacts to a less than 
significant level: 

7. Archaeological Monitoring. I.n the event archaeological remains are encountered during grading, 
work shall be stopped immediately or redirected until a .P&D qualified archaeologist and Native 
American representative are retained by the applicant to evaluate the sig,iificance of the find pursuant 
to Phase 2 investigations of the County Archaeological Guidelines. lf remains are found to be 
significant, they shall be subject to a Phase 3 mitigation program consistent with County 
Archaeological Guidelines and :funded by the applicant. Plan Requirements/fiming: This 
condition shall be printed on all building and grading plans. Monitoring: P&D shall check plans 
prior to approval of Coastal Development .Permits and shall spot check in the field. 

With the incorporation of this measure, residual impacts would be less than significant. 

4.6 ENERGY 
Less tl1an Reviewed 
Signir. Less Under 

Will the proposal result in: Poten. with Than No Previous 
Signif. Mitigation Signif. Impact Document 

Substantial increase in demand, especially during peak ·v a. ./\. 

periods, upon existing sources of energy? 
b. Requirement for the development or extension of new X 

sources of energy? 

Setting: 

The subject parcel currently hosts a single-family clweiling, garages, ban1s. a pool hou:ie. ::1 ~,uest house, an 
office/barn~ and l"\VO agricultmal employee dwcilings. T!1e large field in tl1c c-2:11.ter of the p,lrL~c-\ .is used fcii· growing 
sod. Energy use is characteristic of the resick:11tial and ~,griculturnl uses of the property. Tlk: parci.::l currently 
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receives electricity from Edison Company anc.1 nr:il'ural gas service from Southern Califrn11in Cas Con1pany. Both 
cornprn1ies will continue (o serve the property. 
Rmpad .DnsrnsSBOH]: 

(o-b) Less them sign(/icom impoct. The addition of the agricultural storage building, which wil_l be connectecl to gas 
and electric utilities, will cause a small increase in energy consumption on the parcel. However, the project would 
not .increase the residential capacity of the parcel and would not expand the ongoing agricultural use. The project 
scope is too I imited to significantly affect energy demand or require expansion of energy foci·lities. No adverse 
impacts would result. 

Cu.nmu.nfative Impacts: 

Tile project's contribution to the regionally significant elem an cl for energy is not considerable, and is therefore 
less than significant. 

Mitigafom and! ResndmnD lmpad: 

No impacts are identified. No mitigation is necessary. 

4.7 FIRE PROTECTION 
Less than Reviewed 

Wm the proposal 1reslll!H nn: 
Signif. Less Under 

J>otcn. with Thao No Previous 
Sienif. Mitigation Siguif. ]mpact Document 

a. Introduction of development into an existing high fire X 

h azarcl area? 
lb. Project-caused high fire hazard? V 

f\. 

c. Introduction of development into an area without V 
./\. 

adequate ,:vater pressure, fire hydrants or adequate 
access for fire fighting? 

d. I.ntroduction o:f development that \Vi)J hamper fire X 

prevention techniques such as controlled burns or 
backfiring in high fire hazard areas? 

e. Deve Iopment of structures beyond safe Fire Dept. X 

response time? 

Seffi1ug: 

The subject parcel is located in a rural area oflhe County within the Sumrnerlancl Community Plan area. The 
site is not located with.in a .High Fi.re Hazard Area. The property currently contains three .residences (a single­
family primary residence and two agricultural employee buildings) and an agricultural field. The applicant 
proposes continuation of the residential and agricultural uses, commencement of recreational polo playing~ 
and construction of an agricultural accessory structure. 

impact Dusc1rnssknn: 

The project is not located within a Fligh Fire Hazard .'-\n:~:t. a11d does not invulve new fire hazards. Tlit· pn.1_itcl 
is located in an area with an adequate rcspm1sc ti1n;__' fr(•11t :·ir;.::· pn1tcctiv2 s,.:1·,·ic,:'.:::. 

C mm.nu hn t~ve llm pa c rts: 
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Since the project would not create significant fire hazards, it wou Id not have a cumulatively considerable 
effect on fire safety within the County. 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: 

No irnpac.ts are identified. No mitigation is necessary. 

1.8 GEOLOGIC PROCESSES 

Less tha 11 Reviewed 

Will the proposal result in: 
Signif. Less Under 

"Poten. with Thnn No Previous 
Signif. Mitieation Sie.nif. Impact Document 

a. Exposure to or production of unstable eaiih conditions X 

such as landslicles, earthquakes, liquefaction, soil 
creep, mudslides, ground failure (including expansive, 
compressible, collapsible soils), or similar hazards? 

b. Disruption, displacement, compaction or ovcrcovering X 

of the soil by cuts, fills or extensive grading? 
c. Exposure to or production of pennanent changes in X 

topography, such as bluff retreat or sea level rise? 
d. The destruction, covering or modification of any .. X 

unique geologic, pa]eonto]ogic or physical features? 
e. Any increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either X 

on or off the site? 
f. Changes in deposition or erosion of beach sands or X 

dunes, or changes in siltation, deposition or erosion 
which may rnodify-the···channel of a river, or stream, or 
the bed of the ocean, or any bay, inlet or lake? 

g. The placement of septic disposal systems in X 
impermeable soils with severe constraints to disposal 
of liquid effluent? 

h. Extraction of mineral or ore? X 

i. Excessive grading on slopes of over 20%? X 
j. Sand or gravel removal or loss of topsoil? X 

k. Vibrations, from short-term construction or long-term X 
operation, which may affect adjoining areas? 

I. Excessive spoils, tailings or over-burden? X 

Setting: 

The subject parcel ascends steeply from Via Real along the southern boundary and Lambert Road along the 
eastern boundary before leveling into a large field. The field slopes very gently upward toward the western 
prope11y boundary before rising more sharply to the residence, located in the northwestern corner of the 
parcel. A pond is located in the southwestern corner of the property. The parcel slopes steeply upwcml from 
the pond to the field and residence. 

Current onsite topography is the result ot' grading ::1:..:ti 1:ir.i~s :1ut!1\_1r·iz:~·d by c_;;.::\'er:.il previous pennits, tnc!uding 
98-CDP- l 75 and 97-CDP- l 04. Onsite Cla.s:; [ [ L non-p:·i rn·-: :iut L; i;K I uck che iv.I ii pitas-Posi ta.s tine sanely 
loam with original slopes of 2-l 5%. The .site i·nrigc:; i11 ~:kv.:'.f!Y'; ·: 1 Y'V•J.\irnatcly 94 feet 11car the pu11d in 
the southwest con1er to approximately 180 fret in rh~.: ar:::11 •.:.-,!· t.h,·: ,...:,:.:d-:·!1.~c. 



Caq.i intcri~1 Val Icy Farms, Case Nos. 08DV f:>-00000-00009. 08C U P-00000-000 16 
!Vlitigatccl Negative Dcclaratio11 

f·:-cbruary 5, 2009 
Page l 5 

Pursuant to the County's Adopted Thresholds and Guide I ines Manual, impacts related lo geological resources 
may have the potential to be significant if the proposed project involves any of the following characteristics: 

l. The project site or any part of the project is .located on land having substantial geologic constraints, as 
determined by P8lD or PWD. Areas constrained by geology include parcels located near active or 
potentially active faults and property underlain by rock types associated \Vith cornpressible/co.llapsible 
soils or susceptible to landslides or severe erosion. "Special Problems" areas designated by lhe Board 
of Supervisors have been established based on geologic constraints, flood hazards and other physical 
Ii mitations to cl eve lopment. 

2. The project results in potentially hazardous geologic conditions such as the construction of cut slopes 
exceeding a grade of 1.5 horizontal to 1 vertical. 

3. The project proposes construction of a cut slope over J 5 feet in height as measured from the lowest 
finished grade. 

4. The project is located on slopes exceeding 20% grade. 

Xmpaclt Disc111ssnmn: 

(o-l) No impact. The proposed project site does not have substantial geological constraints and no development is 
proposed in areas with slopes exceeding 20%. No grading would be required for construction of lhe proposed 
agricultural storage buildiJ1g. No unique geologic, paleontologic, or physical :features are present on the subject 
parcel. The proposed agricultural storage building \Vottld be constructed on a previously disturbed area of the site 
(currently developed with parking and landscaping) and would·not affect erosion patterns. The project does not 
involve construction of a new septic system, extraction of mineral or ore, or removal of sand! gravel, or topsoil. 
The proposed polo use would not cause any alteration in existing geologic or topographic features of the site. As 
such, the proposed project would not result in impacts related to geologic.al resources. 

Cumo.nhn.tive Im pads: 

Since the projec.t would not result in significant geologic impacts, it would not have a cumulatively 
considerable effect on geologic hazards within the County. 

MHigatnon and! Residual Jf.mpad: No impacts are identified. No mitigations are necessary. 

4L9 :HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/RISK OF UPSET 
Less Hurn Reviewed 

Wm die proposall res1!.l!U irn: 
Siguif. Less Under 

Poten. with Thnu No Previous 
Siguif. Mitigation Siguif'. Impact Document 

2, In the knovm history of this property, have there been ·v 
,'\ 

any past uses, storage or discharge of lrnz.arclous 
materials (e.g., fuel or oil stored in underground tanks. 
pesticides; solvents or other chemicals)? 

b. The use: storage or· distribution of liaz.ardc)us Uf' io:--:ic \ 

materials? : 
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bess thua 

Wm the proposal result in: 
Signif. 

Poten. with 
Signif. Mitigation 

c. A risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous 
substances ( e.g., oil, gas, biocides, bacteria, pesticides, 
chcjnicals or radiatio11) in the C'v'c11t of .. ctil accide11t or 
upset conditions? 

d. Possible interference with an emergency response 
plan or an emergency evacuation plan? 

e. The creation of a potential public health hazard? 
f. Public safety hazards (e.g., due to development near 

chemical or industrial activity, producing oil wells, 
toxic disposal sites, etc.)? 

g. Exposure to hazards from oil or gas pipelines or oil 
well facilities? 

h. The contamination of a public water supply? 

Setting: 

Less 
Than 
Signif. 

X 

February 5, 2009 
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Hcvicwcct 
Under 

No Previous 
Impact Documcat 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

The proposed project site is located in a rural area of the County within the Summerland Community Plan 
area. The subject parcel has been used for residential, agricultural, and appurtenant uses since 
construction of the single-family dwelling in 1999. The applicant proposes continuation of the residential 
and agricultural uses of the property along with the recreational polo use proposed under 08CUP-OOOOO­
OOO I 6. 

County Environmental Threshold: 

The County's safety threshold addresses involuntary public exposure from projects involving significant 
quantities of hazardous materials. The threshold addresses the likelihood and severity of potential 
accidents to determine whether the safety risks of a project exceed significant levels. 

Impact Discussion: 

(o-c) Less than significant. The subject parcel is currently used for residential and agricult11ral purposes. These 
uses would continue on the parcel after construction of the proposed storage buildi.ng. While pesticides and 
fertilizers are current]y used for landscaping and sod fanning purposes, no changes are proposed to these uses so 
the proposed project ,vou]d not alter current levels or patterns of hazardous material use. The proposed polo use 
would not require any additional use of hazardous materials. 

(d-h) No impact. The project vvould not interfere with any emergency response or evacuation plan, result in the 
creation of any public health or safety hazard, result in exposure to hazards :from oil or gas pipelines or oil well 
.facilities, and would not contaminate a public water supply. 

Cumulative Impacts: 

Since the project would not create significant impacts with respect to hazardous materials and/or risk of 
upset: it would not have a cumulatively considerable effect 011 safety within the County. 

M.itigation and Residual Impact: No impa,:c:~ ar·,.: iJi.:::wifi::::ci. N(.i :,1i1.ig.tti,Jw; ~u·:.:: ih:C~~~;::_;nr:,. 
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4.HJJ HISTOHJC RESOlJRCES 

Less than 

VVm Hne proposal irc~mh hn: 
Signif. 

rotcn. with 
Signif. Mitigu tion 

a. Adverse physical or aesthetic impacts 011 a structure or 
property at least 50 years old and/or of historic or 
cultural significance to the community, st.ate or 
nation? 

lb. Beneficial impacts to an historic resource by 
providing rehabilitation, protection Ill a 
conservation/open easement, etc.? 

Settling: 

Less 
Thau 
Siguif. 

Fdm1ury .5, 2009 
Page 17 

Hc\1 icwed 
Under 

No Previous 
impact Doeumcul 

X 

X 

The oldest structure on the parcel is the single-family residence, constructed in 1999. There are no 
historical resources on site. No development or formal landscaping existed on site before construct ion of 
the residence. 

Historic Resource impacts are cleterrninecl th.rough use of the County's Cultural Resources Guidelines. A 
significant resource a) possesses integrity of location, design, workmanship, material, and/or setting; b) is at 
least fifty years old, and c) is associated \Vith an important contribution, \Vas designed or built by a person 
who made an important contribution: is associated with an important and particular architectural style, or 
embodies elements ·dernonstrating outstanding attention to detail, craftsmanship, use of materials, or 
construction methods. 

Impad Discll.llssnmi: 

The oldest existing structure located on the project was built in 1999. No historic structures or 
landscaping ex.ists on site. Therefore: the proposed development will not impact any historic resources. 

C11.Hm11.dative llmpacts: 

Since tl)e project would not result in any substantial change in the historic character of the site, il \:VOtild 

not have any cumulatively considerable effect on the region:s historic resources. 

No impacts are identified. No mitigations are necessary. 

4.11 LAND USE 
Less th11 n Reviewed 

wm One jpirO!f}OS2l~ n~sl!J!U nocn: 
Sign if. Less Under 

.Po ten. with Thun f\io Previous 
Signif. ,}1itigatiou .Signif. lmpnct Document 

.2. Structures and/or land use inc om pat iblc ·•.vith ,:::-.:isti11g \ 

land use? 
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Less tha u 

Will the proposal result in: 
Signif. 

Paten. with 
Signif. Mitigntion 

b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, 
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not limited to the general 
plan, specific plan, local coasta1 program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

c. The induction of substantial growth or concentration 
of population? 

d. The extension of sewer trunk lines or access roads 
with capacity to serve new development beyond this 
projJosed project? 

e. Loss of existing affordable dwellings through 
demolition, conversion or removal? 

f. Displacement of substantial numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

g. Displacement of substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of rep lac.ement 
housing elsewhere? 

h. The loss of a substantial amount of open space? 
__ L ______ A1Lei:-0.n.omic or social effect that would resu It in a 

physical change? (i.e. Closure of a freeway ramp 
results in isolation of an arna, businesses located in the 
vicinity close, neighborhood degenerates, and 
buildings deteriorate ... , . .Or;· if construction of new 
freeway divides an existing community, the 
construction would be the physical change, but the 
economic/social effect on the community would be 
the basis for determining that the physical change 
would be significant.) 

j. Conflicts with adopted airport safety zones? 

Setting: 

Less 
Than 
Sigaif. 

X 

X 

February S, 2009 
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Reviewed 
Under 

No Previous 
Impact Document 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

The subject parcel is located in a rural, coastal area of the County within the Summerland Community 
Plan area. The parcel is zoned and designated in the Comprehensive Plan as Agriculture 1. It is currently 
permitted for residential and agricultural use. The parcel is currently developed with a single-family 
chvelling, two agricultural employee dwellings_, a barn/office building, pool house, guest house, garages, a 
putting green, s,vimming pool, spa, motor courts and driveways 1 fountnins: and a sod field. 

County Environmental Threshold: 

The Thresholds and Guidelines Ivianual contains [lO spec i fie thresholds for land use. Cenerall1\ a potentially 
significant impact can occur if a project as proposed is potenti(ill'..· inc:011sisk'nt \,·ith policies and stai1darcls 
adopted by an agency for the pmposes u1· e11,·ircrnrne11wl protcc:ticm or wou\d r,~sult in ~ubstanliul gTU\\ tli 
inducing effects. 

Impact Discussion: 
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(o) Less than sign{/icanl impocl. The proposed Elgriculturnl storage building would suppor·t the permitted 
agricult'mal operation. The applicant proposes to continue permitted use of the field as a sod farrn while 
sirnu1taneous1y using it for tile proposed recreational polo matches and training. No changes to existing use 
of the property arc proposed. 

(b) Less than significcml impact. California Coastal Act Policy ]0242 states: 

All other [non-prime agriculturoU lands suitable ./or ogricultural use shall not he 
converted to non-o,griculturol uses unless: (1) continued or renewed agricultural use is 
not feasible, or (2) such conversion would preserve prime ogriculturol /and or 
concentrate development consistent with section 30250. Any such permifled conversion 
shall be compotib/e with continued ogricul!urol use 011 surrounding lands. 

The applicant proposes to continue use of the field as a sod farm while simultaneously using it for 
recreational polo. The applicant does not propose to convert the field from its permitted agricultural use, 
subcl-iVide the parcel, or seek rezoning of the parcel to a non-agr.icultural use. The proposed polo use 
would involve no phys:ical changes to the existing field and would not prevent cultivation of the field and 
undeveloped portion of the property with other crops in the future. Because no changes to the permitted 
agricultural operation are proposed, the project is consistent vvith this and other agriculture protection 
policies. 

(c, e-g) No impact. No new residential development is proposed. The proposed agricultural storage building 
and polo field would not increase population, reduce affordable housing stock, or displace any residents. 

(d) No impact. While the proposed agricultural storage building will require tie-in to existing sewer lines, no 
new sewer trunk lines or access road with capacity to serve development beyond this project arc proposed. 

(h) Less them sign((iccmt. One new building \Vith a 4,4] 0 square foot footprint is proposed. A portion of this 
footprint is currently covered by pavement. New lot coverage would be limited to 1,670 square feet, or 
approximately 0.2% of the 19. 78-acrc parcel. This does not represent a significant loss of open space. 

(i) No impact. The applicant proposes new additional development on a previously developed, privately 
owned parcel of Janel. No changes to public infrastructure a.re proposed. The proposed project wou.ld· not 
impact the economic or social setting of the Summerland Community. 

0) No impact. The subject parcel is not located in an adopted airport safety zone. 

Cumll.B.fatnve Impacts: 

The implementation of the project is not anticipated to result in any substantial change to the s1te·s 
conformance with environmentally protective policies and standards. Thus, the project would not cause a 
cumulatively considerable effect on land use. 

Mifigatnm11 alf.lldl Resnchnai Impact: No impacts are identified. No m.itigation is necessary. 

4L12 I\TOISE 

Wm t!:he proposa~ resuH HiITl: i'otr:ri. 

Less thnn 

with 
Less 
Than 

Reviewed 
Loeb· 

l~----------------------·-----'~--'·ii~g_ni_f._ .. __ ..... i\iiti~:1(ir.HI . Siru1i.f ......... ---·t--1c~nr_rn_ct_..o.. ..... Docurn_;:n1 .......... ' 
Long-term e>;posure of' people to 11c,1sc k\·::·!s j '< j

1 

a. 
exc.eecling County 1.hresholds (e.g. locati11\:. 11i..,1s 1;:: \ , ========================· .... : ............. _ .... _. ____ ...... .:. .. _ .......... ,.~,--=--= ....... =.--'2 .. -= ..... = ..... =============.} .......... _ ... ·-·•····-·" .. ,.c .. ..': 
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Lcss,than 

Will the proposal result in: 
Signif. 

.Potcn. with 
Signif. Mitigation 

sensitive uses next to an airport)? 
b. Shoti-tenn exposure of people to noise levels X 

-•-·-....... 
exceeding County thresholds? 

~-··-·---·-····-·· 
C. .Project-generated substantial increase in the ambient 

noise levels for adjoining areas ( either clay or night)? 

Setting: 

Less 
Than 
Signif. 

X 

February 5, 2009 
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Reviewed 
Under 

No ]lrevious 
Impact Document 

----

The 19.78-acre subject parcel is located in a rural area within the Summerland Community Plan area. The properly 
is surrounded by residential and agricultural uses to the north, east, and west. The parcel is located immediately 
north of Via Real and .Highway 101, a significant source of noise. The majority of the property cmTently exceeds 
County noise thresholds. The southern edge of the property lies within a 70-74 clB(A) CNEL contour. The area 
just north lies in a 65-69 dB(A) CNEL contour, and most of the remaining area of the parcel lies. within a 60-64 
dB( A) CNEL contour. 

County Environmental Threshold: 

Noise is generally defined as unwanted or objectionable sound which is measured on a logarithmic scale and 
expressed in decibels (dB(A)). The duration of noise and the time period at which it occurs are important values in 
determining impacts on noise-sensitive land uses. The Community Noise .Equivalent Level (CNEL) and Day-Night 
Average Level (Lctn) are noise indices which account for differences in intrusiveness betvveen day- and night-time 
uses. County noise thresholds are: 1) 65 dB(A) CNEL maximum for exterior exposure, and 2) 45 dB(A) CN.EL 
maximum for interior exposure of noise-sensitive uses. Noise-sensitive land uses include: residential dwe1Iings; 
transient lodging; hospitals and other long-tenn care facilities; public or private educational facilities; libraries, 
churches; and places of public assembly. 

Impact Discussion: 

(a, c) Less than significant. No amplified sound would be pennitted in asso·ciation with the proposed polo use, and 
polo is not considered a noise-sensitive use. The proposed agricultural storage building would not generate any 
additional noise, nor would it expose any sensitive receptors to noise levels exceeding County thresholds. 

(b) Less than significant ·with mitigation. Noise generated by construction activities associated with the proposed 
agricultural storage building could genei·ate short-tenn noise impacts. This impact is cons.idered potentially 
significant. 

Cumulative Impacts: 

The implementation of the project is not anticipated to result in any substantial noise effects. Therefore, the 
project would not contribute in a cumulatively considerable manner to noise impacts. 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: 

The following mitigation measures would reduce the project's noise effects to a less than significant level: 

8. Construction hours. Const-ructiun :xtw1ty for site prt~parmi:._)f'l ,rncl for fi..iture clevelop1nc::nt shal! be 
l irnited to the hours between 7:00 ain and .:.! :3 0 pm, rvtonclay through Friday. Nu construction slu!l I occur 
on State holidays ( e.g.: Thank.sgiYiug, L.abor Day). Constnict ion cqu ip,m:nl. 111ai11tcmrncc :;ha 11 br= I im ited 
to lhe same hours. Non-noise gencnHing construction activiti:::s ·::;ucli tis interior painting ar,.:: 1101. subjr~ct to 
these restr.ictions. Plan Requirements: Three en signs stating 1hc:3c 1·,.:::3trictions shall be pro\·ided by the 
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applicant and posted on site in the vicinity of construction. TnmillJl.g: Signs slrnll be in place prior to 
beginning and throughout grading and construction activities. Violations rnay result in suspension of 
permits. McmHoJring: Building Inspectors shall spot check ancl respond to complaints. 

4L13 PUBLIC FACILITIES 
Less than Reviewed 

Wm Hae prnposa! resll.l!H in: 
Siguif. Less Under 

Poten. with Thau No Previous 
Sign if. Mitigntion Signif. hnpact Document 

21. f\ need for new or altered police protection and/or X 

health care serv.ices? 
b. Student generation exceeding school capacity? X 

c. Significant· amounts of solid waste or breach any X 

national, stale, or local standards or thresholds relating 
to soljd waste disposal and generation (including 
recycling ·facilities and existing landfill capacity)? 

d. A need for new or ahered sewer system facilities X 

(sewer lines, lift-stations, etc.)? 
i.e. The construction of new stoh11 water drainage or X 

water quality control facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities;. the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

The subject parcel is currently served by the ]\tlontecito Water District, the Summer]and Sanitary District, the 
Carpinteria Unified School District and the Santa Barbara County Sheriffs Department.. The property is 
currently used for residential and agricultural purposes. The applicant' proposes continuation of these uses 
and commencement of recreational polo playing. Approximately 12 polo matches wilJ be held on the 
properly each year. Ten of these matches \Viii be attended by approximately 50 people. Two matches will be 
larger charity fimctions attended by up to 300 people. 

Couurfy Envn m IITlm e1rn fall Thures llw Ms: 

Schools: A significant level of school impacts is generally considered to occur when a project would 
generate sufficient students to require an additional classroom. 

Solid Waste: A project is considered to result in significant impacts to landfill capacity if it would 
generate 196 tons per year of soJjd \:vaste. This volume represents 5% of the expected average annual 
increase in waste generation, and is therefore considered a significant portion of the remaining landfill 
capacity. In addition, construction and demolition waste from remodels and rebuilds is considered 
significant if it exceeds 350 tons. A project which generates 40 tons per year of solid waste is considered 
to have an adverse effect on solid v,1aste generation: and mitigation via a Solid Waste Management Plan is 
recornrnencled. 

hID1p21d Disrussucm: 

(o-c,. e) .No impoci. The proposed project would 110( alter the existing residential and agricultural uses of' the 
subject property. The proposed polo use wou lei no( I\:qu ir-c aiI~1 additional pol ice prntcctior1 or htr:dth care 
services. The proposed project would 110\ gci1er:1k any ,1clditio11al si:uclents. Sc1 lid waste gcn,~:rated by the 
project ,vmild nut exceed l 9(i tons per yt:',H. aml cc11i:::tn1:_:(iu11 wc1stc woulcl 11ol c:<cced 350 tons. Cn11structio11 
ur tile proposed agricultT1ral stcm1~_~e bui!cli:1g. w::-iu!..:I crl::·::ttc I1cw i1npcTVtl1 llS surh:i.ccs drnt could result i11 

grcntcr surface runoff f-"ron1 the site becnusc r.lk•r1.;: ,\·liukl b;~: k::.;;:; t. 1p(:r1 gruu11cl L:upable c:ii· ,:1bsurl1ing r,1imvater. 
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This increased runoff would be accommodated by the existing storm drain located in the southwest corner of 
the property. Flood Control has reviewed the proposal and no additional drainages or water quality control 
facilities would be necessary to serve the project. 

{d) Less than signijzcant impact. The proposed agricultwal storage building \Viii contain a bathroom and 
kitchen area. The building will be tied in to the existing sewer line. The property is served by the 
Sumrnerlancl Sanitary Distrjct and the District has 8dequate capacity to serve the project. Portable toilets \~1 iii 
be placed on the site during the proposed large polo charity events. 

Cumulative Impacts: 

The County's Environmental Thresholds were developed, in part, to define the point at which a project's 
contribution to a regionally significant impact constitutes a significant effect at the project level. In this 
instance, the project has been found not to exceed the threshold of significance for public services. This 
project is Jim ited to the scope of the project description and is not part of any larger planned development. 
The project is proposed for a parcel already in use for agricultural and residential purposes and is not 
anticipated · to create demand for public facilities beyond the demands of existing development. 
Therefore, the project's contribution to the regionally significant demand for public services is not 
considerable, and is less than significant. 

MHigation and Residual Impact: No impacts are identified. No mitigation is necessary. 

4.14 RECREATION 
Less than .Reviewed 

Will the proposal result in: 
Signif. Less Under 

Potcn. with Tbnn No Previous 
Signif. Mitigation Siguif. Impact Document 

a. Conflict with established=recreational uses of the area? X 

b. Conflict with biking, equestrian and hiking trails? X 

C. Substantial impact on the quality or quantity of X 

existing recreational opportunities ( e.g., overuse of an 
area with constraints on numbers of people, vehicles, 
animals, etc. which might safely use the area)? 

Setting: 

The subject parcel is located in a rural area within the Summerland Community Plan area. A public trail easement 
runs along Lambert Road at the eastern property boundary. A bicycle path runs along both sides of Via Real to the 
south of the parcel and an equestrian trail runs along the southern property boundary. Additional trail easements 
have been proposed by the Parks Department and the Summerlancl Community Plan to run along the southern and 
western properiy boundaries. 

County Environmental Threshold: 

The Thresholds and Guidelines Manual contains no threshold for park and recreation impacts. However, the Board 
of Supervisors has established a minimum standard ratio of ::.1.7 acres of recrention/ope11 space per 1.000 people to 
meet the needs of a community. The Santa Barbara Count)' t\trks Department maintains more than 90() acres of 
parks and open spaces, as well as 84 miles of trails nml coJsta\ ~1.ccr:s~ ,.:::1s~::mcnts. 

Impact Discussion: 
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(o-c) No impoc/. The applicant proposes construction of n 11cw agricultl1rnl storage building and use of the existing 
sod field for recreational polo. The prnposecl project would not conflict with the ability o:f the public to use any or 
the existing or proposed hiking, biking, and eql!estrian trails bordering the subject parcel. The project \.Vould not 
result in any population increase and would have no adverse impacts on the quality or quantity of existing 
recreational opportunities, either in the project vicinity or County-wide. 

Cl!.1!m1Ulfaltnve Imp2clts: 

Since the project wou lei not affect recreational resources, it wou Id not have a cumulatively considerable 
effect on recreational resources within the County. 

M.HigatiollJl allJld Resfrhmll Impact No impacts are identified. No mitigation is necessary. 

4J.5 TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULA'JrION 
Less than Reviewed 

,vm tll:rn prnpos3ll !rCSll.llH lllll: 
Signif. Less tluder 

Pokn. witb Than No Previous 
Signif. Mitigation Signif. lmp11ct Document 

21. Generation of substantial · additional vehicular X 

movement (daily, . peak-hour, etc.) . in relation to 
existing traffic load and capacity of the street system? 

b. A need for private or publ.ic road maintenance, or need X 

for new road(s)? 
c. Effects on existing parking facilities, or demand for V 

A 

n~w parking? 
id. Substantial impact upon existing transit systems (e.g. X 

bus service) or alteration of present pattecns of 
circulation or movement of people and/or goods? 

e. Alteration to waterborne, rail or air traffic? X 

f. Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists X 

or pedestrians (including short-tenn construction and 
Jong-term operational)? 

g. Inadequate sight distance? X 

ingress/egress? X 

general road capacity? X 

emergency access? X 

b. Impacts to Congestion Management Plan system? 

Setting: 

The subject parcel is situated at the corner of Via .Real and Lambert Road, immediately north of Highway 
l O 1. The site is also adjacent to the intersection of Paclaro Lane and Via Real. The site is accessed by 
three private driveways. The first extends off of Lambert Road: just north of the intersection with Via Real. 
The second extends from Via Real, slightly east of the intersection with Padaro Lane and the .Highway IO l 
interchange. The third private driveway extends from Montecito Ranch Lane, a private gated road off of Via 
R.eal, through a neighboring parcel, and onto the northv-,1esten1 corner of the prnperty. All three entrances r1re 
gated. At-any given time: the site hosts between nine and fourteen residents and six and 'fiHeen employees. 
Present agricultural and residential use of the site generates betwee11 ..i? :l!H.1 60 /\ ver·age Daily ... ["'r-ips ( ADT). 
depending on the number or· employees wor-ki11g Jt any givc:11 tirn,~. 

Setfollg/1' h res ho Ids: 
According to the County's [nvironrrn~nt::tl fhrcshukls :u,cl ( .. iuicL:lii,ci: f\lJ!IU~\I. a sig11ilican( tr:.i!Ti\: irnr 1;.h:, 

\VO tile! occur when: 
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a. The addition of project traffic to an intersection increases the volume to capacity (VIC) ratio by the 
value provided below, or sends at least 15, 10 or 5 trips to an intersection operating at LOS D: E or F. 

LEVEL OF SERVICE INCREASE IN VOLUME/CAPACITY 
(induding project) ~lH'.ATli'.R THAN 

A 0.20 
B 0.15 
C 0.10 

Or the addition of: 
D 15 trips 
E 10 trips 
F Stiips 

b. Project access to a major road or arterial road would require a driveway that would create an unsafe 
situation, or would require a new traffic signal or major revisions to an existing traffic signal. 

c. Project adds traffic to a roadway that has design features (e.g., narrow width, road side ditches, 
sharp curves, poor sight distance, inadequate pavement structure) or receives use which would be 
incompatible with substantial increases in traffic (e.g. rural roads with use by farm equipment, 
livestock, horseback riding, or residential roads with heavy pedestrian or recreational use, etc.) 
that will become potential safety problems with the addition of project or cumulative traffic. 
Exceeding the roadway capacity designated in the Circulation Element may indicate the potential 
for the occurrence of the above impacts. 

cl. Project traffic would utilize a substantial portion of an intersection(s) capacity where the 
intersection is currently operating at acceptable levels of service (A-C) but with cumulative traffic 
\Vould degrade to or approach LOS D (VIC 0.81) or lower. Substantial is defined as a minimum 
change of 0.03 for intersections which would operate from 0.80 to 0.85 and a change of0.02 for 
intersections wh.ich would operate from 0.86 to 0.90, and 0.01 for intersections operating at 
anything lower. 

Impact Discussion: 

(b, d-e, g) No impact. The proposed storage building is accessory to the ongoing agricultural operation on the 
site and would not intensify this operation. 111e applicant proposes to host 10 smaller polo matches each year 
with approximately 50 attendees at each, and two larger matches with up to 300 attendees. These polo 
matches would generate approximately 550 new trips each year. The intersection of Padaro Lane and the 
northbound and southbound Highway l 01 currently operates above Level of Service C. The roads and 
intersections i.n the vicinity of the proposed project currently operate at an acceptable level of service and the 
new trips generated by the project would not cause any intersection to fall below the threshold LOS C. The 
additional trips generaied by this project would not impact the current ievel of serv.ice, nor would it increase 
the capacity of Via Real beyond the acceptable level, as defi.necl in the Summerland Community Plan. This 
increase in traffic would not necessitate road maintenance or construction of new roads ( conversation with 
Will Robertson, Public Works, l/20/09). The prnject would not affect any public transit system and would 
not alter any existing circulation patterns. The proposed storage building and polo l~eld would not alter any 
waterborne, Fail, or air traffic. No changes to site access pi:1lte111--:; ar~ pruposec!. 

(c\ .D Less rhcm sign[/iccmt 11'ith mitigo:iou. Constn.1ctiun.--r::l'.tt-'.:-d '-::::hi,~k_:; ;~ou!t'I r.,i_)k[·:tially i11cn::;is:::: t"ratTic 
hazards if they were to park along Via l<::::,11 ::y· La:nb·~n F~Jacl. Rcq 1.tiri:1.i;( ail ,::np~:i'ructii.l1·1 parki1i~_: to or.:cm 

onsite would elirninate this potential impact. The np;.i!icJ.:1t pr-...1pc:3,~s i.\YU Lu-:t::r r·unctioib (up tc, }0() 
attendees) each year. Eve11ts with mort than 300 fh::upk r::quirc ~\ (..'(iasrnl Ucv::k,pirtcni. Permit pur3Uclllt tt·, 



Carpinteria Valley Fanns, Case Nos. Ok D \f lJ-OOOOU-00009, 08C U f'-UOOUU-OUO I /J 
iVl itigat.ed Negative Declaration 

Febn.rary 5. ·:::(JOI.) 
F' age 2 5 

Section 35.137 of Ar-tic le ll, ·rernporary l..Jses. With valet parking: the subject parcel can acconm1odale 98 
cars, or] 96 attendees, assuming two occupants per vehicle (Sec Parking f:>lan, Attachment 6). The rC111i:1ini11g 
vehicles could increase the demand for parking in the surTouncling area or cause traffic hazards if they were lo 
park along Via Real or Lambert Road. Historically, tile applicant or charities conducting these funclions on 
the site have arranged for off site parking to accommodate the overflow vehicles. Requiring the applica11t to 
provide .P&D with a parking plan for larger events l O clays prior to the scheduled event \:voulcl mitigate this 
potential irnpac{ and ensure appropriate parking arrangements f<.11· larger events. 

CILilm unfafrve Im pads: 

The County's Environmental Thresholds \Vere developed, in part, to define the point at which a project's 
contribution to a regionally significant impact constitutes a significant effect at the project level. The 
proposed project would involve only slight increases in annual trips and will not contribute to regionally 
significant traffic congestion. Impacts \Vi 11 not be cumulatively s igni fie ant. 

MHigatiollJl aK.Ddl Resfrhrn.B hn pad: 

The following mitigation measures would reduce the pro_jeces transportation impacts to a less than s.ignificant 
level: 

9. Constrnctfo1rn SfagiHJ1g and Storage. Construction-related vehicles, equipment staging and storage 
areas shall be located on.site and outside of the road and highway right-of-way. All construction­
related vehicles shall park on site. The applicant shall provide all construction personnel with a 
written notice of this requirement and a description of approved onsite parking, staging, and storage 
areas. The notice shall also include the name and phone number of the applicant's clesignee 
responsible for enforcement of this restriction. Phu.ll Requiirennents: DesignMed construction 
perso,mel parking, equipment staging, and storage areas shall be depicted on project plans submitted 
.for Coastal Development Permit issuance. A copy of the written notice shall be submitted to P&D 
prior to CDP issuance. Timing: This restriction shall be rnaintained throughout construction. 
MO[nitori1rng: .Building inspectors shall spot check and respond to complaints. 

10. Event Parkill]g Pnan Notice Requfred. The applicant shall provide a notice of event and parking 
plan at least IO working clays prior to any event planned for 196-299 attendees. Monifo1rfog: Zoning 
inspeptors shall respond to complaints. 

With the incorporation of these measures, residual impacts would be less than significant. 

4L16 WATER RESOURCES/FLOODING 
Less than Reviewed 

Wm the proposal resuU RIDi: 
Siguif. Less Linder 

:Potcn. with Than No J>revious 
Signif. MitigHtiou Signif. Impnct Document 

8. Changes 1.11 currents~ or the course O[' direction of X 

water movements, in either marine or fresh waters? 
b. Changes tn percolation rates, drainage patterns 01· the X 

rate and amount of surface water rurmff? 
IC. Change 111 the amount o C sur-fnce water Ill ;11'}\' wnter 

·v 
r\. 

body? i 
•¥•-· .. - -·· 
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Less than 

WiIJ the proposal result in: 
Signif. 

.Polen. with 
Signif. Mitigation 

d. Discharge, directly or through a stonn drain system, 
into surface waters (including but not limited to 
V/et!ands, rtr"'\t1r1r;in 

,I J tJL1.J: Jt..lJJ area.s, ponds, springs, r-rtJCllrC' 
\...IJ\...,\..,J'\.,J' 

streams, rivers, lakes, estuaries, tidal areas, bays, 
ocean, etc) or alteration of surface water quality, 
including but not limited to temperature, dissolved 
oxygen, turbidity~ or thermal water pollution? 

e. Alterations to the course or flow of flood water or 
need for private or pub] ic flood control projects? 

f. Exposure of people or property to water related 
hazards such as flooding (placement of project i.n 100 
year flood plain), accelerated runoff or tsunamis, sea 
level rise, or seawater intrusion? 

g. Alteration of the direction or rate of flow of 
groundwater? 

h. Change in the quantity of groundwater, either through 
direct additions or withdrawals, or through 
interception of an aquifer by cuts or excavations or 
recharge interference? 

i. Overdraft or over-commitment of any groundwater 
basin? Or, a significant increase m the existing 
overdraft or over-commitment of any groundwater 
basin? 

j. The substantial degradation of groundwater quality 
including saltwater intrusion? 

k. Substantial reduction in the amount of water othenvise 
available for public water supplies? 

I. Introduction of storm water pollutants ( e.g., oil, X 
grease, pesticides, nutrients, sediments, pathogens, 
etc.) into groundwater or surface water? 

Setting: 

Less 
Than 
Signif. 

X 

February 5, 2009 
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Reviewed 
Under 

No Previous 
Impact Document 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

The subject parcel is located in the Toro Creek watershed. The existing storm drain system near the barn 
directs runoff to Lambert Road. Drainage elsevvhere on the s.ite is directed toward the pond localed in the 
southwest corner of the property. 

County Environmental Thresholds 

Water Resources Thresholds 
A project is determined to have a significant effect on water resources if it would exceed established 
threshold values which have been set for each overdraftecl groundwater basin. These values were determined 
based on an estimation of a basin:s renrnining life of available water storage. lf the projecfs net new 
consumptive water use (total consumptive dernand adjusted f<ff r·echarg,~'. less cliscuntinuccl historic useJ 
exceeds the threshold adopted for the basin, the pco_jcct'.:: impacts i.'HI w:.itt::r resource·~ are consic.lcrccl 
sig1·1ificant. 

,1\ project is also deemed to have a significant effect l'!ll \\Jk:r c~:<,1.:ccc~.: i1·· .:t 1kt im:r;_'~·:.Sc i1-; pumpagc from a 
well would substantially affect producticrn or quality fru111 a p,.:::drby '\\';J\. 
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0 Is located within an urbanized area or the county and the project construction or redeveloprnent 
individually or as a part of a larger common plan of development en sale would disturb one (l) or 
more acres of land; 

0 Increases the amount of impervious surfr1ces on a site by 25<)/c) or more; 
(i) Results in channelization or relocation of a natural dnnnage channel; 
0 Results in removal or reduction of riparian vegetation or other vegetation (excluding non-native 

vegetation removed for restoration projects) from the buffer zone of any streams, creeks or 
wetlands; 

0 Is an industrial facility that falls under one or more of categories of industrial activity regulated 
under the NPDES Phase I industrial storm water regulations (facilities with cfnuent limitation; 
manufacturing; mineral, metal, oil and .gas, hazardous waste, treatment or disposal facilities; 
landfills; recycling facilities; steam electric plants; transportation facilities; treatment works; and 
light industrial activity); 

0 Discharges pollutants that exceed the \Nater quality standards set forth in the app.licable NPDES 
permit, the Regional Water Quality Control Boarcrs (R WQCB) Basin Plan or otherwise impairs 
the beneficial uses2 of a receiving \Nater body; 

e Results in a discharge of pollutants into an "impaired'' water body that has been designated as 
such by the State Water Resources Control Board or the R WQCB under Section 303 (d) of the 
Federal Water Pollution Prevention and Control Act (i.e., the Clean Water Act); or 

® Results in a discharge of pollutants of concern to a receiving water body, as identified by the 
RWQCB. 

Impact Diisc11.n.ssnrnrn: 

(o, c, e-k) No impact. Proposed new development would resuit in an add.itional 1,670 square :feet of 
impervious surface on the parcel~ representing an additional 0.2% coverage of the 19.78-acre parcel. The 
project would not change the current, course, or direction of water movements, nor would it change the 
amount o:f surface water in any water body. The project is not located in a flood plain or flood way and would 
not cause exposure of people or property to water-related hazards. The project would not alter natural 
drainage patterns or impact the direction, flow, quality, or quantity of groundwater. Water service to the 
parcel will continue to be provided by the Montecito Water District (MWD). MWD has issued a Certificate 
of Water Service Availability, elated September 26, 2008~ indicating their ability and intent to serve the 
proposed development (see Attachment 7). No new residential use or intensification of the agricultural use is 
proposed; therefore the project would not substantially redL1ce the amount of water available for public 
supply. 

(b, clj Less than sign(ficant impact. Proposed new development would result in an acld.itional 1,670 square 
feet of impervious surface on the parcel, representing an additional 0.2% coverage of the 19.78-acre lot. This 
increase in impervious surface will result .in a slight increase in surface water runoff. This runoff \Viii be 
cl.ischarged through the existing storm drain system and directed tmvard Lambert Road. 

W Less than sign~ficc111t 1vith mitigation R.uno.fT may carry some storm \Vater pollutants associated with 
residential and agricultura.1 development; such as pesticides and nutrients. The amounts of these pollutants 
would not be considered significant because the proposed pi-o_jcct does r10t involve any intensifical'ion of the 
ongoing residentia[ and agricultural uses of tt1 1.: property. The polo use would not t·equire any additional 

:: Bcnefici~ll uses for· Santa Barbara Count_\' ar•:.:• idt:.·nlit.iccl b: the l{cgic111,il \V;1tcr Quality Control l:k1,)rd 
i11 the Water Qualit·y Control Pinn for lh1.:: C::·tit1·:1I C:J~bt,tl Ua:,i11. -~11· D:.tsi11 Ph11. :tnd i11c.luck {:.111wng 
others) rec1·eation: agricultural supply. gru1.1iHJ,vutcr n::-cl1;.u·gt:, ('rcsli \V,1kr habitut, :.:::.stu:.iri11e h:.1bilnL 
support for 1·are, tlH"eatenecl or c:11dangercd :~1.k:i::i,~:s. 1:11·cscrv~lliu111il.biul 1Jgic2li !1:1hilnts or·spcci,1! 
sign i fie a nee. 
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pollutants and would not increase runoff. The agricultural storage building would cover only 0.2% of the 
19.78-acre parcel. Materials used in the construction of the agricultural storage building (e.g. wash water, 
paint, solvents, concrete, etc.), if not contained properly, could be carried to nearby drainages and 
comprornise water quality. Impacts are considered potentially significant. 

Cumulative Impacts: 

The County's Environmental Thresholds were developed, in part, to define the point at which a project's 
contribution to a regionally significant impact constitutes a significant effect at the project level. The 
proposed project would create only a very small amount of additional runo:f{ and existing drainage is 
sufficient for new development. Runoff contamination during construction wou.lcl be mitigated by 
implementation of a washout area, and construction-related runoff would be short-term. Therefore, the 
projecrs contribution to the regionally significant issues of water supplies and water quality is not 
considerable, and is less than significant. 

Mitigation and Residual Impact: 

The f<.1llowing m1t1gation measures would reduce the project's water resource impacts to a less than 
significant level: 

11. Washout Area. During construction, the washing of concrete trucks, paint, equipment, or similar 
activities shall occur only in areas where polluted water and materials can be contained for 
subsequent removal from the sjte. Wash water shall not be discharged to the storm drai.ns, street, 
drainage ditches, creeks, or wetlands. Areas designated for washing functions shal.l be at least ] 00 
feet from any storm drain, water body, or sensitive biological resources. The location(s) of the 
·washout area(s) shall be clearly noted at the construction site with signs. Plan 
Requirements/Timing: A washout area, acceptable to P&D, shall be shown on all grading and 
building plans prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit. This condition shall be printed 
on all grading and building plans. Monitoring: The washout area(s) shall be in place and maintained 
throughout construction. Building inspectors shall site inspect throughout the construction period to 
ensure proper use, location, and maintenance of washout area(s). 

5.0 INFORMATION SOURCES 
5.1 County Departments Consulted 

Police, Fire, Public Works, Flood Control, Parks, Environmental Health, Air Pollution Control District, 
Montecito Water District, Other: Agricultural Planning 

5.2 Comprehensive Plan 

X 
X 
X 

Seismic Safety/Safety Element 
Open Space Element 
Coastal Plan and Maps 
ER.ME 

5.3 Other Sources 

X 
X 
X , 

X 

V 
;\. 

Field work 
Calculations 
Project plans 
Traffic studies 
Records 
Cirading plans 
Elevation, architectural renckrtri:!,5 
Published geological map/rcpol"t:s 

X 
, ... · 
,\ 

.\:~ 

.\< 

X 
X 

Conservation Element 
Noise Element 
Circulation Element 

Ag Preserve rnaps 
Flood Control 1nc1ps 
Other technica! referenc~·~ 

(n:'.p,)1·1.:;; . .3ur·v;.::y. di.:.) 

P Ian, 1 in g ii Its,. : nJ p:i. :·,:·r.1::.in:: 

Zoning map-~ 
Sc,i\,; ;11c1p;;/~·;_:~:i(il·t::: 

Fhn1: I:1::!f.F 
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V 
/\. Topographical maps \/ 

,/\ 

,...­
,/\ 

Arcilacological rnaps and reports 
O1her 
Surnmerland Cornmunity Plan 

6.0 PROJ1~CT SPl~CIFIC (siamd~- mu! lmng=•term) AND CUIVIULATIVE 
IMPACT SUlViIVILA.RY 

Project Specific Impacts 

C~ass ! Impacts: None 

Class H Jimpads: Aesthetics/Visual Resources, Air Quality, Cultural Resources, Noise, 
Transportation/Circulation, V/ ater Resources/Flooding 

Cumulative Impacts: As discussed in this document, the proposed construction of an 
agricultural storage building and use of the sod field for recreational polci ·would not result in 
impacts related to Agricultural Resources, Biological Resources, Energy, Fire Protection, 
Geologic Processes, F.Iazarclous Materials/Risk of Upset~ Historic Resources, Land Use, Public 
Facilities, or Recreation, so no cumulative impacts would result. Project-specific impacts related 
to Aesthetics, Air Quality, Cultural Resources, Noise, Transportation/Circulation, and Water 
Resources/flooding would -L-,e mitigated to levels below significance. The scope of the project is 
limited to the project description and the proposed project is not part of any larger planned 
development project. Therefore, the project v.'ot.ild not have any cumulative impacts. 

7Jll MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Wm the proposal resuU il!Jl: 

1. Does the project have the potential to substantially 
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat-of a fish or wildlife species, cause a 
fish or wildlife population to drop below self­
sustaining levels, threaten to elimimrte a plant or 
animal community, substantially reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal, contTibute significantly to greenhouse gas 
em1ss1ons or significantly increase energy 
consumption, or eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history or prehistory? 

2. Does the project have the potential to achieve shon­
term to the disadvantage of long-term environmental 
goals? 

Polen. 
Signif. 

Less tlrn a 
Signif. 
with 
Mitig11tion 

X 

Reviewed 
Less Under 
Thau No Previous 
Siguif. hnpact Document 

X 
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Less than Reviewed 

Will the proposal result in: 
Siguif. Less Under 

Po ten. with Than No Previous 
Signif. Mitigation Signif. Impact Document 

3. Does the project have impacts that are individually X 

limited; but cumulatively considerable? 
CCumulativcly considerable" means that the 
incremental effects of a project are considerable \Vhen 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects and the effects of 
probable future projects.) 

4. Does the project have environmental effects which X 
will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings; either directly or indirectly? 

5. ls there disagreement supp01ted by facts, reasonable X 

assumptions predicated upon facts and/or expert 
opinion supported by facts over the significance of an 
effect which would warrant investigation in an EIR? 

(]) Less thonsi1-rnificanl with mitigation. As discussed in Sections 4.1, 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, 4.12, 4.15, and 4.16 
of this Initial Study, the proposed project has the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the 
environment. The mitigation measures proposed in these sections would reduce impacts to less than 
significant levels. 

8.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

No potentially significant, adverse, unrnitigable impacts would result from the proposed project. 
Therefore, project alternatives have not been evaluated. 

9.0 INITIAL LIST OF PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE 
SUBDIVISION, ZONING AND COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
REQUIREMENTS 

The following policies of the County's Comprehensive Plan, the Sumrnerlancl Community .Plan, 
and the Coastal Land Use Plan are applicable to the proposed project: 

DEVELOPMENT 

Coastal Plan Policy 2-6: Prior to issuance of a development permit, the County sholl make the 
finding, based on information provided by environmental documents, staff analysis, and the 
applicant, that odequate public or private services and resources (i.e., water, se1,ver, roads, efc:.) 
are available to serve the proposed development. The applicant shall assume fitll responsibility 
for costs incurred in service extensions or improvements !hat ore required as o result of the 
proposed project. Lack of available public: ofprivate services or resources shed! be grounds _k1r 
denied cf the prc~ject or reduction on the densities otherwise indicated in the land use pion 
Where cm q[f'r...,rc.iable housing prc.~ject is proposed pursuant to the /:Vfc:ll'dable }lousing Overloy 
regulotions. special needs housing or other C(./,fiJrdoble housing prqjecrs i-vhich include at least 
50% c<l the toted number c.~l units _(c:ir ?~li:.i1·duble housing or 3()'.!,-;; c.:/" the toted m1n1be;- cf units 
of,lbr,1ab/,1 ,•11 th•:) ve··v· loiv inc·nrr' /:.,v,•i ·ff,·' ':·, 11°• •,c1·,:p.-i /i\: ,"·1titi,,\. tint nu7· 11in, c-··1r1--1·•p:/-•vi/f .. • ., ~ (,, _, C: L t:: f ••' , , (.. , J .... , -· ,., 1 _, ••' l .. (. '··· •.• ,_. , ·- I.,. , • .,. .... f. • • , , ...- •. I L , _.. ~-. . , •• t_. I .. _l 1 • 1 , • , 

serve leuers such prqjects shall he r,:w.e.,·un:-:·:i (:) /::,~, ,_·onsfs!enr 1vith lhe -;1·0/er ond .se1t'e1· Si.:!iTic~.· 

requircrnent (?l this .Policy u· !ht=.:' p1·c/ect i1,:1s. :)!' is to o/:1(c,1i.11 olt l?i.:'CeS,\'01'_', 1 C(o'i!-(/.'id--

wi/1-serl'e letters ot the rirne tf/inni nt:.'!/ 1 ,;·e~·; ur i/'n:·.) n?op. /)n>;r to iss1wnc.'i:' oi !r:.u1d u .. 'i"•:i 
permits. 



Carpinteria Valley Farms, Cast:: Nos. 08D V P-00000-00009, 08Cl) P--UOU00-000 16 
tvlitigated Negative Declan.1tion 

r~ebni;:iry 5, 2009 
Page JI 

Smrmned::HH.~ Oomnumnty P~aITTl JPohcy 1LU-S-'li: All new development in the Summerlond 
Community Pion oreo sho/1 he consistent 1+·ith the goo ls one/ policies cf this plan. 

S11 . .mrnmeirlla1ru] Co1nrnmmnnty JP!arn Pollky WAT-S-2: Prior to approved cf any discretionary 
project which would result in o net increase in waler use, o.finding sholl be mode that the existing 
woter supply ovoiloble is s1jJicient lo serve existing commitments. 

AGRJfCULTURE 

Coastal Act Policy 30242: All other fonds suitable fbr ogriculturol use shall not be converted to 
rzon-ogricultural uses unless: (}) continued or renewed ogricultural use is not feasible, or (2) 
such conversion would preserve prime agriculturo/ lone/ or concen!rnte development consis!enl 
with section 30250. Any such permitted conversion shall be compatible with continued 
agricu/turo/ use on surrounding lands. 

CoasfaD PD2111.11 Policy 8-2: .(/' o parcel is designated .fi:w agricultural use ond is located in a rurol 
area not contiguous lvith the urban/rural boundary, conversion to non-agricultural use shall not 
be permitted unless such conversion qf' the entire parcel would allow for another priority use 
under the Coastal Act, e.g., coastal dependent industry, recreotion and access, or protection ofan 
environmentally sensitive ·habitat. Such conversion shetll not be in conflict 1,vith contiguous 
agricultural operations in the areo, and shall be consistent with Section 30241 and 30242 of the 
Coastal Act. 

SummeirDamll Commrllll.llJr.B.ify Pfan PoHcy LUA-S-1: fajsting land designated for agriculture shall 
be preserved.for agricultural use. 

AIR QUALITY 

Sll1lmmeirhrnd Community JPhrn1 JPolky AQ-S-1: The County shall impose appropriaLe 
restrictions and control measures upon construction octivities associated with each future 
development project, in order to avoid sign((icant deteriorotion of air quality. 

§11.Dmmerfandl Commu.mify Pian Policy AQ-S-2: The County shall, in its land use decisions, 
protect and enhance the air quality in Summerlond consistent 1vith CAAQS and NAAQS. 

V1SUAL RESOURCES 

Coastal Pfa[lj PoHky 4-3: In areas designoted os rural on the land use plan maps, the height, 
scale, and design of structures shall be compatible with the character of the surrounding natural 
environment, except 1vhere technicol requirements die/ale otherwise. Structures shall be. 
subordinate in appearance to natured lanc(forms,· shall be designed to follow the natured contours 
o/the landscape,· cmd she,// be sited so as 1101 to intrude into the skyline os seen ji-om public 
viewing places. 

Sll.ilrrmllerlla[niff Cmmn.-nmnty Phrn Pollky VKS-S-1: Prior to rhe iss11orice q/u Coosrol Derelopmen! 
Permit or Land {.Jse Permit, oil plons.fc:w new 01· c.d1e1·ed buildings 01· slrnctures shed! be rcFie11·ed 
by rhe Counry BAR. 

ond_;i-om the Higlnl'o_, .. ro the jho1!1i!ls 
i:iews shol/ olso i1e prurectcd. 

/~t' /' 1:'':'.-.-'f(',~'lC•./ lilli.l t'.'illll lli'.:.'t?L/. if 9/1t:'i':.: l'l'::.tc·t ic't'll. ,1.1.,i ·i \i:_·,11: __ ·· 
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Summerland Community Plan PoHcy VIS-S-4: New development in Summerland shall be 
compatible with and shall enhance the community's arcMteclurol choracter. 

Summerland Community Plan Policy VIS-S-7: in the rural areos all development shed! be 
designed to minimize visual and aesthetic impacts. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Coastal Act Policy 30240: (a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against 
any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on such resources shall be 
allowed ·within such areas. (b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas and porks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts 
which would sign{ficontly degrade such areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of 
such habitat areas. 

Coastal Plan Policy 2-11: All development, including agriculture, adjacent to areas designated 
on the land use plan or resource maps as environmentally sensitive habitat areas, shall be 
regulated to avoid adverse impacts on habitat resources. Regulatory measures include, but ore 
not limited to, setbacks, buffer zones, grading controls, noise restrictions, maintenance of natural 
vegetation, ond control of runoff. 

Coastal Plan Policy 9-1: Prior to the issuance of a development permit, all projects on parcels 
shm-vn on the land use plan and/or resource maps 1-vith a Habitat Area overlay and designation or 
·within 250 feet of such designation or projects affecting an environmentally sensitive habitat area 
shall be found to he in co11formity with the applicable habitat protection policies of the land use 
plan. All development plans, grading plans, etc., shall show the precise location of the habitats) 
potentially affected by the proposed project. Projects which could adversely impact an 
environmentally sensitive habitat area may be subject to a site in..5pection by a qualified biologist 
to be selectedjointly by the County and the applicant. 

Coastal Plan Policy 9-23: Adjacent development shall be set back o minimum of 50 feet _{i-0111 the 
[butterfly) trees. 

Summerland Community Plan Policy BIO-S-1: Environmentally sensitive habitat areas wUhin 
the Communi(v Plan Study Area shall be protected, and vvhere appropriate, enhanced. 

Summcrland Community Plan Action BIO-8-1.2: All new development within JOO' of an 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat, including but not limited to, riparian, oak or ·willow 
woodlands, and coostal sage scrub shall be required to provide for setbacks or undeveloped 
buffer zones {possibly through open space easement.,~ from these habitats. Staff shall re.fer to the 
Summer/and Biological Resources j\;fap for information on the location of native habitats, as well 
os rr:.'.{erring to other available data (i.t:.'., other mops, studies, or observations). lnstol/otion cf 
landscaping ·with compotible native species may be required within the b1.~ffer zone to o.f/"set 
impocts to sensitive habitots form development and increosed human activities onsite. .(/ the 
project would result in potentiol disturbonce to the lwbitat, o restoration pion shall he required. 
f,Vhen restol'otion is not.feasible 011.siie, qfj.\·ite restorcztion may be cc,nsidered. 

Policy BH)-S-3: f\.,fonol'ch Buue1:/ly ;·oosrin.g hobitws shed! be pi·eserved mid protected. 

Policy BlO-S-3.1: Any constrnc·1iu11 ... '.sFcriing or dcve!o,n!llen! 1;-'irhin 200_/~:e! o/"/o:o:i·u r.1r 
b11ue1jly roosf.Y sholi be prohihited herwcen No1·ernher ! 1.mo' _.,ip;·i( i. i'his 1·cq1ri1·;_:1;.1i:.:'Ui' 111..:-n-i0c 
mod~fiec://deleted on o cose-b_v-cose !•,:;,si.,· 11:here eirher [)r-:·r: 1:.:r ::1,:Uil!onol i.:!fi:1rmoff;).1!:·s,ud•,· ,1·iri1 
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the opprovol q/ DER concludes that one or 11101·e (?/ these octivities would not impact rnonc11·c:.I1s 
u.sing the trees. 

Act-no!!] JfHO-S-3.3: Prior to issuance cfo COP or LUPjcJr development within 200' cf known or 
historic butte,fly roosts1 RJ,JD shall determine !/the proposed prqject would hove the pote11tiol to 
odversely impact monarch buttet:fly hobito!. This shcill be determined hosed on proximity to 
known, historic, or potentiol butte,jly trees. The Summer/one/ Biologicol Resources mop shall be 
considered in determining proximity os well os other ovoilohle i1!1cxmotion and mops. 111 the 
event the proposedproject does hove the potential to odversely impact monarch bu11e1fly hobital, 
the opp/icon/ shall submit lo DER o lmttelfly Roost Protection Pion. This plan shall be 
developed at the qppliccmt 1s expense ond shed! be included on ony grading designs. The plan 
sholl include the.following i1?formatio11 and meosures: 
a. The mapped location cf the windro1,., or cluster of trees 1vhere monarch butte,flies ore 

known, or have been known, to oggregote,· 
b. A minimum setback of 50 .feet . .fl-·om either side of the roost shall be noled on the plan. 

.Buffers surrounding potential roosts maybe increosed _Fom this minimun;, to be 
determined on a case by case bosis. A temporaryfence shci/1 be installed al the out.side cf 
the ln!/ler boundary. All ground disturbance and vegetation removal shall be avoided 
within this bidfer region,· and 

C. Native vegetation shall be maintoined around !he b1!frer. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Coasfa.D Act JP'olky 30244: Where development would od11ersely impac/ orchaeological or 
paleontological resources as ident{fied by the Stole Historic Preservation Qfficer, reasonable 
mitigation measures shall be required. 

Coasfall Phun Polncy 10-2: When developrnenls ore proposedji:n- parcels where archaeological or 
other cultural sites are located1 project design shall be required 1vhich avoids impacts to such 
cultural sites ((possible. 

Coastaff Plan Policy 10-3: When s1.{/l1cient p/onning ..flexibility does not permit avoiding 
construction 011 archaeological or other types q/ cultural sites, adequate mitigation shall be 
required. Jvfitigotion shall be designed in accord with guidelines of the State Office of Historic 
Preservation and the State of Cal(fornio Na live American Heritage Commission. 

Coastal PHalil Polky 10-5: Native Americans shed/ be consulted when development proposcJ/s ore 
submitted which impact sign(ficant archc1eologicc,I or cultural sites. 

SlJJlmmeirhnlUld Com11mmfify Plan PoRky HA-S-1: Sign(ficont cu/tura/1 czrchaeologica( and 
i1istoricol resources in the Summer/and oreo she,// be protected ond preserved 

SU1mmeida1Illd. Comnmn.nfy Pilau Adnol!.i HA-S-tl: Prior to issuonce cf o CDP or L UP, RMD 
slioll determine 1-vhether the prr~ject site is !ocoted in eithel' o kl1(:>11 1n orchaeologicol site or in on 
orea 1Fith potential archoeologicol rcsowces. This shcill be determined h_1 1 consulting the 
Sum111erlo11d Archoeologicol Resources 1\lop (Ft'gurc 2q,i ds 11·ell os the DERC .SH(f/'orchoeologist 
jhl' ony ne1P orclweologicol swTe_r l'esulls 11·/ii:..:·h 11·.-11tld 11etiorc F'igun.:: ~?9. 

In the event thot 1he sit;; is lu1..·L!r-::·i.l i,;1 di! ,_;r,·,.1 ,1·:'u,_·I,. i,: / 
and there hds nut \'et been o P/i,.1J,.' / ,·u,·"i·,_T 

c!(a Phose I Sil/'\-'f:.'_l-' (O !1c prej.hii·,c:d i:_r ;!i! !(\/ 
spec(/ico/l_\· 11'oived !1y the RAID · u·, •,•: 

,',I; 
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the Phase 1 is not needed to avoid archoeological resource.s). All reconunendotions c?{ on 
archaeological report analysis including completion of additional archoeological analysis 
(Phase 2, Phase 3) and/or project redesign shall be implemented or incorporated into the 
proposed development prior to issuance qf'the CDP or LUP. 

10.0 RECOMMENDATION BY P&D STAFF 

On the basis of the Initial Study, the staff of Planning and Development: 

Finds that the proposed project WILL NOT have a sign.ificant effect on the environment and~ 
therefore, recommends that a Negative Declaration (ND) be prepared. 

____ x_ Finds that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there 
will not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures incorporated into the 
REVISED PROJECT DESCRIPTION would successfully mitigate the potentially significant 
impacts. Staff recommends the preparation of an ND. The ND finding is based on the assumption 
that mitigation measures will be acceptable to the applicant; if not acceptable a revised Initial Study 
finding for the preparation of an EIR may result. 

Finds that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and recommends 
that an EfR be prepared. 

Finds that from existing documents (previous .EI.Rs, etc.) that a subsequent document ( containing 
updated and site-specific information, etc.) pursuant to CEQA Sections 15162/15163115164 should 
be prepared. 

Potentially significant unavoidable adverse impact areas: 

__ With Public Hearing X Without Public Hearing 

PREVIOUS DOCUMENT: 

EV A.LUA TION BY DEVELOPMENT REVIEW SOUTH DATE: January 30, 2009 

11.0 DETERMINATION BY ENVIRONMENTAL HEARING OFFICER 

_X_' _ I agree with staff conclusions. Preparation of the appropriate document may proceed. 
I DO NOT agree with staff conclusions. The following actions will be taken: 

__ I re~e consul· ation and fu7her inforniation prior to making my determination. 
, ·-- t'>.....--1 A _,,/,' I I v~ 5 VL1 a> }cL----~-- 2 I:;- I /'\ Q 

SIGNATURE: Isl Dave Ward INITIAL STUDY DATE: / f U ( 

SIGNATURE: __________ _ 

SIGNATURE: __________ _ 

SIGNATURE: _________ _ 

12.0 ATTACHlVlENTS 

!. Vicinity-Map 
2. Site Plan 

' / 
NEGATfVE DECLJ_R.ATION DATE: 

REV[SlON DATE.: ------------

FINAL ~EGATlV.E DECLARATION DATE: __ _ 
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ATf A.Clf-flVHDNT 5: AIR .IP(H.,LUHON CON'fROJJ DKSTR[CT :!LETTrm . 

\ /'t ... ..t. 
\I -o 

C .... t o. i"' /~.: ... __ 

. '"". 

Dn(c: J\·1an::h 11 .. 2008 

C:ise 1/-; 08DVP-U0000-00009/08CUP-0000l)-00f"J .1 ri C,:rpinlL'l'i ;1 \/;-dlL-y l-';1r1r1'i 

___ The ,=:tpplic.;mt should dttcnnin~ v:l,et)l(:r rile stn1crure(s) 17rnpr.1~;e,~ frn· deffohiu11 contain•~ 
:\sbestos tllat is f'ri2.hk or hns 1he po1:.::r1ljal t11 he.come fri;ib.k durillg JL:[J1l:•liti1.i,1 nr 
dispo~wl. lf'the slrncllHe does L:nn.l.:1in frinbk ~sbes1c,:::-, the ushc~;ln:, •,l:,i_:.11ld h: rc11ni-..·1.:d 
by :..i c.Dntracr.or thnt is !1ttttc cc1i.ified for as.h::si.ns rcrn,11, .. al. 

Applican1 is required 10 comp.lc.:tc 1he "'Noiific1ti1.)1: ru~· lfr11ovnli(1n 2rnd D:::1nnlilwu·' 

.. ·; 

ti1rm (;1vnilnbl-e 011 the A PCI) webs itc). Th::. ,;:ompkl cd .form shc,u!<l be uwi kd lo tl'iL~ Sn.nl,:1 l.t1ri)~u-:·1 
AJ'CD no i:.it~.r 1bnn t.he dutG spet.:iGed in S:;c:tion .l.D.1 c,( llic i11.:.;t.n.1ciinn:_;, 

>( .... Dusi & Odor Conlrnl .i\le.nsures (nHui::-hc:d.1 :..1r-c- n~cornmt:ndcd fr1r t'tf)LT::llic,n of !lie hcir:se bc1~1nfo1 g 
facility. The nnme nnd cekpllCtn(• r-ir.1mrx:r of nn on-site c:011lucl pcr.'-ion irntsl b.::: p:·ovidcd lo the .:\.PCD 
pr1t.ir 1o i.s~;1..Jrll1C?; of l:.:11id us<.: dearnni.--:e. 

__ X. __ _I>ric1!' LO t:-c·cupuncy, A.PCD permits musl bi?.- obtz,ined for ull cqL.:ip11i.:::r,1 n1n1 r't.:quirL:s ~m AF'(:-1) pennH 
.:\PCD /qttli.orii.y lo Conslrm:I permil:s .:He 1c:·quircd 1::)r tlic;:.;cl l.:n:;im.::~ 1~·.11_•,~J :-11 50 hhp :1rid g;·eaicr (e.g .. 
rirc·,.v~ler pump:-; ,-md o2rnergency srn.J~.Jhy gcnc.rnk,rs) illHl l.iud1.:r~/Ltrgc w:':kr :1•~<lt0rs \'.'hc1~(• ,.:o:nh ined 
hc~,t inpHI rnti.ng-e:\cceds 2.0 md!ipn BTUs ~:-i.::r li.c.1;_1r. 

c:..:: .8n::n1 Dan.id:::;, A.gL:.nt 

TLA. Chri_1n Fil? 

l :.· i •• =· r:.: 1:, · •:: ·.- ·.: '•:: 

f"1 ,: ': ;'.1" . '. :·:· 'I,:"' • , ·, ·•1 ' 
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Afr Po 11.utfon Control District 

RECOMMENDED DUST & ODOR CONTROL MEASURES 
FOR OPERATION OF HORSE BOARDING PROJECTS 

P•.nirni:il "Na.si.e, cornpotling i~r'ld uther oper,1tions must tJ-e conductecl so tl1at objectionable 
odors r-:lri:1 nol ,.:1 public riui~;trncc. 

'r/Vt:::'ier trucks or sprin~.ler systen-1s $h::1II he u:sed to keep all are.gs c1 sol! distur!Janc.s darnp 
enou~1t·1 lo prevent dw.;I from !0-.::r,.1ing the s.itE!. At a m.in~mum, tl1is should include •NeHing 
dcwm ~'-.Jch nrc~~s in lho 1~.1rc morning :::ind after 'Nork is completed for \he day. 

~ lnc.!'er:::;sed Wfitering fre-quenc~•· ·:;;haH bo required 'Nheneve-r the 1,-.;inc speed exc&s-ds 15 rr1µ••1. 
Redaicned 'Naler should be used vv·henever possibie. 

?·:1inirnize arnounl c?r disturbed ,1r-e;1 and reduce on sHe vel1icle speeds to 15 rr:iles pe:- hour 
or-less. 

Gravel pads rnust l>e in.stalled ,-:ii all acc.t'l;-;s po)nts to prevent trackfng of n1uci 011 to putilic 
roads. 

If irnporiation, exµ0rtalion and stockpiling of material me involve,j, soil stocr-:pilecl for more 
than t,No clays sh3II be c.overecL Kept moist, or trn._1te-d with soil binders to prevent dust 
qen.eration. Trucks lranspmtin,g rnaleri,:1ls to and from the sit~ shall be tarp1?.1J frcm the poin! 
oi origin. 

After clearin~l: gradin,;;i, ,earth 1w.::wing r.:.:or c~:c,(.lvr,i(km is completed, treat the r-:on-agricultura~ 
cli.st:urbed areas by wat.ering. or rsvegcl.:~ting, or by spreading no.n-toxic soil binders unrn the 
area is paved or ot1·1e(NiSe developc~d 50 thrJI c!u::st generation will not occur. 

The applicant shall rJesi9nale i:":l per~;on O·I' pmr;ori:_; le: nionitor the dust contror pro1;:y-arn E1nd 
to order increased ·Naterin,;:;1, as neces~;,.ffy, lo prevent transpori of dust oftsite. Their dut.ies 
shan \ndude ho-!idr.:iy ,:md w~E)~:.f.r·1d perio,js •,:/hen \'•lorl~ may not b-e in progre.ss. The n~:11ne 
anrj telephone nur~·,ber nf ~;uch per~cns shail be provided to ~Ile .A,r Po~lution Control Distric! 
prjo, kJ finr;I p{:rrnit ~;ign .. off . 

.t,•.•.=:,1-.;.·,'~ I:', :!,OOli 
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ATTACI--I.NiLKN1I' 7: CERTIFICATE ()'F WA1'ER SERVICE AVA.IlLA.18.llV.ITY 

YIO'\T r.cn u W.Y'l'f-'.I< I) l.\'fl{ I{ :T· 
CE RT I Fl C ,.\ T F OF WX tT. f~ .'-i I•: HY I u,: ,.\ \ '::·.\_IJ . .-\l}}_L_._IT Y 

1•,lc,:-11c·::i1,::, V/;:i1cr Di.,;1r·ic1 h.:::: 1·,:-.:x:i·.-cd ;_lie i·:.·,llc,,.,,.i:\:-' i'1!'P!iu.t:>:•1· r·:-,:· ( r:r1il'i.::::1lc'. n;· 1,\';1'.;:;- ~;::-•:i,:-:· 

.,\ ·.· :1il::.hi lir.y {(\VS/\): 

I);!::: ,:1 t· ,i\!1p!i1.-:-,1ii:111. 

\.1,r:~· nf :\ppLc:111c 

J\,:Jpcn_y Ch•,•m:r (jf difl~:.Tr:-11~ -fr1Jir, ,11~•pli,:·;1nt.1: 
S.1.::!'•:i\°:-::· ;idd1 t.~.~ : 

/•,::~;,:~:=or·':; P:lr•::c! Numbcr1\;) to·::::~ .::o::r,.,.::d: 
P:1rc::l:'1.1n)p-~:1 ty .'ii?.-::: 

Bri,.:f Prokct dc-;-;,:ripr.ion: 

1)/2 (,ifl R 

P.-\l f\l~SBITf' 
S:1 [JI(' :1~ !I pplir:-1111 

2HOO Vb l<t•:11 
OOS-2 J 0-0~fi 
1 1).:,t.: .-\t.:r't'!-i 

Eq1.tip1ne:·ql Slnr:t14(· P,lrlg,. Poln ,'\:. 

Prnp('1·ly Ch,tt'iiahk Ln•nh 

l'<·k•nll:.·-cito \Vnkr Di.~;1rii:.: (\'i'·,VI.)) !1:H re-. ;,,'.·,,_.-t~d ;h,: i-1;·,::!pu.c:.:d ;;\1:·,11:;~: :11 1t:•;L: !"1)r tl,,.: 

( ·:11 !·:i(1Ji::i'1a V\tlley F,'Lr rY!:- IH(:-pi.::n_~· >1t·.1u.J a, :2.-,;,:;i:, v·,,1 Ri::,·.1. T!1..:: 1·11'!..1;-:i-:::::i:·.J ,_·l:;11!?ii.' :n 1.:~c i:-; 
(:.di111~d h:,: tilt:: Ccnmty nr Snnl:1Barf.1::t:·~11:-;-.:;1: i:·.1n1·:·1:.'.r.:: r:,:-:.;rr-..:f-'r.11.-i,::r.1 1

) :.111.i (IH.:t)('.l(:•O(:: I\ Ti1r.7 

D\,. Pe;·,;,;•;:• nurnl:11::H :~p-:::ci i'iL"::',E.:· re l'c:n:-,1:.·L:;,; 1:1-::· .~ .': i:,l ill:::· Iii-ii;: 1:·1bk· :;~rL~•.:ttl!'i::i. \-._·.,·1ich ;he ( ·0.1111:,• 

nnJ applicant n::·pr-i:.,c11t hnvc l:•l'<·:1 C•l;si1i:: n11t! in ti:-::- i:!ri-:ir :i.•, :?•:}(1~; :rnd 11-.,: ;:ir:.:v...-1-:-:~i.1 11,:•.•.· 
::(p.:i1•,1,i.:111. .-:1.,::,rn.~.::. l.:ui!,:lin_~, Tl;,.- C'l .. il' r•.:.l~;-r:: ii)·,,.,,:. l;,1'"1.:,:1.-,it,: ii,·'d, 1",·,r 1: ... il., pl:::,·ir.~·. :·,:1:I n::l:H,~d 

:.·li:.-:ni::·il:ll: L:\t:1:,[.-~ lii,u. -.viii 1:-.:: lt,.:ld •:w. ·1h:: p:·,:-:p,::,r::· :;1 1IK· (m11t',~. 

Th,~·- propi::i~cd pr(~r•eny t:hililgi.' i;-1 Vi.1.: h'ol.:i hr:•:'.:) J'C\';(_'\n·.t.: hy 11-:r:. l)i,1~it:I (_;·, l.!IISllT 1.: tit;!'. 

•,•,·;Jt.:1 l.1!,i:: r,~rnnins •:,1i1l1c11 tl1t li1s'.1.:dcal li1:1i1:; ,;:-; ['ri:••.-iLl,~·d 1'.;,: ir: f·..-'.\\'J.) (Jr-:l:n;1!'1(·,~~ ;:-.;(.J. Fur 11·1,t 

U\-'P. 1hc. Di.,.;1ric1 h,b frmiti:~d it~; r-._:i,·ii:-,•, l•.:i tlic- r:rc,y.:,~,.L·d i.:q1.:i1:i:-n,.-11t :=1or;·1.i~:; b1.:ii-..lin;~ (CSB) wi1.l1 
lh•:~ 1111i:.krs1;-ind111;; thal. .:di oth:.'.r l.111ildir:gs •:Jn th: i;1;-,:1i:•1.:ny !-,;-1v,.: h,::l:1: i1; 11:;•:: rric-r 11> 100:;:; tu·,d 
th,:.:r1~ J;~ 1101 a rc.qu•:•!.;[ fr.,r ni::•,1,: -.\·:·11i:r ::;cr'.•'tct::. h.:i1· 1IH:· l:Sl3. the· Lltslrict i:; ir1 n:•,:.'.1~:pl o;' k::.1,:r;; fro:1: 
K,,.?:,:ll,1.:,y Dc::;ign, (he proji.::c1 nr~hitGcl ,:1:-i!L'd ~;,:p1.(~ni1.-.. ~T I :=i, ·::{Hit: :rn1.~ T<.1i:-1 >-!:igil!1.:,~hi .. il1e 

pruj.:c:i i;.1rnl~c-q~•;: ;1n:l1i.lt:cc d;1k1i Sc:pbr.ii•~•i : ), 21)0~. Tl,i.:~•::: klcc:.-, p,n._·idc i:·1(on1~t'l'lif;n tbl 
sh::•.-,,r llii::.-rt: -.vill r:,:it ~,.,. :,tn ir.,:re,i'.,t in ,..., .. :1t,~r 1.1:;:1µ,,: i1:;so:.:·ia1cJ v:ith tlii:· l:t"•'-· [SB 

F,;ir tlK: CUP illid sd1t~d11l1:d 1::h;.1ri1;.il.:·k ,:·,~•,,i.;, th!.: Di:-;cn,::r. ;:.; i1: rc12t::1r11 ,:,:';·1 kl:cr fro.ri 
Pat Nt:sliiTi, !.li-::.· prt'Jj':trt:v· ~1W1ti'.:r d,1ta:::d Sq,1rn1\1t:·: ~(). :2U(.:~~ i1'.llicn:111_L~ ibi <:(·1.1:-i1.:1bk ,;'.\·'i.'lil:: 11,n·:.: 

IJ~'(I! hdu on 11-:c prc-pcny· i11 the pn:il n11d lh::11 .:II t~:.:-,.:,d i'.lld ~;;11: i1:.1ry ~;-:::·•,:Cl:.-:;,:,.:! l;n:iliciC.3 '.".: r:: 

;_1n.Hq~h1 :11!.(1 t.11:.: J.:,r(Y!H:rty fr,r .::;1d1 •::','•!.: 0 11 The r,r::,p•.'.rly i:, 1:1:11 i.::t·1:.1tp;rcd ·,·,.:i1ll r•t'.:rrn1:1K·,·11 ~-nnu,:·•.­
;11,d r:,:IH:1· ll:::e-:kd !'l1t::ilitic.-; li)r ;_:It:·., it·:1lJk •:'."\'•.::t'11:: ;rn1.~ \i,•ill 1K:-:. 1:-c c'l1,\nµ,1~·ll i"n:,:n p?:::_ {':pC.Tilli, .. :r-::, :.,:.\ 
:i:.>:.:1:,11r:·1::odnli: f:.111.il'c c.l1:1riL1bk.~ 1 •• ··,:c1:\-': ::,1·! 1!·11: pr:~r•,,T.y. ··1 lK' Ui::-!.rin 11;1:: ;-J,::·, :1-:· 1.T, :11!•.-i:-::d 1li::1 
!JO((( pl :1yt11!!, ::11;d rr:l:-1!(::[ d.~--·:-. wii I l:11.: 1.n :.:\ i~:: ir ;_~. k·li[:;. ;11;d ',',•i :L ·~·.-.: i:;I ii',.~. :·I :t1~·11..:·.,l! ::upr:i-::n. ;·.:1,.I 

·.h:it 1h,:..·rc • .. :-:ill be 1:i(·i re.l;.1t-:·d i,i,..:r,:·,::;._• 1:·1 ·.:,,.·:111:r 1.;:-:,:. Th· ii;'.;'.1:=:l-.::t: ,:-,(1.11:•.; (\\/\:\ 1.:1:,:1.,i,\·r:: iii;: 

Ui:--trit:I':.; :,•,·;:.il:1bll: •,•.·n!,:r ,1q.1]lly ,,.,1-:I •.11:.: :·)i:-;i.r:•~l 11,~r~··:1:., :1-:':-ti1"1::.::, .·-01.11· c,(·:'•.,:c l:1l'.~ t:h· Uis1.:·i(·1 :::t:·, 
;111..I ,, ... , 1; ,;;\ · .. :.: Ill•~· !,l.:(";J•~·:.:-1 l'rl't'~p•..::: ... :,. i11 ;1:.:,_',_,:,_l;:_·l-:.:·,: ·,·,;· 1:·1 \:: 1:, .. i11:::i1•.' \1,.':i!1:r I )i 0.J_;·i,·1 ,:'':Ir:: i11:111:·,: :<• .. :, 
;'1111:i l:-1 .:: i·::-: I I.)\',' j I':_:':. : j 1'"11 j: :':( :·(:J!'.',: 

\·'.:1:·.:11;Hw1 _:\· .. ·,1ll;·;i::,_. i:::-·.:.i!·· 

;k :·:11::·•.l .I! 1.1:11 :1:-',! ;q..'.1::; ,.,1· 
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Brent Duniels 
fonuary 30, '.200Sl 
Page 3 

Agreement to Accept Mitigation :Measures 
Carpint.er.ia Val1ey Farms, 08DVP-00000-00009, OSCUJ?'-00000-00016 

The mitigation measures attached in the Initi111 Study dated January 22, 2009 have been agreed to in 
order to mitigate potentially sjgnificant adverse environmental impacts to insignificant levels. The 
signature below constitutes acceptance of these m.itigation measures as pRrt of the overall project 
desc1iption. 

(Signature & Tit]e oyXgent, Owner, or Applicant) 

G:\GROUl'\PERM ITTING\CASE FILf:.S\DVP\0S C,\SES\08D VP-D0000-00009 CARPINTERIA VALLEY F1\ll/vlS\NES8l-rT IS FrNDlNG LE"l11:.R.DOC 
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